
City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
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 
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SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, November 14, 2017 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board meeting, 
Tuesday, November 14, 2017. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting on 
Monday, November 13, 2017, at 1:30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 38 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; 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the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District; 7) delete superseded 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. 

AMENDED, AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE 

REFERRED WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION AS COMMITTEE REPORT AS AMENDED 
Vote: Supervisor Mark Farrell - Aye 

Supervisor Aaron Peskin - Aye 
Supervisor Katy Tang -Aye 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 171041 11/13/2017 ORD1f\JANCE NO. 

1 [Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation] 

2 

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 Cannabis Retail establish.ments; 4) es~ablish location and 

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

1 O the number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; am:l-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 Commercial 

13 District: 7) delete superseded Planning Code 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 

16 of 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 strikethrough italics Times ,_.,..lew Roman 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. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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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 th$ 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 saJd Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

10 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 such 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 739-7 42, 7 45, and 7 48, to read as follows: 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

* * * * 

Agricultural Food, Fiber and Beverage Processing 1._An Industrial use that involves the 

processing of food stuffs, agricultural p~oductsfibers, 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, liq~or 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 Food, Fiber and Beverage Processing 2._An Industrial Use that involves the 

9 processing of feed stuffs, agricultural products fi/JeFs, and beverages with a high potential for 

1 O noxious fumes, noisel. and nuisance to the surrounding areal. 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 1 O); and facility for wool pulling or scouring. 

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

15 conditions outlined in Section 202.2(d):. 

16 

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

18 and Large-Scale Urban Agriculture, and Greenheuse. 

19 

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

21 (or wholesale sales or industrial usesinside a glass 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 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 to 22, 000 sq. ft. of canopy. This definition does not include accessory structures located in a 

2 required rear yard that coniply with Section 136(c)(22) o.fthis 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, eF donated, or . 

6 otherwise not used or consumed.by the operator ofthe 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) o.fthis 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 horticultural crops to be harJested, 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 

private farms. Neighborhood Agricultural uUse may be principal or accessory use. This use 

is subject to location and operational conditions outlined in Section 202.2(c) (}/this Codeand 

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

cultivation o(cannabis for personal use. 

* * * * 

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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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 may only be operated by the holder of (a) a valid license ftom 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, .. C'oodFiber tfl'ldBeverage 

Processing I tfl'ld2, 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-Retail 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 cont~ol laboratory; tH1d 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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6 

7 

8 

9 

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 mqy 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 

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

volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 6-Manufacturer 1. as defined in 

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10). 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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9 

10 
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17 

18 
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20 

21 
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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 o(Health 

under Article 33 ofthe Health Code. or (b) a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer as defined in Police Code 

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

Health Cede, ·which 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 mer~handise for heme 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 DISPENSARI.ES TO CANNABIS 

14 RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS. 

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

16 to operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as o[the effective date o[the ordinance in Board File 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

"-'-Ni-=-=o·'======~("DPH Permitted MCD") or that submitted a complete application for such 

a permit by July 20. 2017 and receives such a permit from the Department of Public Health 

("Grandfathered MCD") may convert to a Cannabis Retail Use by obtaining a building permit 

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

pursuant to Section 312. regardless of zoning district.shall be deemed a Cannabis Retail 

Use on January 1, 2018 or on the date it receives its permit from the Department of Public 

H~alth, whichever is later. may convert to a Cannabis Retail Use without obtaining 

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

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 building permit authorizing the change of use. Such permits are subject to neighborhood 

2 notification pursuant to Sections 311 and 312, if applicable. 

3 .(Q2__4_;DPH Permitted Grandfathered MCD converting to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant to 

4 this Section 190 is not subject to the locational restrictions for Cannabis Retail set forth in Section 

5 202.2(a). 

6 &In order for a DPH Permitted MCD to convert to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant 

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

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

9 Planning Department or Planning Commission must be received on or before December 31, 

1 O 2019. An application \Viii be deemed to have received its first approval from the Planning 

11 Department or Planning Commission when that body issues its decision, regardless of 

12 •.vhether any appeal or lawsuit is subsequently filed challenging any City approval related to 

13 the application. 

14 td){etAll other applications for a change of use from a DPH Permitted MCDMedical 

15 Cannabis Dispensary Use to a Cannabis Retail Use shall be subject to the zoning controls for the 

16 district in which the DPH Permitted MCDMedical Cannabis Dispensary is located 

17 -(61-!f,Ql This Section 190 shall expire by operation of!aw on January 1, 2020. Upon its 

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

19 

20 SEC. 202.2. LOCATION AND OPERA TING CONDITIONS. 

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

22 shall be subject to the corresponding conditions: 

23 * * * * 

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

25 conditions: 

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 

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

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

Department. 

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

a 6001000600-toot radius of a parcel containing an existing School, public or private. unless a 

State licensing authority specifies a different radius. in which case that different radius shall apply. 

In addition. the parcel containing the· Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located 'A'ithin a 300 

foot radius of a parcel for which a valid permit from the City's Office of Cannabis for a 

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

shall require Conditional Use authorization if there areis more than twaone other existing 

Cannabis Retail establishments or Medical Cannabis Dispensariesy;, in any combination, 

within a -1-,-000600-foot radius of the proposed site. except that a Cannabis Retail Use may. 

be located in the same place of business as one or more other establishments holding valid 

permits from the City's Office of Cannabis to operate as Cannabis Retailers or Medicinal 

Cannabis Retailers, where the place of business contains a minimum of 350 square feet per 

Cannabis Retail or Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use. provided that such locations are 

permitted by state law. 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. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 Any plot of land that exceeds 1,000 square feet and is newly established shall comply 

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

3 Section 63.6.2(b) of the Administrative Code, no permit for any site where the modified land 

4 area exceeds 1,000 square feet shall be issued until the General Manager of the Public 

5 Utilities Commission has approved the applicable landscape project documentation. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

(3) Industrial Agriculture. 

Cannabis must only be grown within an enclosed structure. 

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

the corresponding conditions: 

(1) Heavy Manufacturing 1, Metal WorkingL and Agricultural Food, Fiber, 

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

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

law, within 50 feet of any R District; No noise, vibration, or unhealthful emissions shall 

extend beyond the premises of the use. 

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

corresponding conditions: 

(1) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Medical Cannabis Dispensar1ierr Uses 

are required to meet all of the following conditions: 

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

the Department of Public HealthOffice of Cannabis pursuant to Section 3304Article 16 of the· San 

Francisco HealthPolice Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning Department. 

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

not be located within a 6001000600-foot radius ofiess than 1, 000 feetfrom a parcel containing 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 the grounds a.fa use primarily servingper~ons under l8year11 o.fage andvi1hich consists o.fthe 

2 following: an existing School, public or private, or €l Public Facility, Community Facility, or Pri-o;€lte 

3 Community Facility; unless a State licensing authority specifies a different radius. in which case that 

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

5 Dispensary Use shall not be located \Vithin a 300 foot radius of a parcel for· which a valid 

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

7 Retailer has been issued.a Medical Cannabis Dispensary shall require Conditional Use 

8 authorization if there areis more than tweone other existing Cannabis Retail establishments 

9 or Medical Cannabis Dispensariesy, in any combination, within a 4,000600-foot radius of 

1 O the proposed site. except that a Cannabis Retail Use may be located in the same place of 

11 business as one or more other establishments holding valid permits from the Citv's Office of 

12 Cannabis to operate as Cannabis Retailers or Medicinal Cannabis Retailers. where the 

13 place of business contains a minimum of 350 square feet per Cannabis Retail or Medical 

14 Cannabis Dispensary Use, provided that such locations are permitted by state law. There 

15 shall be no minimum radius from a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use to an existing day care center 

16 or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum radius, in which case that 

17 minimum radius shall apply. Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use 

18 located within 1000600 feet of a School, public or private, or €l Public Facility, Community 

19 Facility, or .Private Community Facility th€ltprim€lrily servespersons under 18ye&s <?fage is not 

20 permitted. 

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

22 shall provide adequate ventilation within the structure such that doors and/or 1Nindmvs are 

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

24 be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to authorization by the City's Office of Cannabis 

25 as applicable. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * 

(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. 

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

8 AND PDR DISTRICTS. 

· 9 (a) Commerciali.-and-Residential-Commerciali. Districts PDR, and M Districts. lile use 

10 shall be permitted as a4n £E.4ccessory uUse to a lawful pf.rincipal or eConditional ttUse in-ttny 

11 Cemmercitil er Residential Cemmercial District which is subiect to invelves er requires any of the 

12 following limitations: 

13 ( 1) Floor Area Limitations. The use of more An Accessory Use cannot occupy more 

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

15 the p£rincipal or eConditional uUse to which it is accessory, except in the case of accessory 

16 off-street parking or loading;=-,._ & 

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

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

19 (3) Limitations on Cannabis Retail Accessory Uses. The sale of cannabis as an 

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

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

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

23 Retail accessory to another activity on the same premises. 

24 (b) PDR and M Districts Specific Controls. Ne use shall be permitted as an accessory use 

25 to a lawfalprincipal or conditional use in o;ny PDR or },{District that iffvolves or requires the use of· 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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9 
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11 
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13 
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more thtm one third (1/3) &jthe totalfloor area occupied by such use tmd the principal or 

conditional use to which it is accessory~ except in the ease ofaeeessory retail, &jfstreetparking, and 

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

accessory retail allotment into one or more shared retail spaces, provided that the total 

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

permitted by this Section 204.f 

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

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

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

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

requirements are met: 

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

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

or occupants in the building on which the facility is placed; and 

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

(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 

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 

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

* * * * 

c c c c c 

iculture Industrial 102 202.2 c 

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

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Table 209.2 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS 

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

* * * * 

Agricultural Use Category 

Agricultural Uses* 

Agr_iculture, Industrial 

.. 
Agriculture, 

Neighborhood 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) 

~§ I 02, 202.2cc2 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) 

c c c c 

NP NP NP NP 

p p p p 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I 

SEC. 210.3. PDR DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

Table 210.3 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR PDR DISTRICTS 

Zoning § References PDR-1-B 

Category 

* * * * 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * 

Agricultural Use Category 

Agricultural §§ 102, 

Uses* 202.2(c) 

Agriculture, 
§ 102 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Industrial Use Category 

* * * * 

Agricultural 

11£.eed 1"1£iher 
§§-102, 

and 
202.2(d) 

Beverage 

Processing 1 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

p 

c 

NP 

PDR-1-D PDR-1-G 

p p 

c c 

p p 

PDR-2 

p 

c 

p 
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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 

Agricultural 

1°1£eed F:UJer-
§§-102, 

and NP c c c 
202.2(d) 

Beverage 

Processing 2 

Institutional Use Category 

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

Medical §§ 102, NPP{J) NP-P (10) NP-P (9) NP-P {J) 

Cannabis 202.2(e) 

Dispensary 

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

Sales and Service Category 

Retail Sales 
§§ 102, 

and Service p (1) p (10) p (9) p (1) 
202.2(a) 

Uses* 

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

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, p (])(21) p 00)(21) p (9)(21) p (1)(21) 

202.2(a2 

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

* * * * 

(212 Cannabis Retail is only permitted where (al the Cannabis Retail establishment holds a valid 

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

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

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

the premises. 

SEC. 303. CONDITIONAL USES. 

* * * * 

(I!:) Affordable Housing Bonus Projects. The purpose of this Section is to ensure 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

meeting the City's affordable housing goals. 

* * * * 

16 (2) Exceptions. This subsection (!:t)(2) shall not apply to State Analyzed 

17 projects. As a component of the review process under this Section 303(!:t), the Planning 

18 Commission may grant minor exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for 

19 below, in addition to the development bonuses granted to the project in Section 206.3(d). 

20 Such exceptions, however, should only be granted to allow building mass to appropriately 

21 shift to respond to surrounding ~ontext, and only when the Planning Commission finds that 

22 such modifications: (1) do not substantially reduce or increase the overall building envelope 

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

24 Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. These exceptions may include: 

25 * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 (F) Where not specified elsewhere in this subsection (~t)(2), 

2 modification of other Code requirements that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit 

3 Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the 

4 property is located. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

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

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

* * * * 

(F) whether any existing commercial or retail uses- has been 

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

~section 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 

geographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the concentration of 

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

proposed Cannabis Retail Use. the balance ofother 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. 

(xl Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. 

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

Dispensarv -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 

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 

Dispensary Uses within the general proximity the proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES. 

* * * * 

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

For the purposes of this Section 303.1, a retail sales or service activity or retail sales or 

service establishment shall include the following uses,_ whether functioning as a principal or 

accessory use, as defined in Articles 1, 2, 7, and 8 of this Code: 

* * * * 

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

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

Cannabis Retail §§ 102. 890.125. 

* * * * 

SECTION 312. PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR ALL NC AND EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

(c) Changes of Use. 

(])NC Districts. In NC Districts, all building permit applications for a change of 

use to,_ or the establishment o( the tollowing uses shall be subject to the provisions of subsection 

312(d) except as stated below: 

en-Adult Business, 

Bar, 

Cannabis Retail 

Child Care Facility, 

General Entertainment; 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 Group Housing, 

2 Limited Restaurant, 

3 Liquor Store, 

4 Restaurant, 

5 Massage Establishment-

6 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

7 Nighttime Entertainment, 

8 Outdoor Activity Area, 

9 Post-Secondary Educational Institution, 

1 O Private Community Facility, 

11 Public Community Facility, 

12 Religious Institution, 

13 Residential Care Facility, 

14 · Restaurant 

15 Schoo~ 

16 Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment, & 

17 Trade Schoolshall be subject to the prffvisiens o.fSubsectien 312(d); 

18 provided; hHowever, that-a change of use from a Restaurant to a Limited-Restaurant shall 

19 not be subject to the provisions of subsection 312(d). In addition, any accessory massage 

20 use in the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District shall be subject to the 

21 provisions of subsection 312(d). 

22 (2) Eastern Neighborhoods Districts. In all RED and Eastern Neighborhoods 

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

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

25 Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall be subject to the provisions of S~ubsection 312(d). For 

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 

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

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

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

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

Recreation. Arts and Entertainment Use,,: Office Use,,: Live/Work Units Use.;_mMotor :y_[ehicle 

01~ervices uUse,,: Vehicle Parking Use,,:_ Industrial Use,,: hHome and hfi_usiness 01~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 Use~ for Dwelling Units in Rand 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 

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

this Code. 

No Use will be considered accessory to a permitted Principal or Conditional Use that 

involves or requires any of the following: 

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

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 

Table 710. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT NC-1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning Category 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * 

Residential Care Facility 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, NP 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, NP(4)!fil 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 102 p 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) NP!fil 

* * * * * * * * 

Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* *- * * * * * * 

NP!fil NP 

* * * * * * * * 

P(J±) P(J±) 

* * * * * * * * 

NP!fil NP 

* * * * * * * * 

Page 23 



1 

2 

3 

Utility and Infrastructure* 

* * * * 

4 * * * * 

§ 102 

* * * * 

C(6~ C(6~) . C(6~) 

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

5 (4) Permitted".vith DR ifthe }Jedical Cannabis Dispensaries can demonstr-£tte to the Planning 

6 Department they were in operation as o.fApril 1, 2005 and hm·e remained in continuous operation 

7 and have obtained afinalpermit to operate by }.!arch 1, 2008. 

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

9 (6,2) G if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Facility. 

10 (6) C in Supervisorial District 4. 

11 

12 SEC. 711. NC-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

13 * * * * 

14 Table 711. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-2 

15 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

16 * * * * 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

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

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES Controls by Story 
-----------------------------------------

1st 2nd 3rd+ 

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

9 GreenhouseAgriculture, 

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 * * * * 

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

§§ 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 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~ 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1st 2nd 3rd+ 

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

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 

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

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR 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) DRNPC 

Controls 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

}/PDRNPC NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

*· * * * 

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

§§ 102. 202.2(a) 

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

7 SEC. 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

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

GreenhouseAgriculture. 

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 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, DR 

202.2(e) 

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

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

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 

* * * * 

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 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

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

DR NP 

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

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

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

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

12 * * * * 

13 Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

14 .ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

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 

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 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Hl02. 202.2(a> c 
* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT ZONING. CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

* * * * 

GreenheuseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

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

NP NP NP 

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. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

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, 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 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 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

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

NP NP NP 

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) 

* * * * 

f.l1 1'.!EDICAL CANNABIS [}JSPEl1lSARJES 

Controls: 

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

DRf.l1lll DRf.l1lll DRflflll 

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

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

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

(a) A }f{edical Cannabis Dispensary (1'.1CD) seeking to locate within 500feet ofanother 

}JCD use may be allmved as a Conditional Use; provided, howe-..,w, that any amendments .to · 
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1 regulations governing the proximity a.fan },{CD to another 1\/CD that are applicable to },{CDs 

2 Citywide shall Bpply in the Excelsior Outer }..fission }lCD and '1Vill supersede the condition bl:Se 

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 approve. the application and authorize the Conditional Use if the facts presented 

6 are such to establish that: 

7 (i) the }..!CD will bring measurable community benefits and enhancements to the 

8 Excelsior Outer }..fission Street NeighborJwod Commercial District, 

9, (ii) the },{CD has prepared aparking and tr~sportation managementplan sufficient 

1 0 to address the anticipated irnpact of its patients, 

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

12 acti'.Jely engaging with the communityprior to applying for the Conditional Use, including adequate 

13 security measures in the oper~tion of their business and designating a community liaison to deal 

14 effectively ·with current and:future neighborhood concerns . 

. 15 (c) In addition to the abo-ve criteria, in regard to a Conditional Use authorization 

16 Bpplication, the Planning Commission shall consider the existing concentrations of}..!CDs within the 

17 District. 

18 (d) A }..fedical Cannabis Dispensary may only operate between the hours o.f8 am and 10 

19 pm:-

20 (e) A }..fedical Cannabis Dispensary may locate above thefirstfloor only if it shall be 

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

22 

23 (1 l No more than three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries or Cannabis Retail Uses. in any 

24 combination. shall be permitted at any given time. 

25 (:24~ OFF-SALE LIQUOR ESTABLISHMENTS 
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1 Controls: 

2 (a) New 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 may 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 more than 25% of the square footage of the windows and clear doors of liquor 

15 establishments shall be.ar 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 (nID 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 subject to the restrictions set forth in Section 249.35(c)(3). 

25 (43i) 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 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

15 * * * * 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§§ 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 

22 

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 

* * * * 

* * * * 
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* * * * * * * 'Ii 

**** **** 

NP 

**** **** 

**** **** 

**** **** 

Page 39 



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, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 
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* * * * 

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

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 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

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

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT .. 

* * * *· 

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

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

NP NP NP 

20 * * * * 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 
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* * * * 

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

DR NP 

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

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

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

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * •* * * * * 

6 SEC. 725. UNION 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 
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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 

* * * * 

GreenheuseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102. 202.2(e) DR 
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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 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 
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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) 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 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenheuseAgriculture, 

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 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§€102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

c 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 
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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 

* * * * 

*· * * * 

§fl 02. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* *" * * 
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1 * * * * 

2 GreenhouseAgriculture. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

8 . Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

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

§§102, 202.2(c) NP NP 

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

§§102, 202.2(e) C 

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

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

§§I 02, 202.2(a) 

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

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 

* * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

GrccnhouscAgriculture, 

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 

* * * * 

* * * * 

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 

* * * * 
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1 

2 

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

4 GreenhouseAgriculture, 

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 NEIGHBORHOOD 

C01JfAfERCL4L DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

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

NP NP NP 

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) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

c 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 739 . .,_VORJEGi4 STREET .ZVEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

The }lorfoga Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood 

and includes the non residential currently zoned NC 2 properties fronting both sides &j }leriega 

Street between 19th and 27th and 30th through 33rdAvenues. 

The Districtprmides a selection o.lconvenience goods and services for the residents of the Outer 

Sunset District. There are a high concentration o.frestaurants, drawing cmtomersfrom throughout 
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1 the City cmd the region. There arc also a significcmt number ofprafcssional, realty, and business 

2 offices as well asfinancial institutions. 

3 The Noriega Street }leighborhood Commercial District controls arc designed to promote 

4 de .... ·clopmcnt that is consistent ·with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a ha-nnony of uses 

5 that support the District's vitality. I'he building standards a-llor'v' small scale buildings and uses, 

6 protecting rear yards abov·e the ground story and at residential levels. Jn new dewlopmcnt, most 

7 commercia-l uses are permitted at the first two stories, although certain limitations apply to uses at 

8 the second story. Special controls a-re necessary to preserve the cquilibriwn o.fncighborhood ser.:ing 

9 convenience cmd compa-rison shopping businesses and to protect adjacent residential livability. To 

1 0 protect continuous frontage, dri1le up uses a-re prohibited and active, pedestrian oriented ground 

11 floor uses generally must be provided, unless such uses are a-uthorizcd by Conditional Use. These 

12 controls arc designed to encourage the street's active reta-ilfrontagc, and locttl fabrication and 

13 production ofgoods. 

14 Accessory :D.'P'clling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis 

15 bede:-

16 SEC. 740. IRVIZVG STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

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

18 and includes the non residential currently zoned NC 2 properties fronting both sides of1rving Sire et 

19 between 19th tznd 27th Avenues. I'hc District provides a selection of convenience goods and services 

20 for the residents o.fthe Outer Sunset District. There a-re a high concentration ofrcstaurants, drawing 

21 customcrsfrom throughout the City and the region. There arc also a significant number o.f 

22 professional, realty, and business offices as well asfinancial institutions. 

23 I'he Irving Street }leighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

24 development that is consistent with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a hannony a.fuses 

25 that support the District's vitality. The building standards allow small scale buildings and uses, 
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1 protecting rear yards above the ground stery and at residerttial levels. In new devdopment, most 

2 commercial uses are permitted at thefirst two steries, although certain limitations apply te uses at 

3 the second story. Special controls are ne_cessary to preser;e the equilibrium ofneighborhood serving 

4 comenience and comparison shopping businesses and to protect tldjacent residential livability. These 

5 controls are designed te encourage the street's active retailfrontage, and local fabrication and 

6 production o.fgoods. 

7 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant te subsection 207(c)(4) o.fthis 

8 bode:-

9 SEC. 741. TARAVAL STREET 1VEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

1 O The Tarr:n·al Street }feighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood 

11 and includes the non residential currently zoned NC 2 properties fronting both sides ofTaraval 

12 Streetfrom 19th through 36th Avenues. The Districtprovides a selection o.fconvenience goods and 

13 senices }or tlie residents o.f tlw Outer Sunset District. There are a high concentration o.frestaurants, 

14 drmving customer~frem throughout the City and the region. There are also a significant number of 

15 pro.fessional, realty, and business offices as well asfinancial institutions. 

16 The Taraval Street }leighborhoed Commercial District controls are designed te promote 

17 de-..·elopment that is consistent ·with its existing land use patterns and te maintain a harmony of uses 

18 that support the District's vitality. The building standards allow small scale buildings and uses, 

19 protecting rear yards abo'.Je the ground stery and at residential lc-..·els. In new development, most 

20 commercial uses are permitted at thefirst two stories, although certain limitations apply to uses at 

21 the second story. Special controls are necessary to preserve the equilibrium o.fneighborl1ood serving 

22 com·enience and comparison shopping businesses and to protect tldjacent residential livability. These 

. 23 controls are designed te encourage the street's active retailfrontage, and local fabrication and 

24 production ofgoods. 

25 
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1 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis 

2 Gede-: 

3 SEC. 742 . .IUDAHSTREETNEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L DISTRICT. · 

4 ·The Judah Street }kighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborJwod 

5 and includes the non residential currently roned }lC 2 propertiesfronting both sides o.fJudah Street 

6 from 29th through 33rdAvenues. The District provides a selection .a/convenience goods and services 

7 for the residents o.fthe Outer Sunset District. There are a high concentration o.frestaurants, drawing 

8 customersfrom throughout the City and the region. There are also a significant number of 

9 professional, realty, and business affices as well asfinancial institutions. 

1 O' The Judah Street }leighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

11 development that is consistent with its existing land ~e patterns and to maintain a harmony of uses 

12 that support the District's vitality. The building standards allo·w small scale buildings and uses, 

13 protecting rear yards ab011e the ground story and at residential kvels. In new development. most 

14 commercial uses are permitted at the first two stories, although certain limitations apply to uses at 

15 the second story. Special controls are necessary to preserve the equilibrium a/neighborhood serving 

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

17 controls are designed to encourage the street's active retailfrontage, and Z.Ocal fabrication and 

18 jJroduction o.fgoods. 

19 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) o.fthis 

20 Gede-: 

21 SEC. 745. EXCELSIOR OUTER AIISSIOIVSTREET .ZVEIGHBORHOOD COAIJJIERCL4L 

22 DISTRICT. 

23 The Excelsior Outer }Jission Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located along }Jission 

24 Street between Alemany Boule'.Jard and the San Francisco San }.Jateo county line. Outer },fission 

25 Street is mixed use, combining street fronting retail businesses on the groundfloor and housing on 
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1 upperjloors. The range ofcoYJ'lfJarison goods and services ajfered is varied and often includes 

2 specialty retail stores, restaurants; and neighborhood ser,;ing affices. The area is transit oriented 

3 and the commercial uses sen•e residents o.fthe area as well as residents and visitors from adjacent 

4 and other neighborhoods. 

5 The Excelsior Outer }Jission Street }leighborhood Commercial District is intended to pror•ide 

6 convenience goods and services to the surrounding neighborhoods as v,1ell as limited COYJ'lfJarison 

7 shopping goods for a wider market. Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the 

8 second story. Existing residential units are protected by limitations on demolitions and upper story 

9 conversions. Parking fer residential and commercial uses is not required. Buildings range in height, 

10 with height limits generally allowing up tofour stories. Lots vary in size, generally small or medium 

11 sized with some ·very large parcels. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted '1vithin the district 

12 pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis Code. 

13 SEC. 748. JAPAJVTOWNNEIGHBORHOOD C01JflJIERCL4L DISTRICT. 

14 The Japantown l'kighbor-hood Commercial District extends betH•een Geary Boulevar~ and.Post 

15 Streetfrom Fillmore Street to Laguna Street, the north side 0£Post Streetfrom W~bster Street to 

16 Laguna Street, and Buchanan Strcetfrom Post Street to midway between Sutter Street and Bush 

17 Street. The character 0£these streets is largely commercial, including large malls, although there are 

18 some residential units above the ground story. Buildings are typically two to four stories; although 

19 there are two taller hotels. Geary Boulevard; Fillmore Street, and Sutter Street arc iYJ'lfJOrtantpublic 

20 transit corridors. The commercial districtprovides con:venicnce goods and services to the 

21 surrounding neighborhoods as ·well as shopping, cultural, and entertainment uses that attract ••isitors 

22 from near and:far. 

23 The Japantown l'kighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to encourage and 

24 promote development that enhances the ·walk:ablc, commercial charaCtcr af this area and to support 

25 its local and regional role. }lew commercial de1Jclopmcnt is required on the grouni{floor and 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

pennitted ctbmw. ,.Most neighborhood and ',Jisitor serving businesses are strongly encouraged; 

including eating, drinking, and retail uses, as fong as they do not create a nuisance. Less acth·e 

commercial uses are encouraged above the grount[fioor, afong with housing and institutional uses. 

Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted ·within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c) (4) of this 

tetk-

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 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * . 

* * * * 

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

§§ 102. 202.2(a) NP 

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

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

7 DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

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

10 2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

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 

**** **** 

**** **** 

**** **** 

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 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 
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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 

* * * * 

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 SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

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

NP NP NP 
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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 

* * * *· * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail H 102. 202.2(a> c 

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

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 754. MISSION 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 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

1.8 

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 

* * * * * * * * 

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 61 



1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Greenhouse 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 Greenhouse Agriculture. 

5 Industrial 

6 * * * * 

7 

8 

9 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

10 Dispensary 

11 

12 

13 

. 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 II 

19 II 

20 II 

21 II 

22 II 

23 II 

24 II 

25 II 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

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

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 

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

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR NP 

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

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

§§I 02. 202.2(a) 

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

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

SEC. 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

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

NP NP NP 

15 * * * * 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102. 202.2(e) DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* . * * * * * * * 
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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 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2ce2 DR DR 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2ca2 r. 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 

* * * * 

SEC. 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

18 * * * * 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* ·* * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

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

DR NP 

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

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

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

§§ 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-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

9 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

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) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

6 * * * * 

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

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

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

7 SEC. 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

9 Table 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSIT DISTRICT 

10 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 * * * * 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

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. 763. 24TH STREET-MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD 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 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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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 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) 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 

* * * *· 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail · 

* * * * 

* * * *· 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

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

* * * * 

No. 

* * * * 

803.2. 75 

* * * * 

TABLE 803.2 USE CATEGORIES PERMITTED IN THE 

CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS 

Section Number 
Zoning Control Categories for Uses of Use 

Definition 

* * * * * * * * 

Cannabis Retail §890.125 

* * * * * * * * 

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, qualify as an outdoor activity area, as defined in Section 

890.71 of this Code; Neighborhood 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 pPrincipal uUse or eConditional uUse or is 

appropriate, incidental!. and subordinate to any such use, shall be permitted in Chinatown 

Mixed Use Districts as an tt4_ccessory uUse when located on the same lot. Any uUse not 

qualified as an eAccessory uUse shall only be allowed as a p,Erincipal 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 

p,Erincipal 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). 
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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 ad_ccessory will be considered 

separately as an independent permitted, cConditional, 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 Rand NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory 

Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts);=-L 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 pPrincipal uUse or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidentat and 

subordinate to any such use, and shall be permitted as an a4_ccessory uUse in an Eastern 

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

accommodate a pErincipal uUse which is carried out by one business,in multiple locations 

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

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

1,000 feet of the pPrincipal uUse; and (2) the multiple locations existed on April 6, 1990-(#w 

effective dctt-e ofthis amendment). ad_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 pErincipal 
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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 

ttUse so long as the ad_ccessory uUse is located in the same building as the pfrincipal ttUse 

and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such aAccessory ttUses. Any use which 

does not qualify as an ad_ccessory ttUse shall be classified as a p,Erincipal ttUse. 

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 

Zoning Chinatown Community Business 
No. § References 

Category Controls by Story 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * * 
* ·* * * * * * * * * * * fk * * * * * * * 

* 

.75 Cannabis Retail §§ 202. 2 (al, 890.125 c c 

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

* * * * 

SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT. 
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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 

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

* * 

.75 Cannabis Retail ~~ 202.2la2, c c 
890.125 

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

* * ;k * 

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 Neighborho.od 

Commercial Controls by Story 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 
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Retail Sales and Services 

fk * 

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

* 

.75 Cannabis Retail H 202.2{_a2, c 
890.125 

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

* * * * 

SEC. 813. RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 813 

RED - RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. !Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Irr .1_ - . ·- - n1 11 T. ·-· 
._ '""vr"'"VUJ.IJ"" V .I. rr,/ .... .L ''-"'' ... '.)' 

813.71 
Industrial A2riculture 

* * * * * * * * 

813.74A Neighborhood Agriculture 

813.748 Large-Scale Urban Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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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 Services 

~II Retail Sales and 

Services, Except for 
§§ 102, 890.104, 

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

Stores and Cannabis 

Retail 

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

814.75 Cannabis Retail oo 202.2(a) 890.125 C uv to 5 000 sf ver lot 

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

Other Uses 

* * * * fk * * * fk * * * * * * * 

r:r_ .. - ,7~~· ·n~ --- D1---.L 
~ ""'~'"' -~- ........ ""'"" .A. ......... 

814.74A "'r;,;,;·:;v, J Industrial §~102 NP 

A frriculture 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 78 



f 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 . 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Neighborhood 
814.74B §102~ p 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
814.74C §102~ c 

!Agriculture 

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

* * * * 

SEC. 815. 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 C3 __ ;.1::::.:::: v• P!_ .. : ,u-.,;,:·:;~. J Industrial Agriculture 

815.74B Neighborhood Agriculture 

815.74C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Residential/Service 
Mixed Use District Controls 

§§ 102, P, pursuant to 

890.104 § 803.8(c) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * . * * * * 

§~102 NP 

§102~ p 

§102~ c 
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1 I* * * * I* * * * 

2 * * * * 

3 SEC. 816. SLR - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAURESIDENTIAL 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 

All 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 

* * * * 

rr___ L -- n7 ,_ J.L Industrial 
'-" - ......... ....,~·-'"" "'" ........ ..,.. ................ .... '"" • .I' 

816.74A 
1A tzriculture 

816.748 Neighborhood Agriculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References 

§§102, 890.104 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§ 227(a)l02 

§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 

lAll Retail Sales and 

Services which are not 

Office Uses or 

prohibited by § 803.4, 

817.31 including Bars, 

Limited-Restaurants, 

Restaurants, Cannabis 

Retail and Personal 

Services 

* * * * * * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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Service/Light Industrial 
§ References 

District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 890.104 p 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 
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rt. ,. ...... 1 . ........ ,..,, n7 -~ 

'-' __ _. "'"'-'""'IJ""" 1..JI .r. .,_,. "" 

817.74A iu;:., ,_,v, .J' Industrial § 227(a)l02 p 

IA vriculture 

Neighborhood 
817.748 §102~ p 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
817.74C § 10245(h) 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 

A.II Retail Sales and 

Services which are not 

818.31 Office Uses or 

prohibited by § 803.4, 

including Bars, Limited-

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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Service/Secondary Office 
§ References 

District Controls 

* * * * I* * * * 

§§ 102. 890.104 p 
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Restaurants, 

Restaurants, Cannabis 

Retail and Personal 

Services 

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

Other Uses 

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

Ir' 1. -- -·· n1 
1- _.._.. f.l"V ........... ........ 1,,,, 

818.74A ~ r;,,,, --· f Industrial § 227(a)l02 

A vriculture 

Neighborhood 
818.748 §102~ 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
818.74C §102~ 

kA.griculture 

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

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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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 

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

60 202.2(a). 
840.52 Cannabis Retail 

890.125 

* * * * fk *. * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

7' T n_,._,, r!..--- .1,~·•nn 

'"''" --- ·-· '--" -- "' ·~ -·-'"' 

840.87 ~.- D7 - ,+ 7' T. --- ·--
....- ..&. s-._.,. • .,..,. ,L V6'1 ....,_ .)' 

Tndustrial Aericulture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * ·* 

§ 227(a)I02 

* * * * 

Mixed Use-General District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

C. Subiect to size controls in Section 840.45. 

* * * •* 

* * * * 

p 

* * * * 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

Neighborhood 
840.978 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
840.97C 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

§102~ p 

§102~ c 

*. * * * * * * * 

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

9 * * * * 

Table 841 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. lZoning Category 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * 

841.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

11r __ n_.,_~1 rr. ___ 7_ - n7 . .. 11 r_ ·--
'-' '" ~ ... -·-· - - .,,.,_ ---- '-" .._ ••·"'"' ... Vin - J 

841.87 
Tndustrial Aericulture 

Other Uses 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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Mixed Use-
Residential References 

District Controls 

* * * * r<- * * * 

§ 890.133 wP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§ mfa),102 p 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

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 

* * * * I* * * * 

842.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

]IT n ·1 rr ,7.~ '~- D7 11r .... 
'-'S"' --· •J, '-.I ""_. . .,w 

842.87 
lndustrial Af!riculture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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''-"'VI .L •-..1 ... ., .L ¥J,1 IJ'-'1J 

§ Mixed Use-Office 
References District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 890.133 NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 227(a)l02 p 

* * * * * * * * 
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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 § References Urban Mixed Use District Controls 

* * * * 

Institutions 

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

Medical Cannabis 
843.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

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

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

7'T. n ·1 rt. 1 ·--
~ . ... ~ ... ,..., .,,,..., _. ...... 

843.87 .,..:~ •••• u:, •. __ .)' Industrial 

IA f11'iculture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§ 227(a)102 

fk * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 

* * * * 
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Neighborhood 
843.978 §102~ p 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
843.97C §102~ c 

~griculture 

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

* * * * 

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 
844.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

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

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

f* * * * * * * * 

7'T- •• D ,, rr. .1. 
....,,,, ..... -..- _._. '""'-'-.. ....,_. VI 

844.87 D7 ,_ -,.r-... L d tr l 
-·· •• ~ v .. u~ .)' n us ia 

A ericulture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ 227(a)l02 

WSoMa Mixed Use-Residential 
District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 
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Other Uses 

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

844.97b Neighborhood Agriculture §102~ p 

Large-Scale Urban 
844.97c §102~ NP 

~griculture 

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

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Table 845 

WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. lloning Category § References 

* * * * 

Institutions 

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

Medical Cannabis 
845.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

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

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

-.r __ n_,._:1 
~ -

845.87 
r2 1. -- D1---'-
-~ _..,.. f>l,,1J'a.41J"" \JI J. ·-·•I'_. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§ 227(a)J02 

WSOMAWSoMa Mixed Use-Office 
District Controls 

* * * * 

WP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 
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10 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

845.97b 

845.97c 

* * * * 

.,. r_ ••• Industrial 
~·· - J 

IA Priculture 

* * * * 

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 

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

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

'ndustrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

846.87 "I~~ D-L-",I ·- . " .. 

~-- --L- -- ~r - -- - - -
~ 

"'!..:r:~'"';lndustrial 

Anriculture 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ 227(a)102 

* * * * 

SAL/ District Controls 

* * * * 

p 

* * * * 
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SEC. 890.52. LABORATORY. 

Laboratory shall mean space within any structure 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 (as defined iii 

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

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

laboratories include the following: 

* * * * 

(h) Core laboratory:-; and 

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

and Professions Code. Division I 0). 

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

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

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

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

·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, when conducted in an enclosed building having 

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

R District. 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: 

* * * * 
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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 I, as defined in California 

Business and Professions Code, Division JO) .. 

* * * * 

(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 Type I I-Distributor, as defined in California Business and 

Professions Code, Division I 0). It shall not include a nonaccessory storage warehouse. 

* * * * 

SEC. 890.111. SERVICE, BUSINESS. 

A use whiehthat provides the following kinds of services to businesses and/or to the 

general public and does not fall under the definition of "office" pursuant to Section 890. 70: 

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

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

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

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

SEC. 890.125. CANNABIS RETAIL. 

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

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

mqy 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 ftom the State of California (License Type JO-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 forth 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, is hereby repealed in its entirety. 

7 

8 Section 4. Alphabetization. 1.n 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 

10 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 // 

17 II 

18 II 

19 II 

20 II 

21 II 

22 II 

23 II 

24 II 

25 II 
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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, articles, 

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. 
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Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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FILE NO. 171041 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(11/13/2017, Amended in Committee) 

[Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to regulate cannabis land uses, including, 
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, 
delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and 
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 
3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating 
conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the 
number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; 6) create a limit 
of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses, in any combination, 
in the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District; and 7) delete 
superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to 
Planning Code, Section 302. 

Existing Law 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance would change the zoning controls for MCDs. Among other things, it would 
permit MCDs in some NCDs in which they are currently prohibited, such as the Japantown 
NCO. In most NCDs, MCDs would be subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the 
Planning Commission; in some, Conditional Use Authorization would continue to be required. 
The ordinance would also permit MCDs on the second floor of most NCDs and NCTs, subject 
to the same controls that apply to first floor MCDs. In addition, this ordinance would make 
MCDs in PDR Zoning Districts and most Mixed Use Districts a principally permitted use. This 
ordinance would also prohibit MCDs in the NC-Sand NCT-1 Zoning Districts. 
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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, allowing existing MCDs and those that applied for Department of Public 
Health permits by July 20, 2017, and that obtained such permits, to convert to Cannabis Retail 
Uses by applying for a change of use permit. 

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 600 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 or youth center. The ordinance would require a conditional use authorization 
for a proposed MCD or Cannabis Retail Use if it would be within a 600-foot radius of another 
MCD or Cannabis Retail Use. It would delete land use controls for cannabis smoking and 
al.low smoking and consumption pursuant to authorization by the Office of Cannabis. 

The ordinance would also create a cap of three MCDs and Cannabis Retail Uses in the 
Excelsior Outer Mission NCO. 

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. 
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City & County of San Francisco 

Cannabis Equity Report 

Office of Cannabis, Human Rights Commission & Controller's Office 

November 1, 2017 
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!~ Execwiv~ Sumniary 

'The case for equity is clear, For decades, fheWar6n brugshasfadconsequenbal impacts on cohimuhlties 
9fcolor in Sa.ii Frartds_co. The impacts Dfthisdisp(oportfonaltty are acLitl':1yfe)t today:;pove.rty, ~duca#qh 
.g:aps1 apd cdmfrral tetotds: arB tf1e ve_stTges of~xpl.ici.tly andirnP.ilcitly radS.t drug enforcement pollc:ies, 

The tftv's dia1J~hgi= tociay is .ql~o 011t opportynity, AS Vi& IU<:i.v~·tovi.iar$ enihradng !l· new liidufrry, \.lie 
m,ust t~ki; tbc= opportu_11t:tv fo hanwssltspotentialto begiil torestori;! his±orkipequfties, 'Some ~lti~s have 
afready created industry'"'spedfiC',equity programs1 but .San Frandsco should develop ;and JhiplefJieht a 
program that makes ;se:hse forthereside11ts qf our city,. ba\an:cing our ptior:ltie.s cincfreflec:;tipgourvalues: 

ThiSreport·was draft~clby the staff of the offict: ofCannabrs, Hfutraft .Rights Commission,.andtotifroller'.s 
Offic~! with assistahce from numerous tlty aoc;i egmrn:unit)F _partners.· Jt.examine.s th~ locat :State ,a(ld 
l)ational history oftarihq"b.is regulation, the War on Drugs, ani:f it:dmpacton our ~omrnunit'ie~)trevlews 
known characteristics of the City's 'e:xisti11g cairhal:>is :industry ·and discusses ~barriers fo entry 1hto the . 

.Industry. This report also J0oks .at -other· Jurisflictions1 equJty programs for lessons .learned. fltiallyT ihe 
t:eportrn;:ik:esrec6n:rrnehdatiqos meant to inform the qeatiafi of San Francisco's .(:ann<).brs Ecj uityPrograrn .• 
'Qutfln:ed beJow a:re key 'fihdi:ngs and highlights across the various .S.ections withJn the report, .and a 

·summary Of theflna!re:commendatioos. · 

:Eqiiitv Analysis 
• :S.M.FranCi:sco.has alwaysb~·en·on the f(:Jt-efront of r;_ahnabistegailz.ation, 
~ &:fri_Qan A111i=i!¢ans iri' ==iari. Fran.ci:s~o hf:lve .endured. dlsprnport1onatehi higher felo0yqrug9rtests 

,.and tracl(dowhs. · · 
~Pt~ recent decriminalhation effoi:fs herped to t'.lfirrow thQ~~ gaps, p\.Jt peop_f~ trf~()j~r ~l11 
ipteract yvrth th~JLi.stJce 5ystern ;:it:? ra.i:e fat !:iighertJ1an W:l\ite:San Frandscan~· · · 

•If Significantso.c1alhurdl~s resultfr6ri:rdfspropbrt1bn"at~ arrest a.fld incarcefa:tioh fates. 
"ii ,Althotighloc;:il data isJncomplete at best ahd .misle:ading,~t W9rst;l't reyi=als~'strQbg tblfeJatlc:fn 

.· .between pbVefty a.nd c:cJ.Onaois atr~sJS; ... . . 
·• 'Taken t~gether,this paints.a trouhHtigpitture. ofthe~War{)tl .Pfqgs~ iri'tpatt on commU.hitles of 

cblpt~ evenJn aprogr~ss.1ve city' like San Fra.hdst:o. . 
'••• Da:ta sugg~ts '.that Sap. H-a0cJ$co;,s ¢nncibis J~d~fry ~~pg the. natiOtial lnc:fu_sfry) skews 

.qfup-ro.portlonatelywhite:and male. 

Barrter:s to Entry 

!'. Financiai'.and teal ·e~fate b.atders•pr_f!s'ent·maj_or eqUity.f'lurdles-fo it:icffvTdU~is seekiiig tQ eriteftb~· 
regulated canti~btS.j.11dustty, . 

" otherbarrj~r:s }Delude the soft ikiffs ofen:treprc=neurshfpj eo'rnpliarice; zj'idlegafcomp1ex.ity.;. 
~- While Prop. 6.4 dears the wav· for people: tbn\iitted oicar:inabis crimes to entettbe' ibclLislry,-a 

p~st ciimina1 ht$tofy f.:a.n ,stiff present ~lgriifitcint chalferiges; tl~e acc:essihgfiparic:(tig'qf signing~: 
Jeali:e. 

.•. Wheretfi~:cify aflO'ws:tanriabis huslhes'~es tpopera-te.will haveirriportantlmp~cts on.whether w.a 
tahgf:J:)v{tl:i~ in.:dllStry eqliftably.c 
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CairnahisEqufty Progtams Anaiysis 

• · qci1<.fand and Lo$ .Arig~Jes :both have real or proposed equfry programs that 111ay iierve as a goo cl 
r:node.1 for San Francisco. . . . 

.. . -S.oth ~'iti~s. :aim tP heip ·people eithi:!r arre~ted lr;ir cahn.abis tir resicients ofhigh-enfotcemeot 
·n~lgJiborhoC:Jcfs; <yid mffer a suite of fee waiyersJ technicaJ a~slsfanceJ and subsidizec{ iqans io 
·equity applicants. · 

~ Qt!ler cities ?bd srafes al~ P\.ltJrr place pohc\~ to tryJq .co.rnit:tfor ·b.J~torica) imoa'iar:ices. 
,,. San fra(lcis.cb should s¢)ect the policycooippneiits that rr)ake the mosfsense for our-city .. 

F.inditig.s :& 'Be'¢ommi:!nda.tions 

The 0.ffice of (:arrn;:ibis and supporting qgendes cnbSJ~ fo· ;present a series. of 'fihdings -and. 
~eco~~ridatiOnS°t6 g~ideth:e Ma\ior arid Board ol'supe~i~rirs~s they legislati an ~quftip;;ogi'ahi; Th~ 
folloWlr\g poJjcy are·as 9f.f9¢fis represent t:his repprt's{'.ar~ recommendati()l}Si .. . .. 

L ~lfgipility; i:i:ifo(m elJgil:Jifity criteria with data; set H~red eligibility ~dterfa to aJfoW<JtiOStaffet~ecl 
groups tO receive. higher-value benefits}. wnile exteridirtg. some benefits tO<<l. Wider fange of 
ilpplicabtS impactedbytheWar 6n Drugs.'. · . · . · .. 

t. ·'f!ermft:Hng: p_rior)tl~e ~·nd cissist 'Equity Applldnts dl,llirig tb'e permitting process,.ancfestablishan , 
incubator program to inc:enthiize p~rthetshi'ps between Eqtiity Applicants and ot!::ier cannab·i~ 
hpercators~ · · · · · · 

3; ¢qi;11p1uriify~R,e)nl{~s'tmept: <;lir:ect O¢VV pQtel'.11;Ja:l f~ng\ngfrbt11 loca1 (:atrnabis fa)(es qrth~ ~fate 
toward programming fot.comhitfrilties impacted bVtheWarpn Drugs. Bu5inesses should also be 
r~qoitedtc:Loestrtbebow their .businesswiil provide cohimU.nltstQ:enefits~ .· .. · . 

4. Work.force bev~lopme11t: ):lromoti:! ~q_yitab)e ~plbyrt\etil:- ·qppof"tunities ;a~ aH C<JnTiabls. 
'businesses, especially for formerlyciritarcerated individuals. and :{hose INing iri nefghbo.rhooi:ls 
lrn pa cted by ih~Waf.or.i [)rugs. EXP!:l.nd fast Sour<:iana'Lqc;ilf!ii:e to. cb:iferthe cahn~his iDdti.5try. 

5.; Fi.ncitic:ial ~{:c?pitC1l Ai;c~s2.: hike<C)n acFive ?dyocpcy.rqle foo.P~li up bankitig-servicf:!s; Mrtrcula.~Jy 
through state and localcredifi.mfons, forfhe..cannabis industry. . .. 

p~ TeChrjic:a)A~si.Stanci;i; {.iirnctE;tjtiJfy Qper~t6rs·t6 . .f:!)ff5tjfig'techrjJcaLi3:ssi~aric;e r~s~l)r<;asiht:~e city, 
;a_qd c~eate .MW tethnical:resputc~i Within the Office of (an.na!iis.~ facilffate p(3rtner~nlps \/Vith · 
·other exist!ng'Operatorsanil·non"'profJtsto· he IP. bvercome·technlcal b;in;ler;s. 

-:;. p-im~rl'af Hi~tary{bolc1,stteari1lii1.ed.~xp.i!ng~ti1ehfeventsforr;itizet!s C:(itivlct~d;of,elfgfbl~:ccinri?l:lis 
qff~f\S.E!.s: . . ... . . . 

Jk Stakeholder·Engageinent: create :cUTtura'lly sensitive ahc{ disfrkt~spedffo outreach, ;:ind extend 
· TasK fort.e·hi ~biber:s hip lo Hii:1ud$·tepre_S-eP:t?tiYe.s:from i::orn in\:inltfes with higo·conc¢ntratlOns of 
Jnt!IYi\;f µ~[~:~ilgi!ilE!fo.t ~qujfritgitus.:-' · · 

9. Public Awareness & Edutation: depldy an outreach tamp~fgn for the Equity ·Program, 
lO~ o,afa Cbliedion ~.AccountabiUtyigalherdatatin G~neh3i"arid.tqu1tyApplit~n~ on a regufarbasls 

·• · ~Q :ahaiy?€ th¢ Q_L!tcqm_e~ gftlie.EqtiitY Pr9gr#U.i; '3.Qd l1S~ tbl,sdatcitC).,refirie the program. EITforce 
<::qmplfance. of commitnienfs made by.'Clpplicanfs. ; 

11.Mrid~ficatiP"n·~, C9utse correctlon: permittlngJ.rt phases and c.drnrnuiikating Wftb$fa.f<_eholde.r 
gf¢J1~ wni alfow for 'Steady 1qiproy_em~ntsif'th.e t~gttl!'JtotY ·st;r.U-q:urce;• .· · · ·· · . . 

~:L Land Use.& Zoning: create Ian.ct use writrolslhcit mitlgate.overconcentratic)TI 'in dlse:rifrant.Jus!:!c:l 
h~il?;J5bothoods. 

.;!""·· • 



n~ lntroductfori ·. 

iVlay:Or Lee has designated San frapeiscq';q,.J\:Sicm tobea safe; vib~ntdty of shared pro;speilty. G1.Hded.by 
:ihe.HufJiaffRights QbmrnJssion, theCJfy lncorporates:strategies and programs thc~t address th~thallenges 
resultffigff()ll) · prejudtce, ifi:to]eri:mc~; ~igqfrt, and dis¢rirn'i'n.ation, The City IJtidertakes these challenges 
with the knowledge thatthe :eur:rn,.ilativeJm:pacl of systernk discrimir:icitiori-has depressed prosperity for· 
us cobec.tiVe!y:,. · . · 

Iii 1964/the sfroke of.a peri'elided legal discrimination·ln'the Unite9 Sfatet. ElmAte\/er, as ot:frmUhtfya.iid 
our tfty.bas learned, the: deletion of ~xpl1dtly f;:jc;ist \Nor'ds, :amendnients to explicitly racist laws, and the, 
ien:nTn'gout;ofexplicft:lyf:9c}stpolicyma'kerswetein~uffi~ientto·at!dre:s:scehtud~solraci?fiz.ed.ootcotries. 
];n the United ,States arid ih Sail Francisco., the legacy 'of those distrimihat6ry laws remainsu::ornmuriitles 
.of coJor are ~:till dispn:ipartfOna·telYibcar:cefatea, Oriempioyed, and Impoverished. 

The Sari Fr4fidsc0 HumaliRfgbtS cofnhlissicin has devi:iloped an equityframeWori<, iaJq.Wn as'E;ngi,heering 
for Equity, -for etll City ~11d Co1.:u)ty 9f San. Frah~isco: t:le):rnrtnwnJ;S, in duding th~· OffiL;e of Car;lnabfs, to 
provide the teiols and strategies essential to mal<Jng our govemmebtservlcesmore eqliltable fonll. The 
~quity framework he.lps :City departments create and uphold ti-ilnsfbrmational systems ahd 'a'pprbach 
~ct~al a,nq/qr perceive~ ljmit;>tioo~-witb ihnqvat)on,'lt [efJec;ts_thel;ie:liefthatcity &o\fe~rn~errrcan support 
resilient people and, 'in partnership -.y'jth communitfe5,can help develop found~tlons thatup'Jift all. 

This frnJ'hewarls btilJds QJl shatect d_e:f!nltions, deve,lope'd inthe interest ofcrecitlng~allgnment 1,3cross CJ\:y 
deparhnents worf<)ng to ~11surE;? thCJ.t'lff people Ji re.seen CIWfhearg fafrly, Accordingly, this te.poti: adopts 
the'l::t:urrian Ri~hts C:cirifmlssiOh1sd~firilti'cinsfor etjuityand eorrirhilhlty!., . -

• ~@(W: f@ antj ~~uai acces_s·to ·opptif{unfti~~ J5oWer ~nd reso[Jrces7 yvhereJ:iY af! ·~ggp.le may 
thrive :apq prosp~r te'g~_rc1less:ofdemqgrnphic:s'. . ' . 

• C:ornrriur)!ty:$tak~bolder;s acn:>ssS,an Pfan~t~episdl,verse ne)ghborho9ds-w.floare either: benefiteg 
or burdened bypublicpolkies. 

The legaliz.~tion ofaau1t.:us_g caf!fiaiJiS"presehts an urgent cipporturiifyfo tearrtfn'lm the pa~t :anB treptJ. 
¥~eou.11t<i.bl¢:mec:h-ari)srn~ t(J acn1¢.Yf':~h<ireg prosperltY .. 1h :anticipation ()f tnisj-On£)eptember ;st 2cit7; the 
Bocird GfSt1pervisors unanimous)y pas,sed Ordloanc:e No. :17()859; creatln'g t~;Offjce pf Cannabis: and 
tequestirigthattiie Offlc#: ofCafirrabis~lhe Hurnan~Right$. Cortimissioh,.:and the contro!Jer''.s OffrGe defivi=r 
'to thern ~nc:f the Nlay()r rtc>;later thari f\ioyember1; 20~7~ a r.eport ~lia!Vz.!ng: ~yai!abJ~ daJa re.latf~d to 
:disparities in the· cannabis industry, an({ providingrec-0111mendations regarding poJicyopti.ons thatcouJd 
{A) fci~ter'e_quit_a'ble acc~ss:to #artkiPCJ..tion ii:rth·e ilidustry,,,ihtllrding &romotfo!iof o:Wn~rs.Rip:and.:stapi~ 
~p;rploytD~lJt PJ'.>J'.igttV.o'.itiE?S' }fl 1:~ hidqstry;; {a) 'fov,e.·si City ia.K:r~venues Jn :E!ro,oomic 'Jnfra'si:ructure for 
;fummunitles that have hJsfoikaJly been dlse.1Jfi:anchfsed1 (C) mitigate the .adverse etfe'd:s of d'r:ug 
:enfor:Cgment policies~ tliat :fiave disprbportionate:ly .impacted thos~ ~cotnmonJt1es~ •and {D) pdg,r1tiie 
1n~ivitj_a<its Whb ng\1¢ pe¢n preyTiTllS.!\r·ClrreSj'.etl or·c;i:Jn\licted fc:ir marjjua·rra-rel~ted offonse, 

A~ detaHe<lfrnfir~ report, 'the'\N~r·6n Prl!gs, has had disaS1;rou:s~frr!pacts Jh~an'Frandsc;o, ')'ryth\~ ~)ty~tid 
f n CitleS atf9ss the [lqtiQl'f; ~pese·effeC~$,)Dc:h1cfingJh~ qeatlc:J,11 ofg~nE!rC}fiOf1;:\f poVefty; ipss of pr6perty4 

:community degradation, ifr1d loss ofeducationaJ and erriploy.tner1tOpporiu·r;iities;..have be'en. 
{ilsprop()rtlon~teiys.hopicii=redJ~y tht; poor ~ndpeolJ.Je of tqfor,.spi:!dfiqaily'.African/i;medc9n ~ndiatlJJX: 
populatfo'ns, ' · · • ·· · 

lfthe Qjy1s s_eiious abot:rt improyipg the ~walltyg(Ufe in San Fi'a,ncisco arid n¢1plftgthose whq have 
been disprop~itfonately burdened by public 13olides like the War on Drugs, jtmlist address systemic 



bafrJers. and UnderstandJhe role .thatpolic:ieS, ptattiCes, and. procedti(e~ ptay in ioreating the cUrrent 
fi.e<ilth,·5afety, etqnornk mobility and community envir()nme_ntdrwmstaf)tes; we riiust tem.emb.edhe: · 
part thesefaqorsplayln developing an equitable, 1nclus,ive <ind diverse City. 

San Fra.ncfsco is currently considering a Proposed regµlafory structure tor l9c9l.¢Qi11merclci.l~annabJ~ 
adlvitybegionihg in: 2018. The Corh.inertia1 •candabis Regulatlons·or:dina n·ce.cont~rnplates the cre~lion 
Q.(an Equity P rogr<;lJri ·rnd makes clecir tba,:l;applications for adult"-use commercia.1 canrrahis :act1\7itvWi11 
ng,t pi; tnElde_avaHa.bie 1,mtil the Cicy estafilishesa progr.amdesigned to foster equitaWe ac£;ess to· 
participatlonfn the cannabis industry, including.access to workforce and ownership o~porturiities. 

ltis·ouf'hopethat this report ·ahd:its reconimendations help irfbtrnthe .development ofa robustequtty 
j:irogr?.tn tf,ial ensures e cobeshie; resuits:-orletited strategy.Asuccessful program wUl'strengtheh 
eqUjtabl~:cif:Cess·tq tbe ~nnabis intjustry'workforce; ~ncourageeritrepreneµr5hip, and expand . 
ecjpcational opportunities, It will lielp elfrri1nate discrirninatory'institutlonal ancfstructural polldes a.nd 

.· prai::tkes~od ?tr:iVeto cUftailthe stigma ag·ainsf13ctiyities now Jegcil under Proposition· 64. This will 
requfre reJ~var)t depart:rnents to tbn~icieqhe impact ofth~irservices a;nd·tjeveiophan$forrnation;:il 
approac_hes that cut across multiple lr\stitutiom;to disruptinstittit1ona1 culture{ and shift values and 
polJtical will to creal:e equity. 

k .-
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UL Equity f\nafysfs 

M~tbodology 

This Equity A11eflysjs se~'i:tQfl i'lr.$texan11nes the h!story of drug enfqrcemeotJ:iolides iti tl\e United States 
~r;id ftj :Calif9rnia~ ·wnTd1 iriforfnsthi5 overall equ~ty anily~is. This secffon_-also examines arres:t rates 'in San 

francisco(StartfngyJith a broad view ofafl drug-arrests and rran:owingto carinabis arrests. ft uses census 

data an4 arre#s qa·ta t(:J hJ.ght)ght Which fJcipul::it1ons in 'San Ha Ii Cisco have experienced <lisproportionatg 
Jevels of caf!rrabis arrest.S~ Ffom ther~1. it .defJnesthe size and scope bf low-income eortrmunities lnSari 
fran:dsco~:and geospatlally {;Wss-,ref~r~nc;e,s (:atiricibjs a:rrests.. wit!) low-in.come census tracts, The ovedap 
provJdes ~t;ime 1nsigllt lnto the cof.r~fatibn hetwe~o qannabis: law J~:nforcemetrt and fncame status1 

highlightihg which focal' toitnriunii:Tes have !.ikely been eeonomically d1sadvanfa,ged .PY cannabis 1P:w 
e11forcement .. Finafrv,~this. an.alysfs lo.ol~s foto the qem.ographi.cs.of the existihglega·f cannabis Jridu~try; 
frgm a nation.al pe:t'spk"t:tfve ;:ind a lckal J)ne! exhibitin_g whid1 pbpul~tions ha.ve begun"'to economi¢ciliv 
benefit from g.radualc-annabis decdrrifoalization. 

Histarical&tegislative CtintexfofCannabis P·olicies 
JJD(te.cl States Drug afJd ¢d.nnGbjspoficy 

Foo.d and drug ~egufatfon J:i~gan ·iqtfo~l.JnJt,e'cl 5t9:teswL1Jrthe fede·raJFood and.bi:ug Actoft90E; Jhe [aw 
permitted the U.S. Department of Agrkulture's .Bureau of Chertjlstry to test~ teg:ulate, an& stahrlardiz~ 
cc>,rryrriercia]s[Jbst;=intes;1 Betwe.e.rl'1906 ;;i_rig .riH2., the federal government prtrnarlly regulated narcotics 
'through taxation, with the.:i;:xcept1on of opium a.nd (;acai11e.: 'ibe. Optum :Exdusion Act.of 1909 Jirriited 
opii.im imports, paitl~lly' ov~~-Jeg1t1m<1te cciricerti~ refcirdrng the drn~1; f~).lel bf addidicirJ. an.ct· b;alth 
~ffec:ts, Hovv~yer; its·'J)as:,Si'.fge :w~s ¢5b:t¢fDpq"fclt)e,aL12ly .supp()lted ;~y .xenopi)obk; fear;; ·9f 'bast A~ian 

· ~humigrants,Tore-shadowiilg the fe,deral govepirnenfs r:;:u:ializ.ation 9f d:rug.polrty throtrghoutmuch of: the 
. .201~· ter)tury:2 Thw HatrisO"~;Act of .l914 -C~eat~d .a .preseriptidn regisfry <Hid jmposed ~ sped~! tax p_n 
.r1~rccjtitsjrtipdrts .. 

frt ·i9.L.7; Cpngress reorganJiec! tM=:; (J_rug fegi.il~torv .structqre by :estahlfihirig 'the Fq<icf;. Dtug, ~nd 
l_nsei;±idde A~mlnj?tra,tiqn, whfc;h W~? s.fiQ{tep~d t4 tbe· Food and :pq:i_g ¢\dmin1str:afiori frr. 1930;. 1930 
.br.ought fUrther admini'stratiVe ,a·od bureaucratic changes; indoding the .frcii:isfer of pb\liiers from existing 
a'geljCies·to $eneW1Ycr.eated aurWl\ of Na~wt!Cs/The Bureau of]\Jarcotitswasglveh broa_djudsd_lt;tion 
:Over coritrolling P~rcqrJcs, an~ tts·f!tst totnrpfsslb;tierF Harry J, An~linger,, 'pcyth~~ c_arina~is :regulations 
furtheYtowai:ds cr1mfnalizatirin andas:an otitletfor tilscrlmlnation ancfrncirgjnallza:tfon.~ 

Thro.ughout his feriur.e; as 'Narcotics :cornrrii~sion~r:; A:ns'linge.r ,gave speeches- .across the UnJ~ed States, 
pprtr~yjfi"ft ~.r'Jb~J;ifa ~s, 'f~ :ScOLifge on sod~fy, rµiriirig the fu~'ir:qf fahrk of A.rri~ritci,.:<5·An!'i)inger :Often 
:lJ1:lpHc~t~c:l;fyigx1¢a,ns; Me~~<l·iJ-Ai!ierk<ms; anq:Afdca}1,Arrienca,n~ a;s d\ug user:s, even ~aHng explidtlythaf 
Mexicowas·resp01J$fbfo forjl'}~r()dl!~lpg cannaf)fsto the Urtiteg States::iiin Marijuana: A $hortH.ist:ory, John 
HUdak cQ.nrietts. the }3,Cf.alJ;tatibn .Of c.annabis policy to wide"r&eo:t:ioliJicaf events 'at t~e time.' .Aft:~r the 

i'~~.~~2.ohn,f\1a[ifyan,a:A.~h_ott.Hfstqty., wa:S:hruEt:o,h; Q.Q,: Bfocj_k\ng~Instityticin P.r:ess; 2N.6,:3_2. 

0?JPJ9 . .r.3s. .·· ;c·· 

4 Ibid.; 35~36, 
5 :1bid.;3K 
6 A,nsjing~~,_Ha:rry,fV/l:ifijuana,,Msi:issiri dfYoath, TheAnieritan Magaf:in~, -i2~1 ho._.1 (1937). 
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MexJcah•Amerkan W:ar {1846-1848) and':coni:inuing into the "early 20th century, Amerka ;received 'an 
Influx of Mexi~ah itrirnigtantS, whkh further exacerb;;ited e~is~ifig ra<ial tensions . .HudaJ< -W:rjtes, "As 
Am~ricans spught .a pr~t€Xt t9 vilify tlii~ :new il1]rptgrant commttl'lJty, ~h~Y found an ]deal ,c;;ulprit In 
marijuana ... fear and antHmrnigrant-sentiment prompted state-level bans.on cannab1s .. /'/ 

A.,nsllngefcon.dw;:ted pubhcopinibn ca01pC1igns~fo suppo~tbe crimlnalizationofcanrrahis afthestate.and 
federal levels;JW the time Congress passe~d the UhifonnS:tateNarcotic Ac:tin 1932; urging states to unify 
nan::otks l_~ws and iniplernenf criminal •puri:l~hmt;!nt_s1 :~ -~t!=~ hacl. ~1r12-a;dy criminalized the t.ise of 
C<)nt;iabis.!3 TJw fylgtihyana Tf!X Act of-19:37 JevJeq ~· t;ax on ~v.ery .group involved wlt)1 producjt')g, 
distribi.iting,_seltfng .and plircliasihg:Cah ha bis,, ii:icluding importers! gfowers,__sel lers, pr-es~rioers; .Rh\rsiciahs, 
~eterfncir:ians~ patients, and othercorisurne~s. Failln_gto p~y a·ov cifthe:se ta.~~:srest.i~edi_n heavyflrjes:and 
jail time;9 

pesp]te lac;ln'g7~0nie obJ~~i()riS aga instirn plementing_hc:iC:sh putiisfr!Tignts tor 9aon9bfs offenses; An,slinger 
and Congress c-0ntihued to trirnina]Jze cannabis iri strkter terms.~ The Boggs Act of 19.51 created 
mafidatbry minJrnwn seritenc;:es foJ tho,seconvi9tedqf(!l:o15-rel9t~cf offer1ses,;f:hese ~ent~nces w~r~.sooti· 
inc.reasedwith the Narwfics Control Af:(ofi956'.11 

, -

ihe. p:iunterc;uiture movements df thei~60:S pushed pac}(:-;;jgaln~t ,soc;:i~l ncimrs and gCJ\ti;rnment actions 
;:ind policies that were perceived- -as unjusfri -Cannabis took on -:a visible role within sorne. bf th_e:se 
coI:in.tercultl!res, asw~l!'aswithiri the rnusi¢-indufu\I ai:id'h1edia,. C:a.finab1~ use iiicre9se.d~mongAmerTcan 
·youth~ aJ1d the United statesgovernrneot~· pgr~eiving l~e)f:as·uode:t :siege; r:esp()nde.ct(jgain:with.tncreasecl 
tri\:riinaJiza_tion.13 

P'r~:,sig?nhai ·adi]inj~tra·ttcins frnrn 'tll~. !,1.9.s()~ Pl1\o/9(d. fr~ql!enily pu,sbec:I i~e crfnif nalization of cannabb 
,iifongslde ur:Jteritsodal narratives. PresidenttisenhoweYs Jriterdepai"trrieht<JLCOmmittee-on Narcotics 
pµh1ish~d a report 1n i956 that i:letaile8.tlie harms tif.cahtiabl.s'on 1outh afip co.mrnL!nj(les, Withq·ut 
·S:Ci~ntiflcal ly eva J[Jatirigl_he'impac):S.Qf Pinria~js'usage;-14 Q11e ~?<~~pt]or1 'INas pres)dent Kennedls Advisofy 
Comm1ttee On Narcotic ana :Drug Ab(ls~t established with Executive:'.Orde(11076cin '19.63, Which found 
ttl~t gl\Jgs\1\feretiqtgrdiipedtogetheYJeg~[jybaseq 611 the riski:if~dcilctlon br; level ()fh:e~lth.effot:ts, ~'nd 
~ven:sfated _t~at m<1nc!atmy f11(nJ[1Jµrns spould be· rec;(ln~i~l;!r~cl.,15 'Ho\l>J~V~(i ~~nnegy W.'a~ assasstnatetj 
shori:ly_theteafter;.arjd hfs ~ci:essor, Presideht1ofmson, did nottake a di oh on many ohhe Cornrnit'tee_'.s 
'firidfrig~,: . 

Despite this~ Lyndon B._ Johnson Had.' a relativ.eiy nLiahC:ed stan:fe oh drug lisa-~e, dihin-gUlsh.ifrg betWeeri 
(:!ealer::s :and user$ and fetqgniziQE'.the.:pql:>Jtc he!lJt.h 'ciDci-o§.~Jety :pe~q fp'f Jr:e~tment, HRW~\ie~; Jikhard 
Nixor'!'s election Jn 1968. redirectecl the :government!s focus back to-crfrriJnaUzation ai;:iq pi:ffil~hn.ient;16 

Affer Ci:\ngres~ p?s~~<Hbe Cqntn~ll.ed 'Subst;mce~ Ad-1n '.1Q7?~ l'r~side.flt NIXorrforrnaHydedart::d ~."Wai:: 

. . .. ·· ... ·. . .. · ... ·,· .: .. 
1 Bucla'~SoJfo. Marifutma: A-shbrt.History/{8. 
~j~j_d~/37~ .. 
hoiti. 
:10·!b"d 38-39. I .·1· ....• 

ii lbicf., ,3£t 
:12 I~id,;Ai~42, 
13IbH,AZ. 
14 lbid.,.43-.41t 
15 ibid,~ 46: 
.lfr IJJid., 48: 



on DrugsP~17 NJxoo, tlo\vever, hadbe'enf9cused onthis\var foryears1 as: a partofbis"Souther::ri sttaJegy/' 
which so light.to rncirginallze yt..ijn~rgbie p6pu1ation.5, esp~tiaily minorities:18 lnfad, Nixcn'~apvjser;Jbbri 
.Eh.rlichrria.n, Wq,5' recprdf!ci in a 1~81 jnterview wH:h Lee f.\fy.rater; saying~ 

Wekne.wwecotiidn'tmake itiifegcirto be either agafasti:lle War or black; bdt by.g,etting the piJbJfda associate.the 
hippie}.'With maf/ju_d,na andblati'5·with heroin) a.rid t}]_f,h cdmin_ci.fJzihg bqth lieqvJ/y, we could disri.rpt_those. 
cpmmiiiiities; We C.aulcf arrest their l¢ac[ets; rokfthdt homi:_s, Iirei:Jk up. theirmei;!iings, and vilify t'Jetn nignt.aitet . 
nif{hi:on the evening new~, Did we know we were !ying:aboutihe _drugs? bJcourse we dicL1!f 

Tllie··everitS and actlons.tnafled t6' Nixoh'.s formal war on nrugs p-r<:iclamatfor1 intlude ci 1969 speech fo 

c:i:mgrs:!$S; iti' Whl~h Nixon· declared qml)abfa ·'9. nqtionaf threat; the Sllpref:ne Cqurt case Leary v~ United 
Sfofes.; Ope ratio~ .lotercept; a m11itary .operation ±nafseized C()r:itrabanc:I at the LLS.,.Mexko borCler~ .and 
the 1969 BipartiSanship Leadership fyleeting on Narcotics and Dan&erous Drugs. 20· 

The::i~7d·'Contrdlled 'Subsfahce5Aet is,¢hkial because it formalized drug s-.qh~ifules, which catt:igorized 
t;irugs :lhtq· j:egal groups·for sentencing ah:d o~her P\:ifPJ~s_c.;s.21; However\ Congr~s, not the sd~ntific or 
:riJedfca:l :comr.nunity; sorted drugs into scheaqles; µ'l~dngta.nna'i:iisln sch_e.guli:) afongsidecdrugs wlth much 
h1ghe:r-leveis .qf add1clioi1.and )Jealth effects.fZ-The law.exparidedtbe goverpment'spowers·forregulating 
drugs and g<l\ie Nixon tbe fouriaa1:ion fotbis 1::1fitql)'lltigWaJpn brugs?3 Nixon's frnaJsubstantlal ;:jct.ion In 
thg\KtaJ9Jf Drugs was his prop9sal to congtesdo re·orga;nfz:e,the gqvernrnent ager) des that regulate drygs 
and, narcotics.( 'the "Reorganization 'Pian 2 of 1973!' .24 tongress 'approved and the brug Enforcemiiht 
J\drnfrtistration (DEA)was):re'ated wttfain the D:epartriteJ1tpf Ju_stite. The DEA cons:Qlidatedfunctions anq 
J~IIS,di~ioos a.lid has i:;brisJstef)tly teceivetj ~fgnJfjcan.t lrjcrea_?§S lo ·funding 'i:ltia ¢mplqye{:!s ~ii:irn 1ts 
creatioh.25 

fit~~iden't fon'f.~oiitinuea Nhfon's. tough rhetoric, expanding. lhe Upitecf States' involvement I!) drug: 
dperatfonslriter:nationaJly, Atthe sanie-t1mf:,~forct•~1Jtfporteci treatmen:tahdpreveiltion; ·l!:lterrENea1ing 
that drug actdiction was·~ personal issue t9 his farniJv: LiK<= Presjdent Forcl _befcm~ him, Carter worked to 
·stem International drugtraffidcing while att~mptingfo reform aspects oldrug poµcy athotne, 1h hls 1977 
1'P(u~ Abuse Message to tb~ (cin~re$s;'' C~rter Jaf.d Ql,lf h:is \iisiqf! to.in~rease fonding for resecitch,:~rgaw · 

. . . . . ' -

17 Nlxon, Richard. ;,~pedaLMessage:tod:he Cririgress on Drug Ab:use ·~fovehtion:and Control, June 17, 197'1.;;, The 
American Presidency Project; JY.ccessed.bctober30, Wi7.Jltp:/Jwww.presid~ricy.ucsb.edu/ws/?pld=304K. 
18 8u~ci~;)9hn .. M~riju131~a:'ASfiortHist-0ry,sb~ ·· · · · · · · · 
~9 :i3th~'D!red:ed'by A. duvernilY· gfoffuf;~d hy H, l?~tis[l<iri+l.S,A\lerick.{lJ,nited Sfa1as:Netflix,.,2o16. 
2.'0fiudak; John;,JVlariJuana~A Short.History; sr-52; NiXon,, RIC:hant '~Speci~l .r\ilessagefo the 'ddflgress·qn:'fhe 
ContrQ)Of rilar.cohcs and Dangerous Drugs,July 14, 1969.~; The:Anlerii:an<Presidepcy Project Accessed octcib:er. 36, 

· ion. httP.;J/W.w\N:presid~nc¥.u.c,sb.eciu/w5/?plct~~12(jt · 
ztTbe Qj\lersioti Cgnf(QIQi\liSib'n; "l]tle21. Q l]it~cl Stcjles •C:{)g$ {l)~C} .(:oritr91lep svk~ta nte'.s.Apt:11 u:s, Dep,a;rfment 
.i)fjustke.Accessed'.Gctpber.30; 2017.·litfps://wWw..deadiver~ion.Usdoj.,gov/21dr/21usc/8.H.htm: 
ii Hudak,Johi'L Marijuana~;A ShciilHisfory, 54. · . · .. . · 

.23JbjcL1.s's;. . .. · 
24 Nl~on;. Ridiar:cl./'Me:Ssage fothe congres:s JT_aflstJiitti.\lR Beqrga6fration'plcin::z of19J3yEstabilshii1gthe_bf.ug. 
Enforcernent-Adm.ini.stratkin, Mcirdt28, :i9n."ttleArriedcan Presidency ProjecLAccessed octaber30~ ~017. 
http://\'JINW.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid:;o4159.. · ' 
251he [)rug EnfofCei]i(;ntAgency, ''DEAStaffing.& Budge't/' DE.kgov: .i\c.~e$sed 9_c{ober 3ci,i9i7: 
.htt_ps://www.dea.gov/prl~taffing.sh:tm[ 



federal preventlob aticltreatmenf prograrrfs, .and shlft the government's ~egulatory focus to drugsw\th 
more seVer:e health co·ns_eq·ueµces. C:arter's proposals were never reaJized?6 - - - - -

like Nixon_, R\Oagan [tjc:p_rpora~e_cj drug poJfoy tij.t() his broaqer poljtical strategy. He -eontinuerlto expand 
the United States' drug. involvement efforts internationally while enhancing penaities :and requctr:ig 
defenses fotthe acct.is~d dcimestitafly.i'i n11aliy, Reagan expanded education -~hd treatment progr~rj-\~1 
enlistlligthe help-of Pir$tJei_dy Nanty Reagan~ With Execiltfve Or,de-i'. f\loc-12368; 'R~ag91J creriteq th_e Prug 
Abuse Pcilji::;yOffice?~the Office q!Jlcklywon a _seriesof'leglslatlve successes, indupjng the Comprehensive 
Crime control Ad of 1984; the Anti-Drug~Aouse Act of 19S6, and the Ahti.,orug Abuse ActOflS8s~i!9 All of 
these faws enii"ahce·C! cdrnlnal pl.jnisbments for dn1g-relqted:otfen_ses. Ihe-198-6 Jaw expanded tbe orlmes 
fo-whi~h 11la.ncfatory mini~~m.sapplied,-~ni:i'the1988Jawenham:edthes~m1nfrnuh1s:30 ini-989, P1'es1tleht 
"ffW; Bush_CieatedtlieDffice ofNatfbhal DrugControl Polic-y; t~pladhg-Reagan's:DrygAbt.ise PoJicy Offite. 
th~ direct.:or of this ()ffJc;eJ~ re.f~tredto as the "Prug Czar';, WQQSe jnflugn_c~ ii) :u;s, drug policy C0]1tinl:les. 
to thi's qay~3i - -

The 1$88 J;;ivv <!lso inc:rea,sed funding for' eo.u.c~tlon programs, arid redirected fund~ in other p;ograms 
towards drug--ielated programs . .Researchers have .Ei-vaiuated the 'effectiveness of drilg education 
progranis~ ,~ind found IJmitetj,Jtany, effect!i on curbing q[u_g U$eM:iongAmerJc.::in·youth}i -

Pfesideht'RiU e:Unton ihcofpobit~d-kiocJer rhetoriC: when speaking a)J°o,ut CrrugUse, a1thougfi his poircie5: 
'c;ontjnued to inten?ifv-cr1:rhina!_ pu~isht~Jents for .canrrahfs;'33 For Jiistanpe, .the Vic:ilentcrirne tontrOI ·and 
la\l>.f Enf9rc;ement Act of 1'994 Intensified ctiminalizafion1 ttitroducing the :'three $trikes" pro\iisi~11 for 
traffit:kers/ahd inti.eased funding fcWprisohs .arid Iota I lawenforcement,~1 Afte·r the. 1994 faw, arrests for 
c:anrrabis ysgtsJncr€ase.i:l;significC1htly, In :LQBttJ:ig:re l}Jer-e atottn~,32'[)QOQ -arrests for cannahis-'related 
offenses. 8y2boo1therewereover70b;odo.35 Meanwhile, _states began leg(llrzihg med!~a! c;;in:na.b!s; sortie 
states·~mtti-oriz~d_ medital canYrabis_on the:oay crintonwa5:I:eelect¢dto office.~6 - -- -

Public 6p1riloh about dinna6is reversed _became ifitreasinglypositi~e ih the ie.9rJs 3t'ld 2bOOs;37 a.·trend 
ih<1t.bC1s c9r:itih_~etl to tM Pf~seJ\t Io. ::woo;31% ofArn~rJ~nssupp()1teq tGe.J~gaHzatlon o{tarmabfa.~ By 

26 fohn _flud cik. JViarijuana-:-!\Shori:.Histary~67;.,7o_; tarte_r:;:jti-nmy:. 1'i:>rur:,Abuse_Messag_e-tathe·c6ngress, P,:4gµst 2~ 
ig_77;' T~-!'!'Arneri¢an Pf~sidency proJec~. A_ccessed :P_ctob~r'3o; .2617, --- - · · 
P-tt.r41www;presi(jf!ncy~U:i::Sltedt1/WS/?ritj::;7~Ql?i 
_27 "Hudak; John. Mai-ijjjana;Asnoff+:tistorv-173. __ _ ___ _ _ _ , 
1BReagan, Ronald. i

1Executiv.e Order in~·a: .. Drug Abuse ]50Jic1{FunctTon-s;:Jtine :24, 1982:" the.American -
Pt~q~pcy :ProjE1tt; ~tcessed bcto~~r3b~ :i-617. httr,://_www.p~e_sfq~ncy;~csb:aj!J/iAfs/index.php7pid=42$72i'., 
~9Hl1d,ak; Johii.'MatiJva11a: ASJ)qrt fl1sfo(Y;'?6, __ _ 
30 Ibid_. -

.3iJbld. ------ ',_ - -: -- --- - - - -- --
32_Ehgs"~µt_hJ'.2., antj Fots; Stuart°\/~; ';Btug Abuse-H};steria:_The·Chall~rige ofR-eeping PersJ:lettiv~YJourna:l-of 
Sanooi He'<!ith 5?";.f)o; ~ (1988}:2,!~~2~; 
.33Hu~ak; '.kihn.:l\llanfoaii~:A:Snori fllstiit:Y~Bl-"82, 

...... -

34 Jbid., 8i~83: -- - - --- - - - -
3.':i i(ingJl.,~nd NLMauer;;,TI-ie-War on i,vlanjuana: Thefr.msformatlon.n:fthe-Waron Orugs1nthe:1'99o';5,1; The 
HazfDRed~cti-qn-J~titri:$i3;oi:i;6fappfi). · ----- · - - - - .. - --- --- - -· - -- - - - -
3s_Huc:lali:;Jahn. Marijuana1A:Sl1rir:1: History, .83. _ _ _ _, 
37 Pew Research Cen-ter, "Jn Debate over Legalizlng'i\iiarijuana,:bisagre~rnent over-tiru~s bangers.1; Acces-sed - _ 
pctober 29; i61i. http".//www.pt;:(}pie----p·ress:~rg/i0is/64/14/in-deb:~t~oli:er-1¢gallzfng~marifuana~di.sagree_m~n-i:~ 
oye°f--cjrugs:d9nge~~J2/; -
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2,Q;L~1 neady S8% ofthose po(led support~dTegallzatfon:38 Much .ofthls .shtft in puh1lc oplnio:n, is atfri~uted 
to ,g?rretational aq:eptance E)nd an 'increase in the .number tif Jndlviduals whO have tried c:>r' Used 
. .ca~nabis;3!! · . 

:Wnile.-campaign1ngfor'Presidentj George W; Bush c;:o·nveyedNs sUppoYt for allowingStates. to determine. 
'tJieir own cannabi~ policies, During a eampaign e:verit in Seattle, Bushstated; "1 peJi~ve ·eath stat~ (fap 
choose thot decision as tfleyso .cboose';.40 Despite thls initial stancetPresident Bush's &ugpolJcies dosely 
tes:erribled those of his predecesSCirs, fqcusjlig tin international tt~ffitk1hg, law .enforcement and. 
tre-atmetit.41: What.s more, the. Bush :Administtation frequently toqqucted ral&; o:Q medical cannc,ibJs· 
dlspefl.,?t!ri~i.i.n.cll)d\ilg dtspen:saries that fundfoned legally rn1der st.ate law.42 

. 
. . 

:Preslcjeni:Obama Voi~ed support for the" cqh.ceptofmedic;3fc:annabls~ ahd pr()mfsedaJUstice Department 
Polley that would allowdispensar:fes to·operate unimpeded, Jn a formal memo to UnitectstatesAttoiileys 
in 2009, -Attorney Genefal Holder wrote th?t the Oparna AdmrnJ~tratJon would ,ena' ra}ds 011 cann'abis' 
distributors, lt states' that li1 ,;j:he ptosecutlon of significant traffickers of illegal drµgs; ·including 
marijua na ... co'i1tlnues to be a core priorityH.pur.suit of these priorities should not focus federal iesour.ces. 
ih your st;cites o.n Tndividualswhose actfons are in ciearandi:1nar:nbigUouscompliance with exist.Ing state 
Iav;rs Pl'O.\{idJng for the medical use ofn:iarijuana/'4:1 Holder did~ hqwever; oppose adult-use c:?cnttabis. His 
position became publicin response to a 2010 c-alifornia bal1ot1nltiative~whlc!i would have legaU'z.ed·adiiTt~ 
'.q$ qmii<Jl;iis~n California~.'bu:tlaiii~dtO'wln.a ma]orityv.ot.e44 

Tht!n, fo 2011, the fosU:ce tfopartmentanhounced'a i:rackdowri oh medi¢al 'c'qhnabis dispensari~s ~tross 
.i@. DnJted 9tates, lri :iii t\i$nici relea?~tl on June 49, .20l;l, Depuw ;Aftorne.y' Genera) James Cq[e 
communic.;:itedthat theJustice.DepartmeJitwoufd pfosetut~ personsTnyolveatn producing; distributing, 
·anP selfing car:i1Jabis, "r~gardfess of state lavl'~45 Shortly attei-Wards; California's ·four. U.S. ·Attorneys 
proc:ee.cled to abri.Otinte triminal ~harge~ ~gainst cann·9his :dispensaries imd t!ireaterr. l_cindJ9rqs 1ii.tJj:h 
;property seizµre (.See :califm::nia.¢a11n.a!Jispolicy/belqw), 

Uke Geo'rge\Af. pu?h pefore .hJrn, Qcifi~]d Trt11;np vowed toJeave rnet)Jcal caiiriahJs poHcy:to individual' 
.states whil'e CainpaignJqg_.. As Presidefl~, however~ TrUm~ nominated ~heri-Sfha~or .Jeff Sessi.brls'.:fo.r. 

?",8 ~Wift, Art: ''fopil~ Firs1;Tim~ Affiericans'JavortegalTi.lngMari]uan:a:'; Gaff up: Acc:eSse(f Oi:tob'.er3o, ibi7,_ 
·htf'.p://new:s~g;;llup.cow/pol!/1_65539JflrsFt:ime-arneriqm?='faYof-legali'z.1ng'"tna\Jjuctn~,asp~; . 
. S9 Hudak, Jolin; MarijuanarASho"rtHistory, B1-9i. · · · 
°4PHsu~ Spencer; "Budh: Marijuana Laws Up Jo States; But GOP .Gandidt1'te scays tongress~Can Block IU'.:: f\.ileast.ire:t 
Th~·Wa~bingtdn P,o5t,Qctobi(·i2, i:Q9!:J •. /i.c~essed Octobei:3o, 2017' ht~p:/}j1ews,gailup;corn/pQl1/.:i65:~39/fir,st" 

+• - • • • • • • • ' • • •• 

tlrti:e~ameri<;ans~f~1for:..regalizjtig~marijµaqa:aspx. · 
41. Marquis; :ChristopheL '1BuslJ' s $1,9 Billion Anti drug Pian focuses on. Law Er;iforcement and trea.tmeht." The·Neiti 
'vorkTimes, Fe)Jruary-i3;2do2, Accessed Octdber301-2017. http:/ /VN;tw.11yt1mes.comf:2.602/02/1;!/us/bush+19" 
j:liili()l}:ahticitl.tg:'pian-foGi.ts~~qn.,iaw..:enfwt1=ment"andctreafmentJ:ltm!?ref;;,.topics. , ··. . ·· . · ·. . . 
42)olmstoh,:Qavid.'t1r:idJ.ewis, N~!f. 'lObama:AdniinistratiOn to StopRafds "1h Majtcaj M#riji:Ja._r:i~. Qfsp~n:setle~'.'' Thg 
NewYorkTimesi-.March 18;:ioo9. Accesse..d·Dctober 30, 2017. · 
·http:://www.1wtimes,com/1009/63/19/us/19holderJ1tmf;taylor; stuait."MariJiJaha .Polley and P.re.skienl:ful 
L.e~.a~rsplp_: 8.oV\f to f\vo]fl·<i:f.eder~i~state:Th1lt,1Wre.c~~, ThE; Broo.kingsli;i¥tufion, Apri{.ii, idi3. Accessed 
oct:gher 3Q~j.();t.7;·j1tfps://Wv;w,~rook,ir\gs.~tj4/r$"s.earchjrnarijuanacpoficy;:i3r;d-presidenti~H:eaqe:t.s:hlp.:Pq.Wctoc-
aY4idca-fedefal0sfate~frain-Wfecl</. .. . 
.43 Taylor, Stuart, iiMarljuana Po liq• andP.residential leadership: Howto Avoid a Federal~S.i:atetraih Wteck/' 2ct 
M lfyI<l~; n.. . 
45

. lbkl., 22, 



At~ornev General of-the United Stat~s,46 .ein opponent dm~dicaJ ~~nnabls and .any. effort to decrirnlnafiz~ 
~nnabis or to reduce criminal punishments. At a Senate drug i1eadngin April.20161 ~essions ~-fated: 

;,.\iVe need grciwn-Ups in charge ln Waslih1gtprito sav marijuana is npt tne ~ind :Ofth\!igthiitolight to be leg:aHzec{, it 
Xi.tight notfo be minimiied,thaflt's ir:i facfa very ri~~i ~<Jn_geh,~tJ:i1s, arugjs d.ang~roi:Js; yoU.C<ihnot ~lay wlth jt,it Is oaf 
funny; it's riotsomethlng t_o ia:ugh abou~:"'~ild tc) send th.atine:Ssage with dadtythat-g'ood people don't smoke 
marijuana.'7 ·• 

Attorney. General Sessfons' sfaiice cin cannabis is· rerriinTscent of~ristlnger'.s sfatemerits~ which rejeded 
c}irihabis9n rnb"ral. groi.n1dswithout acl<tiowleqgingits.slmllarities ~o lega(stibstatices sur;;b .as.toba.ccq CJnd 
a[cohoL 

.California Canndbfs Poiicy 
. . 

Lri 1996; '(allfqrnia passed Propos)tio_ir 215, the C~mpas~i()na,tg Use Act, wfthSfi%ofH1e vote5.stal:ewide, 
and78% fn San Francisco as illustrated in "Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1. P'foposition 2i5: Comparison of California and'San Francisco .Election Results 
r: .. ___ ---·----· .-.- .·~- ·--·-~-,--v----~--------~-~--. --- -.. -. .:..... ~----;.·---- - - ----- -~_-,. .. ...., _____ ...._.:.._ 
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. Sfote pf California: 
Pr6posh1011215 Election )le.sults 

S1ui Ffiuiciscor 
Fro~osition21SEiectionReScuits 

. . .. 

fh <lb°]ng so~ EaHfoniia :pecame' the first state fri America tO: fo.@fize cMn'fubis. for metffcal Dse:. the 
to~b~sslancite Carej\ct all~wed f:i;c:ttients and quciliffe.d ~~a~¢giy~rsto cultivate Bnd pos~ess ~nnabis for 
pel'Sonal \i.se; hbweV.er Jt'did 'r.iotprovide a. r~gulatory strLlct:tfre}~JTodarifY the COmpass16fo;ite i.Jse .Act, 
the! state Legislature passed SeHciJe Elill 420 in 100~; l;f1is bjlf ~Jso ptovided for the: c:reaffciri br'an 
J(j~ntification program fo~ qaaiifi~tj pat1elit?:49 

In adeiJt.ionto, Je-galiz\ng medical tan_nabi~,. C~iifprhfavotet,s propeif!ec:l th'e -:st9te's dflm p:plicy ayvay from 
crirriihaliz.ation ·~nq harsh. punlshrn,ents. ln2000, v.ote.r:s: approved the Substance Abuse a_nd Crime 

. . . .. ... . . .. 

. 4fi rngfirfi~rn; ~hri,?tophe:r\'i"fufnpsPkk ~cfrAtlorne;Ge~eral:.'Go()p.PepjJle~Qq)i't.S:moKe..M~rijµ?riil'"\he : . ~ ' 

Washihgton:Post, November 18; ip1&, A.ctes5ed October 30, 2017 ... · · ·· ' 
https:/JWww.w.ashirigt()npcistcbm/news/wonlr.lwpf1.Q16/ii/i8/trurnps-='pi~k~rbr7atforney~general"g~odcpeopf~ 
·tjonf.::srnoke::'rilarUuana/1utrn_:term=,8.?42~3ei3~ee. · · 
47Jbiq~ 

48 "Uhiform Co rib-tilled Subsfa~ces ActF'talifornfo Legislative lnforma'tfori. Accessed bctober28, '2.0i7: 
fittps://Jegfrifo.iegislafore.ca.g0v/faces/codes_dfsplay$ectio.n,J<.html?sed:lonNum=l1362:s.&,lawcode=-Hs9. 
49 ,;BiU Nw11berfSB ·42p, ijillText.'i ~fifoi:ri1a Le~isia~j~~lnfr>frncificifj. ~tc~S,e.d',Odqper zg; .2017., ... · 
ft.p,:/}w\vw:l¢ginfo.J:'a.go11(pub/o3-04/bill/sen/sb- q4o1::0450/s~, 1.20_ blll 20031012. chapterciJ.htrrlL 



J>rev~ntion Att; directing the state fo -Offer eligible offenders treatment rather fh~n )aH-rlme. for drug 
pcissessJon and drug use,5() · 

11etWeen 2D03ahd 2015, the corntner.c:ial<::annabtslttdustfy grew with few rules and regulations. lt wasn;t 
µJitff2ois and the. passage of the :IViedJcC11 MarUPaha Regulafion a~nd.Saf.ety A:ctthat CcilifornJa established 
·a legcil frameworktoregul-ate and moni±on:annabfs dlspensades.51drigjnaJ!y settot9ke effect.qn January 
,1,. 2016, the f\llE:!dical-Mariju·ana .Regulatioif and Safofy Att was ·amended via the Medlcai Cannabis 
, Regul;:itiot:l an~ Safety Act in June 2oifj, Thistipcf?t~d pi~:c;e c:)fl~gi~!atlort aJmed to inco,rporate stronger 
-envirobrriental protection polities within Cl compre.ben~!v~ )iceri.slng:system.52 

On N6Veml:Jer 8; 2o'.!.6~ California voters passed Pfopositioff64, the Adultll~eof f\il;::tri}uana Ai:;t, legalizing 
tb~ distribi:rt10~,; sale, and r.>ossessioii ~t.ca~nabis.5~·rroposLtlcin 64 p.assed w1ths1%orthe vote,st~tewide 
:;ind. 74% of the vote in San Frcinclsco, as·lJI\J~trated io Figur.e 4 h~low~ 

Figure 2; Proposition (;4·:·comparison ·ort~iitornia;ind Saft Francisco Election Results 

Staie Q:f CaJlforrilll~ 
·rropos;.uoh ():q. Electiori Resl1'irs 

San Fi:,r,i11c~sco: 
Pr:opofilti~ri '.(:)ifElettioil Results 

1· 

f 

The'Aduft Use of Mafiiwana Ad' (AUMA) cif2ff16 was modeled. oh the Medical Marijuana Re:guiatlod:arid 
Safety Ai:.t {Mi\tlRSA).of 2015, In 20~1cjijfqrnJa'sciu'ghtto create.one regqlatory system .for path ftJedlcal 
~Qd. ~duJ~l!se Lis~, Thetefore,1 this la.st .June, Govern9dE:rrY J3rown ~lgm~9 foe i\iied\cinat ani:f AduitUse 
·cannabis R.egulatiorj and SafetyActintofa,w, recondlihgtneaifferences betwee.riAUMAand MM RSA, :;:ind 
tal<ing-a :eruciaf .step towards de\(e\crpirtg '9 regulatory frc:nnew.otlcto fa.dlitate a legal, for-p:rofitc?nna.bis 
s~ctgrfor boih rn~dicJnal ancf.adul±~use;~4 · · 

SO'llThe Substance. Ahi:.ise &;'c::dm~ Pr~ventfoii ~.ct of 2QOO."; Coui:i.ty ofS;:infa (:lara'.s Puhl it Defarrd,er Office,. ivrarch 
13, 20i3. AccessedOctober ~8; 20i7.bffps://\titww.sfcgov.org/sltes/pdo/Pages/SA,CPA.aspx; " 
5i';'.Al3~243.J Medical Mar1juana,"Californ'ia legislative infurmatlon; Acce~sed bcfooer30; 2017~ 
littps;//feglpfo;1egis!atore,.ca.g9v/faces/biilNavGl1enpmtml?bl\Uc!;,;2Q1S2Q160AB2.43, · 
~2~~sH-643; Medi_~lMatiJuafia.'; qJiJorf1ia LegJsl<itiv~ 1i:1fo(mation, A.ct;e5:Sed octob~r Z9, ?-01'°; 
h.ttps://legiilfo_legisla'tur~ca.govifaces/bilfNaifCllent'5<html1bHlJd;.,,LQis:io160SB64.3. 
53 "ABc.64, fannabis: Ucensure.and Regufatlon:~' Caiiforriia legis.lativelnformatiol"\. Accessed October 29; 2tip, 
f1tlps:!/leg[nfc}.legisiciture.ca.gov/far:,.e~/billN~vclientJ<litmf1oiiLJ~=2bi72.g1~0~~~4. · ·· 
54 "S\3-!)4 C~hnab\s: Medldnai and:Adult UsE:,11 Ca]ifo(nia Legi~Ja:tJYe ln-formatfofr;Af.;ces,S~d October:30; '2017;. 
https://leg1 nfoJegf slatli re.ca;gi:iv ifates/bil I NavCII ent:xhtml?b ill•. id;,zoi 7201SOSB94;. "State i!h d• to cal ·Cphna his 
. regulations under th~ Medi~irial andAdulfUsetai1ria.bis 'Regulation and SafotyAct'{MAUCRSA)~"· The Sonoma. 
tolihty B~r A5soclatiori. Accessed October 30, 20'17. http://Viiww;sonornacount\fbar:arg/Wp
i:~tltefltivplo~d-~/2,op /b.~/1~12cii~9~tiabisc~~gLJal~ticin,Safetiflct.pdf. - .. . , . -. . .. 
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:Si{iffrdnclsco CannabisPblii:V 

P.,rjor to _the j:iassage of the_i;t?te:yvide Compassionate Use At::t, San Ftahdsco voters_p?S.sed Propositiqn P, 
H¢rnp Meqicc1tion, in :1991. The .propositionasked whether San Frandsco would recommend that tile 
.S-tat~ of .ri~Ufornta ·and tlie california M¢drcaJ Asfoci_aJion restore 1'1iemp _nieditai prep~r~tions" to 

' - . . . . .· ' -· . ·' I - ·. . - , - . . - . . . 

CaJ1fornlis oUicial_. list pJ li}etjicine$, 55 There \&er€ th reg paid C!rgLlrnerJts- on .t,he ._b.afioi: Jn favor -of 
Proposition P; which 'proviaed quotes from i)hysicicins and pited sdenfific Fnstftutions in -cli:guing for 

-~~nhaf)is' medicalbehefits.~6 Voters approved_: the proposition .withnearly ao% of the voteP - -

ln:L999; SariFra~cisto'sHeaith Comtrlissioil aahpted ResoJuti6n Nb. 29:-99,'\Supportingtlie DeVeiop.ment 
3!11d lfnplehientatki_h of a V6iunta_,ry Med)ta.I E.annabis- ld,e_ntifit~t1on (-arct Pt.c5grarTi,;;ss This. 't':eS-oitJtfoh 
supported the de:yeloiJ.rr;ent of an identification care{ pro~ram for rf!edkal ¢~nriabis for lridfiifduals wbo 
qualified under the ,(ompassioriate ;Use A'ct-Es pa:t1ents or pf_imaiy caYegtver5. ,16 2000, the. Boa.rd 9f 
§upervisorsformally crea:t_edS_ariFr;:!ridsto'scu[re_nt identificat1ori program for:mecficaf cannabJs.59 . -

,. . - . 

In 2062, iii~ Boafd of Super\Jisors plac~cl Pfopqsition S, titled ''MedfCaJ M<l rijlicfha/' oh the b~ilot. The 
:proposJtiph \l\las·a rl~claxatiofl of po)icy1 dfrectingthe·M~yor, Bqard of$uj:iervis~'rs1 DJstrICt Attorney, City 
Attorney, ,anctbepartment of Public ReaJth to Eixploi'e the possibility of creating :a program to gfow'and 
qi_stribi.Itemedtilil rnar!J~aha.61i'.Propo.Sitiqn:S passed with a"µ proximately 62% of the :\tot'e::1a 

fo Mardi 2005, the,Boai:d of.Si.Jper\i,isors :passed brdf.nance NQ-~Ji4:-05~"Z.Onicig-.Jtifetim Moratorium oti 

·Medicai'canhab!s_ OiSp.erisailes'i.sz Tile ortjinance .express'ed ci61i"~~rn_ dven:h~sl@ificaot increa~e frrt[ie. 
pUirlber of indiyid9_a.1s~nr~l]ed in-the c;i_i/s.voluntary rnedic;aJ ~il_nn.abis idenfificaiion program, statlng'l]f! 
:2ooz,-ther-e were, approximately 2,2DQ lr]divid_u;:ils tegi_ste(ed..:aiid there ate: haW ave( ,s,ooo or- 7,ooo 
1ndlii1dl:!ais, enfolled''l3 1'b~ ordinance '~:rck.n9\viedged _that: there were no mechanjsrns tq rfi!gQJah~ or 
monitor medita(taonabis clispensadeS:and tnerefore lrriposed a ;morator:ium on new .medlcal Clubs and 

·- ' - ." '·. •• - ' ··' .". • • C, • .- ' • :.·' • • ' • • ~ • ••, - ·- ,,- • • •• • ·, '·· ·• ~ • • • - .. • • • • • • - • -·· -

dispensaries~ OhN6veaiber 22, 2-oos, the &6~rd 9f S\.ipervisors uriahimously pas!;ei:lNticie:3;3 oftheSaQ 

.. -. - . 

ss Qffir:;e of th_e Re_g1strar.ofi.toter~~ Sag i=r;andsco Vot~tlnformatjgh 'f>afTip~l~:t;Nt~ ?.ar_iipl~ Ballot,·-Pnf; the:San 
:Fr.andsco Public Ubfary; 1991. Ac:9~~sed Q~tooef29i 2-017, 
https-jhfpLornLPdf]imiiri/glc/elect1ons}No)lei:lJber~,..:1991~horf:pdt 
_:S6 )bld.,.14\:? .. -- - --- -- - - . - - -
57 "Sanfrandscq _BaTiot i>fopcisjdonS':Pata~ase.''tn{Saq Fqmtiseo :PiJ~licJibf:afy._ Ar:fgssed Octbbei2.9, 26i7. 
https:/ /sf pl .or&/Jrict.ex. pflji.?pgf= 2QDQ02J2Q1&Pf:D_pTiJ:le:=&oesc;rfpUori=-&Propletter.Cp&Mo!Jth=:&.y~ar'=1~91&s.ubmi -
t='Seatch. . _ -- ----- ---- - _ -- _ - -. - - -
:S8Jhe S.an: FJ'ant1sco Health CommissJon.-Mfoutes .i:JftheHeatth Commission MeefilngL'Tne San:-Fr:andsco 
Oepartmet\t,0¥ Pq~Iic_-H.e_~it,h;ioo();.A:ctesseQ Gctol:Jer'29,.:{.0i7. - " 

· nttps:/ fwwW.sfcJpli;qyg/dph/files./lic/Hqfv'.lins/Hqv1io2000/HcMin07182,DOO,fitrr:T.· 
591bid. : - : - - - - ' --- - - -- - •.• - • -
$6The 6epartinent c:ifflections. Voter Guide: November 5; 2002~ PDF . .The'City and-county of Saa i=randscoj ·2002:; 
httpsi/lsfpi,otg/pclf/(liaip/gic/electro11s-/Novembers;).602.pPf. -
?l "san -Francisco eanotrropositions Databa~e{' T_lieSan frar:icisc;o~Publl-C borafy: _ 
62TlieS_ari Francisco ffoard of:.Supervisofs,.bidinance No. 64-os:Zoning~ ln1:edmMorafori_Llm oh Med{eal 
Cci_nn<1bisDtspensa[ies~ PDF~ the City of San Frandsco12-00S. Ac~essec:i October30~ 2017. 
~lli~ -



! 

ffil..\1Cfsc0 Health tpcieJ which provld~d t::odes; rules, regulations, afl.d. pperat}ng ptoc€dOres for. ine9Ji:at 0 

.. cannabis dispensari~64 

Despite the city1,s:26_65 motcitorium. ~H'I cannapls dJspensaries, San francisco an.cl jts Board of Supervisbrs 
.. :GOntinued to suppof(caiihabls for inedkinaJ purposes :;:i:s a Whole·. In 2007, the £bard of Supentisprs 

pa:SS€d Resoil1tT¢r(No~. $.07-07, "ad<noWledging 1theJ lr'riport.tfnce of safe and lega.J ac:t:ess to rriedicaJ 
.cannabis~iii Sa:n Prantisco.'165 The r~CJ!utioo ·fµrtnerurgedthe 1).S. Attornef s Offic:;e in San F.rP.ndsco to 
i:eas'efrom ihVestlgatingahdprosecUtihg)'ne~icaLcannabis pf.oviders~ care~ivers and patients. 

On, October, 7~ 2011; Californla's four United :Stat es Attorneys announced !aw·enfornement effDrts 'against 
iliegal operations Witb.i'nthe fol-pro.m:e:annabis industry.66MEilinda. Hai;ig, the u.s. Attorney Geheralfor 
Northern California at t!lE: fime, thr('!atene.d J~hdloras of cai;mabf s dispensariE:sJocate:d near sc}Joolswith · 
prqpertvse.-izure,67 .. . . . . . 

.Anticipating the decdmlna!fzatlon, ofaqult-1:Jse cahn~bisforadt.ilts, theSanfrancisco:ffoardofSupervisors 
created the Cannabis 'State LegaliZ.atioh Task Force in 2015.68 The faskforce' is coin prised ofa range of 
~takeholders, froi;n :r~presE:litatiyes bf tpe. de;partment of Pul;>Hc H~alth1 tq industry memb.ers, and 
communJfy residents; The task fore~ hpsts pµb]ig meetings to discuss issues related to the regu"lation of 
adult-me cannabis actJvify in ar\ effort to adv.Jsei, ~ne:~ bty1s policyi:nak€.rs orLfhe legalii~tion .Ofaa~lt~L.tse: 
cannabis, r 6 da:te;. the. ta'sk fo(ce.h~is GrE:cited over2.oo recommenqatfons fotco11sl~etatfdn> 

:5-an Frandsc~'s ,;·B_u~getci11d.Appropri~tion Orqihance;1 for th~: Flstal Y~<:if .i6i7-2:cns :est;fil!isnetj the. 
Offic:;e; ofca.nnabis to coorc;Hnati:! dW dE:patl.m:E:n~s antj state :agencies for ih:e regufcitr()h .of .commercial 
cannabis activity ii'!2D18.6~ 

:Arres..t R'atesih san Frani::isco. 
io l:ietter understCinti ~fil'd1 lndi\iiduals abdcomrrilinlt'ies. have peen cilsp/opc;i.tffonately·ftnpactedbv'War 
011 Drugs ef)forternent p()[idE!5i)Qi~.sc::qion t:iKE!s sr1/ajla[}le data sets_ apd rev[e.lfy's arr~ts rates: by race; 

· e~hnklty,. and geographic location 1h-tne. c1w atid' CountY of San Prandsco.The ,·arrestanaiysis relies oo 

64The Sati frahtjs¢0 Department.of°Pl1'blic Rea 1th. Artlcle33; Medkal CanriabiS.Act: 'PDF; The City<inc:i CgLJrity of 
San Fraridsco. ·Accessed bctober3CJ;.2.bii. htt.ps://www.sJdph.org/dph/ffles/EHSdocs/MedCann~fils/MCD- · 
Ari:idE!_.33.pgf. . . . . . . 

.65 The,sa.n Ftai'ld,s~g B_i):i:fr~ ¢fS.upeiyiS:6ts;.Besolu±iqn No~ zjrr-m~ cood,erftQ1tig P(Qs~ciJtiob. cif )viediC:al NiaJ'iJb,;:jna 
by the Federal Goyefr\menl. PDf; the City· of San Ft'ancisto, 2001~ A~cessei::l OCJ:ob~r"3b;,2-0n 
http://sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfifes/bdsupvrs/resoll1tionso7/ro3o7~bi'.pdf. · . 
66 "Califcirtii~'sTop feq~l LaiNJnfdrc:ernerrtOfflcia"is Annqµnce ~nforceqient.Actlo11s againststate;s.Widespread 
an~Jlle:ga1 [V1arijlj<Jf"!~ ln~l.Jstry;" 'fh:e::uni_ted State":s;ti.tforney'.s: Ofpce, Oc;tqjjerJ'.;-2Q;L;L Actes'Sed. Octqber 30,.ZOl],. 
•httpsjJwWW.,.Justlce,goli/archive/usa0/cac/P:ressrooin/2Di1/~44a.btmL 
E7 Urute,d St,ai:es Attorney!, Northern OistriCtofta"fifor~i<1. Re! MarijµanaDispensary at-REDACTED City and Couhtf 
c9f San Francis.co APN: RED,ACTED)~qF .. kqi:p; Acc.~ssed Octc)bet3b~.'2017. http~ifww2..kq~.org/news/wp~ 
_cdi:Jte:nt/up\qadsjsit~s/1.0i291:1l~P/l)ScAt:tohiE:Y~l'nati):~.En:i~clettet.pdf, . 
M ·"Knowledge,Sharing 8,: Collabora.tion·: canriabiSSfate Legislation TaskFbtce;"Jh'e ~·an F{ancisco D~partment of 

·'Pub I ic 1-! ea lth,'2015 .. Accessed October· 29, zdi7: https://www~fdph.org/ dp h/cofnupg/kriowlcolf esl/ defau It asp. 
69 Office oftheContrO:!Jer. Budget aod Appropriation Ordiri<ince·l4S-16: PDfThe;foy,and County.ofSan . 
F@ndscg. Ai:cessed D_qc;ib_~r .49;)'.oi:z, . · 
http://sftonttoller.:org/sites/default/files/Docuriieni:s/Budget/Fy11%2D%26%20FY18%.20AA0%2.0FINAL:%20B.udg~t 
%20with%20t.:ills.jldf. -~ · · 
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dcita provided by'.San Pr;;indsco Police (SFPD}andSheriffs Pepad:ineot '(SFSO), ahd featL!Yes comparabie 
$'tat~w[d~ 'statistics, published ·l:iv the Ga.lifdril1C! Criminal Just:ite :Stat1s.tic:S 6~nt~r and'. pq~tf}<l ,·<ii) the 
A:tto:rneyGerrerc:il;s Open-JL!stic~ s)tE;! ([)OJf i017). 

A broaderanalys1S. of'cifLdr!Jgcifr~~~w~s.~011<iil1ded large)y by the tente(oti JuvefiiJe,and tri111ir:1allustlc;e 
(CJC:J), wbiCh has 1:Ssued -a'seifes ofreportsdefailingci pattern ofracialfy discrlininafory arrestpracticeslh 

.sari Fi:aneisco, partic~lariyfoi"dtug c>-ffehses.70 T.h¢ ~nalys1sbeginswith OCJ's reViewbfaildrt,igarrestsih 
San Francisco ff.om 1977to 2Qi6; with~ strongfo·cus op folony arrests, (Whlcfrir,1cl.ude rna,nuf;:i~fure1 sale; 
·and large~.quantity drugpossessioh)~Thisreport then analyzes.San Francisco's c;mnabisarrestsfrofu 199Q-
20JJ;i. The cannabis artestS captcired 1n the (:i~ta :set ihc;!udeJefony charges .and custodial mfsdemeanots 
and !nfrcictfons/71 Misdeme,\ll)ors pf'imarily .involve fowcquantitv. !Joss~,s$fot1:. 'thoµgh p.os~es?l~n of Jess 
than \ln ouncewa_s downgraded to an infrac:tioh in 2011. 

SFPD arid SFSO data h\lve several defii::tendes in how race and ethnkity ,are treateq. Most crucially, 
Hispanlc/latiho ethnicity, i~ p~si~d -~~ '~ type pf Xadal ldentity in the data, eraslhg the nuanc.e .b-f 

-race/etllnicity within the tatihotornrnunlty, Hispanl¢·coded arrests .. also onll/represent~dless tha.n 1j{of 
¥rests frorn 1990-'2016, a level that-is hlgbly: inconsistent.with avajlaJJle conviction data for that time 
period. rn other 'Words, it is likely tatihO: arrests are distr(putecf 'amongst "White" .arid other ·~adal 
·categories,\.vnlch may undermineth~ir9lidity'of;;1.rrestn1tesacrpsstaciaf<:ategoties.:: 

. . •" 

fnte:spohseto the t~ck.ofdataon ac:li,iltJ:lispafik/Latff)o Cilllf!abis arrest~,CJd supp(emefited their@cilys,is 
with :sta:tisbC:s. from. the Sal) frandsco .J1w~nBe probation Department (:;FJPbl (:io\y.} wbich Jtrore
accur.ately reflect how drug; arrests diff~~ by face Md ,i;!thnidty amongst Juv.eniles. ~Furthermore; the 
~haJysis of tarihabis a(restS is con:fmeq to 'exarn(nlng AfrTcan American cannabis arrests p:ertentagBs 
. reh:itive tOtheirpercenyge ofi:he pop~lation1 ratherth<!nln tornp<1r)sof)t9 tl\e ar'n~st rates;· of Other rcaEial 
,groups~. To compar.e·di:ug arrests across pop.olations,·dCJ cakdlated arrest rates by dividing_totalsbystate 
.Department of Finan·ce popUlcitions for ~ach age gr~up, irender; and race. . 

brugAtrestsAnalysis, 19Tlc2016 · 

ClCJ's stt.idy· of drug arrest dat~ fqff~lqhy cbf!rge,s f()u~d' iignlflc~ht mx2tuatloris. ih the Cit;is qrug Jaw 
enforcement~ prima!'ily;fr:ivolving African Amerfra11:ai.rest r.C!tes. tfreirkey flndi[1gSJJ'}Ciuc:f~d: . , 

. . 

II •.. from 198Q. t,CJ tij~ rJi)d;,-199ps, San ·Fi:a[1clsc:o's.ra.ciarp~tteJbs:ln ~i:if9rcgmen~ of.~rag law? rf)ughly. 

r:esemhied those stateWide. StiltA.frtcaoA111edephsJn San Ffancisco were4Jcts:ti.fr:les more 
likely to be arrested for dru)~ fefoili~sj:iribftothe mtd~1990s .than the)rproportfon of the total 
i)opdlat}o.r) wtiiiI.cfpr,~gtlct.: 

~ · Pi'.~ril.19Q5,,2009, Sari f rabdsco ,e¥P'.@.t:_!.~tll;etj ~li &pfosio Ji i rr 8 rqg_;f~I ony arrestS bf Afddfr-1 
fl.mart;ari's:thafdfdnofoccur efsewheieJMhe state, rtorfor. either r\~d?-1 categqri~ i,IJ San· 
· F'rcinc]scn,_ 

o from.2008 _, 2015., the'City~s decTir'ieJti clru~'aire~ts for an.races was largerthan.occurred .. 
sta~ewtd'e~ . . 

·Ill .From :ip:i(T<201.fr; (frµ$·arrests f:eU'sh<;irpiY.for'cilJr~ces:ln San Fr~ridsco fr6tT\2DlOthtoligh 
2016. in 2bos; a~ nuhibei'equalto.8;7%:ofSahfi':andsco~s AfricariAmedcan popufaffon was, 
~tr~steq fQrdrug fe1oni,es,Jn2bi6/fhfr'.nurnEler had.o(qpped to. 0:7%; 

70.see Appendix~- C¢.ht~r on Juvenile and cdni_lfiaJJustice Drug ArrestS Report; 2Qi7: 
71 S,er; Appendix: B. Full list ofCann·abis Sper;ifi~ Statutes Bevieyved. , 



• fromfhefr200S peak; drugfek1ny r<ites fell92% among.African Ame:rkans ~pq by 84% a[T)ong 
non~bfack race5 In the City (DOJ,20i7J. These qeclities were much iargerthan occurred. 
elsewhere itie'a11fomia{19% for Arrkan Arnericans.1 6B% for other races). 

frgnre 3~ San Francisco teronydtu&." arrests:pyrm:e~ per aooJooo population; annual averages (1977-
2016} 

:6,526. ti,597 

675 

21 

.2.P.15 201& 

Sollrce:OCJ (20i7} · 

• Whilt~;soQ1e of the qe¢lirie in felqiiy o,rrests j$_<:lu.e to r¢t~nt stC(tereform_s:-ro.,ri;itl~~sify many . 
'folOny'drug_offehses :as i:iilSdemeal)ors, niisdemeahor drug arrests alsofoll:by;9D%'ih Sat) 
'B-andfeto from 2668 fo 2oi_5, :~I~() qfTil.Jth larger C:f¢dinethan S.tgievifiqe, 

•. Radaf.dlspa_dties_in 2616 h~ye l'iari:oWed fromthepeakyear, 2608; wheffAfi:foan Americans.In 
San i=,raiicis¢o were•l9.2tTmes more Ukelythah .nor)-bla~k SahFranciiscans, .atid 4.5. times lifore 
,1rk~ly tJ-ianAfricaqAtp,t'fflF~f1S elsewhere .in CalJJ9rpiado ~JP an:e.steqfor ~ dr9gfelony. 

ii! 'eveJJ~ttpqay/~ n'.Jtich lower l¢vels, howf~Ver, 'large tacla1 di5p;idtie.s p~r,Slst fli 2016,Africari 
- . - " 

Ah'iericans,in San Francisco experienced.felony drug afrest rate.51Ut1ines h1gherthanSa1:i 

Franciscans ·af9th~\@9e5/a:nc!2AtimE!shlgherthan·Afrkati Ame.rk~~s els;ewher~in C<!ilfornia. 
• Arnbhgyouth (aVerys_nialisanip1e),tatin.osgte nowtwiceas IJkeiyasAfrkanAfr[erkaris, iJve. 

times moreJikely than wh!fos~ and neady i.o times more like!ythan Asfonsto be·arrerted for a 

dr11g felo1Jv, 



ftgure il.JU\{enlle felony drug arrests petl00,000 pO'pulation age 10~11, San Erancisco vs •. 1rest of 
Califot:nia! 2009 vs. 2016 

·2.ilo!l 

' African 
·fe1?nv Drug Arrest.ilate ·· ,\.:n~nca11 

Source: CJCJ '(2oi7j 

MALE 

\'inite· 
i3-7.9 

.. 

HispaniC ;f\!;lan 

~ip 92,7 

FEMALE 

_Afili:•Q 
·~mc-ik~n· WhT!e Hispanic· 

-2,419.;:i. •69::i, 2o:s 

·• . .&"· African A.r:n.erican gids and young woilien Were~u'ntil recent!i(targetedfor criminal Jaw 
enfo(c;:em!:!nfat ciluch higher: .rates;ih San_ F~ndsca in comparison to all other dernographfc 
grnupsJn tbe City, In-2'007 (th~ peakyear fc:>ryouth drugcarrests)1 -~ciiT Fraridsco's Afrl~an 
.Americailfon\aleyol,lth accounted fofAb% oftfie fo1oriy ~rlliiarrestsofAfrican Ameiican fema1e 
youths in talifotnia'cindhad-arfest rates SO tifneshighedhantbeir counterparts In other 
counties; rn2o:L4.:2016-,_ only one Afr-icatJAmericanf~maleyouth \,\/;:is arrested inS_an Frar;itisco 

·:far a dru'g"telony: 
·"· lil2Dd7, 125 ofthe Cit•/s26SyouthdfugfoJony -arresteeswere LatJnos, 112 were African 

.Arn~dcatis, •'11id fZW'.¢r~Asian:s. ·rn 2.Q18,seven 1Nef~ ~atiri6s1one -was Afii.can xuneric'an, t\No 
·- ... , 

Were Asians, -and none were White.- j 

~ Jfadaf patterns:in ~frug;:irrests do notr.n;:rtch rasia[ J)a_i:terpstn. drug 9buse. Of th~816 Peqpl~ 
Who ~ledfrcim ~i;iuslf:igjilldtdr,wgsfri San frandsco duringthefive~year, 2611.-2015.perlod, 55% 

Were 1'1oh-Latln6 Whites;22% wereAfricanA.rhedc<1hs1fO%-were LatiMs, and 9% w~re Asians. 
Jn qontrasti.43% qfthe city's 6,58idrug feJony arrests. dtlrlng 

cimnabB AifestS; 199D-;2016 

Pa~~n~_ similar to tho:se found lh tJCY? an_a{y~is ar.e -apparent wb'en ~pecifical!y -&~mining cannabis~ 
relatedfelony,and-'C(l,~todiai misdemeanor. attests. AS demo.nstr.atad in }'ig:ui~ s·below/from 1990 ... 2016, 

Black72 1ndfv:iduals represent an l.iic:r:easir1gly larger p~fo~n:tag~ .oftotci.J cttnn?bls-reJafe.~ arrests 111 ~alj 
fr~)1cfs~o; Though (c;i_tfrio,arrests Were not.dlst~rtilbie from the data set, Asian cannabis arrests reflected 
only"1%:0f the tdtal artests'ftom 199.0 t.o 201&.-. ·- ' 

72.Arres~ are r:at!al!y fodedinthe ttata as "B~ifbrBlackor Afnca11 American in the SFSO cannabis arrests dataset, 
nieantngihdNidual'.sJrorn theAfrican:diaspora may also.be-reflected in'the data. Thlssection of tile analysis. · 
addressesthe Black population in5an.Francisco with an Lindmtandlng fhatan oyerw,lieJ[riihg ma.j9r1tv <if ~i~ck 
<1trest~ fikely involve African ~eritahs. 



Figure 'S. San Francisco Canna.bisArresfa for Blacklndividuals vs. Aft Other Races {1990::201~} 
-· -: -

160(}; 

-Sourc~:SfSO a(rBsti:JafaJ~90:2016) 

•'.. 
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J.n~ ]urnp in tbtaL atrests Th. 2000.W.~~ i:i.cYc'(il)lpanied by a jump it! the dlsprnportionality of Black arrests, 

Arrests iricreased by 1£'d% between 1$;39 .arid 20001 fl'om·1164 to ~04:2. The percentqf arrestsfeaturfog 

B.1aok,.detainees We_nt µp frorp ;34% fo 41% of al,i arre.sts, a}Q% jntre.as~, bespitB fhe high percgnfcige qf 
Slack cannabis arr~ests; Black;San FranciS_c'qnscompfis~d 7 .. 8% 6f Sa_ri Frani:isi::o's population in2000. Even 

Cl~· th,~· riLJfflbE!J of total arrests .drastically falls at:oi.mJi toii,- after the downgrading of rnisd.em:eanor 
cannabis possessfon to an infraction, EH a cf< cannabis arrest5 as i3 percentage of total arrests hov~ts arouii~ 
50%:. AsJ=igcire 6shows, Black people: only repr:esented 6%.ofSart Franci$cds population in 2010, 

Figure 6; 'Eercenfbf Blacl<Cannabis Arrests Compaied to BJ;iclc Populatfori'i~ s·~n Fraµdstci (1990~2o1fi) 

.11'% 
.-_~,,,i-

''' 'Ii· 
. . . . . . . . . 

..• - •••. -· -· ... -· :. - .·.·.--....--<- ----· ··--- -~---.----·--. 

. . . . . ... .. -- .. . 

sdORce·sf:so.Nresfa;Qata (199.D~20J6), l:l,5 .. (:enslis:(i99b;2DdCi~:2bmJ~.Ai:iierican Csmmunity'Survey(_iot6) 

. ;,,. __ 
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ideri~fying biSa,dvantaged Communities; 

As_ indicated PY tb¢,'radal ij\sparh:ies fn Sal':i Han¢isto arrest .and pookiilg rates, the Wat on Urugs has 
produced disparate ,;:irrest r~tes a.crqss racial. gro~ps. A:ncl wbile rates' of qrug use and sale are 

tortitr\ertsurate d,trt::i?S"fad~J llqes (see Ffgl)fEfl); 'slac.k.:a,nd·la.trno•i:;omfnl1hfrf~~ tnte(~c_t;Wltttthe cri_mfoal 
justice sy$tem1. includingV.io afrests~ bookings~ iiim':fJncarderation, ;at a. rate far higrer thar:i their Whlte. 

counterparts~ 

figu_ re 1. Cannabis Use by Race (2001-2010) 
' . 

J )Q~~'l · .. ·· 

there is·;:J clear relationship between race; :thedrrfoilnal liistlte syst~m, iln<.lefonorrilc opport(lnlty; both 
Jo.San Ffahd~¢9ana nationailv' An. Op~ma. Wh!teHous,e Report, Ecbn.om·iGPeJ:spittive.so:a Incarcera.t1D11 
·antf, the: Criminal ~usflce sys.tem,73 l'.J,S~S :~(:()[!Oliff(.;' a:oal'YSi?. to understand' thi:: :coifs,. 'benefits, ·~.t1d 
consequencesof.cr.irriinal jtistke polities. Notably, the report ppifits olltthat having:a cr1mina!record ]n, 
the U.S.,triakE.:Sitmpr-e difficulq:of]nderrip)ciyit)ent ahothose who have been l(ltar.c~(aJed earh l0t0~4o 
percent le,s? ft;i::i Q iimlfar Workers wl~bout a. ~i~ttj:ry gfincaJ~gtatl9n?4T:he report ~)so ~timatestfsat rq.f~; 
of:parentalincarce:raHon are2toJ-tlmes higherfor 8iacl< and Hispanic:chlldren than White children, ahd 
patentalincB.f'{:eratfo~is a :Strong risk fac~or fon'i nulnber ofo.dvers~'outtornes, inducilngbutnotlirtiite:d 
to rn~n:taf health ~prob.ietns, -~ct7fo9l :9(opmJt .;:inl$. llr:)i;mployment: Pinallvj tfl~ 'r~p~rt. (:qndllcles :th9t' 
consequences of interactions with the criminal jusfii:e sysfemC?n include ootonly~negafive~'impacts on 
·,empioyment,. bi.It also health,, del:it, tra_nS.portation, h6~$it:iJt; and fooo .S:e'c;:.tlrjty, ancfo119 ha:t:ionaI !eve\ 

!3h.~tps://ob<:im;;Wrutehouse.archi~es.gov)sites/defa0\Vfilesfpage/fffes/2016Q42;l.J:ea_llicarceratioii~crlminaUList 
ice~pdf . · · .· · ·. · . · · .. · · 

74 Executiv,e Sut1Jt)iary; tJ:aM,15~ liRecentfo_b applicatlgri ~iq:ierl)'ilef\t? find that appJfc:atits.wit]i ~rhnirial (ecorcts were 
5Q perCentr~ss likely torecei\'e an interview r!;!ql[~t or job offer; reJativeto,iclenHcal ~pplic,ants with no crimll:lal 
r~cord, .ancfthese dispar1ties were largetfof 6J;ii:k applicci.nts;" 



these impacts are "disproportionately borne PY..Bla~I~ ahd Hispapk ajei:i, poor incji.viduals; and ii:ldividuaJs 
.Witb higfl rates ofmer;ibiJ rlin~ss and:subst<:i.ru:e ~bµs~;11:?5' 

OVefciil;the White. Hci.us~feporimakesdearthat iflteradiohs With the criminal JuStii;e system, including. 
't:firough~Dfprce merit qft;a_n]lapi_s;-reJated ac~fyity,c.an hi')\ie neg<1tiVE!)U1d c()nsequeht]<1l ·etonom ic imp.acts: 
on tlie arrestee and their immedlate family: . - · 

ldentlfy_lng.$an Francisco's Dlsaq~qntgged Commynfty 
. .. . .. ' - ... . . ..... ... . .. . .. 

. San Francisco.'.$ dat~ifri aliestjates b_yJocatioh is itiatjequatefqr ti)~ purposes bf h1~PPl°rig att'est'.ral:es by 
geograr:>~tc locationsoveran exfonslve perieq ottitnE! •. ancftheref()reunderstandirig lon~;-term:ir:npac~ 
qf 9Vi'!t- j:iqiidng Jo certain, cornrrjtil)itfes (L$~ prior tel· 4()10}. ;HoWe\ier;· this analyst~ -Otilizes' (3vaila$ie 

.. lcicat1or1 data ofcanifahis afr'est ,{oce-Ufrin~ betweeri January 2010 ;. dctober 201 ir, fo:r i:he. p~rposes .of 

.. ··•· undi:!rsiar:rc{ingwherE;·big]1 arresfr<i.t~?9VC?rlap witb ei::onobifcafly,aisa(fvantage.d commimrtie~ {5¢~ flgi:m~ 
9 on the. foil owl rig pcige), .. . . . . . . .. 

. '.::"· :·. .:·: . . . . ... 

>for 2017,. Ca(fforriia' beg9r~r;nent of Housl0g ahd Comm~nity Deyelopmeht d'efi'rrei San Fr.ancisco;s· 
extre111~ly Jpw~, ve.ry]ow-:'·ahd ;loV1f.::i.11c()r:ne Je.vels·a.s a,; hoµsg,19ld annual int()rrie. ;:i.f-t:ir befgw 80% gfthg· 
Arna. Median focrirne:fof a 4~petsoflhol.isehold;, $hs;306/5·Arv11 may be. broken dciWhinfo more e)(act 

.· tsi;~~:~~~~~::~~~i!~~~~!~~i;E~l~~;~~f ~]1J~~~!1:~~:~dµ~~; 
..... 

. ,Figure 8. :2011 San Frari'dsco focciifi'eThr~ih{?.lds.'FiY;l\.t~a 1i\iridfan'rnccnne (AMI} 
···.·· .. ::. .': ... 
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1s· c9r1cluSlOhJ , ·· . 
hftps://obamawhitenouse.:arch1ves.gov/sitis/defarJlt/fil°esfpageffife~j26160423_cea.Jncar~~tioh_crlminaUustlc. 
e;pdf · · 

-7~cArico tHc_ome Umitsfgr·2b17, ~ttp;//wWW:'.hcd,ca:go\;'}grantscfundJng/incame-ihnltsiS.f-ate~arid-federat~ 
ln.~0rni:climi~/dOr;~/ific2k17-iJdf 
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'Figure9~ Con.centration oft:ciw-inco)Tf~tto.uscl1ofdsalor Below8Q% ofMedlaniricqme bySan Fi-ancisco 
J:ensus Tractwith tanncibis Bookings by Arrestlocation (2010~2()17) 

.~ J'.l.ook'frigs 

CJ 11Jeig~bO.rt\<io9s 

Source: tvrayor~s.Ci'tfk:e1nfRou£lnrrandCommu.nfry.b'e.vetoprrier:it(ib17}: 



to further understan.d.wh1ch: e:ommunH:ies yvhhin tbe City have: ~xpei:i~ncetj .~ disproportionately liigh 
tiumber ofarrests and potentfal economic disadvantage a:s aJesult, the map1b Flgure 10 is further refined 

· to show cehsu.s tractS wttb both a· high hurnber'of Jow i1\come holls.ehoJds ( defhied as -S80%.AM1) and :a 
··· .... ·· ~lfililfi caiit .fl Urn oer of i:ah·na ~ls_r~lat~~ arr~sts, i:herne~iartpercent~ge :pflow-lncpme ho8se!io!ds'.across 

. San frandsco census fracts r:s 40;2%. accordin_g: .to .censL1s data. AdditJoirally; the median number .;0.f 
bookings per .lOD peopJe a~ross cen~uii'traijts for2QtOc2Q16 was QA3. T,lierefofe, :the riiapfn Figure 10 
higb1ights-?ll cen·sus tta,C:ts th~~m.eet: the fplJgwfngtwo criferi"!: · .. · 

q:i_,. Apercentage oflow-income households higher than the medianvall:le of40;2% 
e Bookings per 1oop~rsahsin:the7o_ti)petc§ntil'e, or raJhergreatertM?JiD.8~ 

. . : ···.: :,. .. _· .. 

. Of197 pnssible censws trads, 43 ;met both criJ:eria and <irt:! representeq ih bl~e ib Figlire 1Qbi=l9w. ·.· 

'1• 



Figure :i;o~ tr~rits wltl:l low income pOpidcjticin {<80% A Ml) above median percentage anq bookings: per 
1QOpersoi1s abq:ve 70th percentile . . .. 
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As. Fljtqf~ :io and J;ishow, more than najf ofthe (:J@llfle.d_c;ehsus t.raqsfafl lh ffctVV)e~ Hl.Jbtehi Pb1nt, tne 

f\ilis'sion, a~dtbeT~ndertd'incombined. These h~igbborhoodsalso aU.f~ature cen~usfracts withsignificar1t 
r.attis 0Junemployme11tan~·so_r:ne g_ft_h~ bighest rat~§ of ~ar1rial:if? 9-rfes.~" i':t :s:houlcJ-J:i~: 11oted t6at this' 
-a'!\gly.$)s_ 4oe,S: notesta:bli~h direct correlatJon b.etween (/~riii~b.'1s· arrest i!hd l¢_w'-mt~~e housefiofd~. fpr 
instance, the; high nUmbet of.students res'iding-in Lakeshore may' be a drfvJng factor hehfnd the.'lower-
1n.~Pttie Jeve1s:pr~~enfln ce_n2uftr9~t 3~7.61,J~ff:het·fnan. the htgb c;mn9_b.lf(lrr¢stt13.;tes; Ho\\f~\fet1 g{v~h 
tbe e~d;:;ti@ Jitetatµre b'n:the.refaitrorishii{bet\li1e~Ji econq·m k o·pportj..rn ity and 'tne' W:afon Drugs, the tracts 

·- .- . ··-··,' . •· , .. 

Jdentified :above. are the places wf.tere-thai relatfonsht~ls niost likely to have had an ~}(verse ~conornk· 
f [Tipatt. 

··, -



Existihg Cannabis Industry Data 

-Given thE\ infancy qf the f~a) canrt<lbis market_ and-the co_n-iinuetl itlicit n~tu're ohhe 'inBustf'\t in~a fedei\l-l 
conteXt; there. ls a deCJ.rtli of qliC1lity demographic data on cannabis tndustry prof'essi0naJs. the existing 
industry, as discussed in this section, relies on small sample surveysiwhiCb limits confidence Jn how these 
nµmbei:s can 'be_ci:pplied to :1afge(popuiations. Ho-We\ier,these surveys<ffe our best iooldnto thi.5 enie_r_g_ifl_g 
jndusfry. ·· 

Nafio:na//(idustry 

Mar'ijuana Busrness tJafly.c:ond_ucteq an anonymous online poll of 5$7 seff.::fdentifie~: cannabfa Industry 
llusiness CiWhers and ·E!xecutives, ·shedding some light _on the c6.fupositi6n of the h~tlonal Jnarket.71 
Ethnicity Was not treated dlstini:t from race :in the Marijuana Busin$s Daily survey; Jns:tgad requiting· 
Latino respondents to ¢!-\dose betw~eq respqnding fo :the survey With their ra_ce or:their ethriidfy1 not 
both. It should be noted that this has irnplkatiohs forth'e data's accuracy. Stilt accOrdintfo the survey; 
19% of ~espondents wen~ racial/ethnic minorities; tli9ugh r~daVethn!c minorities c;:omprise 3s:7% of the 
national_ p9pulatjon. Under representation affects no11'-Hisp(lp-fc Afric;an Arr_ieritans and Aslans as well as 
Hispanic/Latino tomrnWilti.es. Noii~Hispahie Afric'an An'ierkan.s. and .L.atihos face the highest revel_ of 
dlsproportfo'n.allty, each owning orify a thitd of the market- tfiat £heir share of the .nati6np.] 'pd]Jlifat)qt;i 

would imply. 

Rgute ii, Survey of Race & Etlink"ity rn the National Camtabls foilustry 

-_-mifi_ 

•Ji,fr~mtfi.mei:,ii:an · 

5j$~ 
~:A~( .. 

··:··--~-- -~-

t~i~~ 
Jiii-~ 

.. - .. --
n', _J!__J_J " 

-;,_ti:1lr<ices--

l'1lsf.'9-rjk/ t.P.fno: 

'ir{Vote:The chart above assumes Q.flsur-Vey respo!Jdentsthdt dtiJnotfcleni:Jfyas_Hispc:mfc/tdtfn.o are non.f1£spa1Jk, however this• 
;may;natbe the ca!;eglven _respi:mdeirtfiver_e.notgJven the optioh_to Jderitifi ooththi?((fate and ethnkity; 

n Marijuana Busihess Daily• (httpsJ/mjbizdaily .ccim/women-mlnorf ties-marijuana~ind us try/) 
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CGfjfbmia !ndU$try 

l\lr)'losta third of respondents to the Marijuana Busine.5s DaiiysUrvey rep6rtedthattheir business 
headquarters 'vvere ·in California, tbis ls rriflective of California's share 9f the µatkitial market in wnkh 
CaHfotnia ao::ounted for 27% of2016 legal market sales.{8 the state also boasts the highest percentage 
ofmlh6rity~owne-d cilri~abls buslnesses,.~ccord.ingto the survey. Over'23% ofCalifornia responde~ts · 
were·racial milJorities. .. fo g:ii:np-a·risph to the state's tp_tal pcipula_tiqJ1, Which is-6i%corn prised of 
radal/ethnicrninorltr('!s, t}Jere is stllrsignifi'cantunder representation intJie ind1..ts'try. 

. . 

Figurei.3. S!iniey of R<ice.& Etb11i£itylnthe C:afifornia.Canp~bi.s Industry 

~?Jf_.. S:~~3-: -7~3~4 

--~·-·-~g~-·-·····~ 
.:.4l$~ 3~~0i 

:~~f .--.~:~: ... ·~--_~j~~~ ... ·-·-. 
0th~ 

3.1% 

····-~·Aliroce:s-

#vc;ite:Tiie c/jiiit qbrNepssu_me5 allsirf)ley respondents thatd)i:J notfdentrfY ds Hispanf(:/Latlrio are.rion~Hispanit, howevertfi[~ 
'fJJP.y hot be thfi i:ase gi_veii respp[iden~were'nd\.give'o tfie.o"Pfion.to identity.Jj_otli.fligirf.ac;e aru:f?.tf1f1icity; 

Sqf/ P.ri:mdscolndustty 

K~mafl 77-pe.tsonsLfrveycondt;Jctedby the San Ft'i:1hdsco chapter of thE!c~lifortila GrowersAssoda.tion 
fc;>Dnd mot~ diver~ity in the. ginnabls industry oh .a Jpcal_ l1=velthc;i.nw.ithin the nqtlon andfhesta"te. 
'Respondents wera-<=lbleto self~ideritifytheirrate/~thnfcitY in atree:fo~m fiel&.Figfrre 14 shows that.fr6% 
of r.e·s·po'ndents curref)fJy 6'p¢t<l~E; a,ca_nM!Jts pu$inessin the City, and pf them; $2% fdeotiffe_d as a.racial° 
p~ ethnicmlho_rify~ Thls)s a.higher p~rcentage ifian.trestc,ite's.ihdystry·asreffected by the Marjjqana' 
Business PaTlySurvey,,ineaningthe San .Frandsco rnarket'may be a. heavy influence Oi:ithe level of 
diversity lri· CaliforJiia's Cann~bis industry ..-st HI; racia·I and. ~thnicrr:ilnor.ltii:>s at¢ s.a%.of5.an· Frahciscc/s 
fotaf pcipulµtJbn (ACS'201Ei); 26 percentage points h!ghe.r ~hantf:i~·perc;.entag~ -of f?daf and eth.n(c 
tninorify btisi!'leSS operators in the survey. The Asiah q)mmimffy !s espeCfally undefrepreseiited irrthe 
foe?! rriark~~tr·teptesenung34% 9fth¢.san Fra11clsco population 15)..itonlv 8.S%:ofcan:nabrs business 



't'-•• 

SS 

operators. Additjon~1)y_, ~1% of m.arijlianaJJilslness operators respqr:idingto the ~unterWete female, a. 
figure well below padty. · 

figure 14. $urvev. of Race ~ J:th11iqfr In ~he San Frandseo tanmihjs fndustrv 

·.s.s~·~ . . .. 5?6 

B,~ri ..... . ... : . S:.5% --:Ji,ttk;;n AihE;Il;:<irr . t;,ffraces· 
.... HG;e?ii)t~/·L'~foo 

-*Rote:Tfie chcirtabove assumes afJ S!Jr\l~Y. re,sponrf 'llJts that did JIN iden_tffY. as Hi!ipanit/Latif]d lj.te rjon-!flspgl)IC;'iigiy~;ter: !hi~ 
may not bf? the case, sdi.rri;e: ·c::4 Grow~rs.Assodiiticw -San Fr~ndsto chapi~f{2917J;.A'riJe(icdn cominunitysurvey(7a12) 

I 
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IV. Barriers t() ~ntry 

K~y Barriers to EntrY, into tbe Aciult~Use C<mnal:>is M<lrk_ef 

Tlirs··S"edkinproVides anmierview -of factors or barriers thatcaci ma lee entry Into the adult~use cannabis 
t:r:fqfketdiff!c;utt; fhe bar.Mersto entry jdentlfiediii Figilr:e, 15are notan exhi;ru,stive, (ist butrathera Jist.of 
key factors that may pe pa[tic;ular!y gifflcult to ()Ver~o_r:ne fOfCOrtJQTUDltjes that have been 
t:lispropdrtionatelY iiripacted b)ri::annabis drug erifom~ment._Equity program d:imponehts should be 
desigr:iedJo:rnitigatethgse ~3,rrier$, .. .. . .. 

.. .-

·· · tirien~ing gind Regulatory Fees 

Legal and Regulatory 

Tax 

..• Awareness of EqUityPfriwams 

crifiifoal · 

P\~y-ust'in Gqvernmerit 

F.lhanclilT ·sai:ri~rs 

AfLnew businesse.S fate fina.ndal teqtiisite~ to·entei a iieWinarket.Aci::ess tp.ca'pifal or buiihe'sS ·. 
ffriatic;in:g is n~~sarv tp purchasethe eqt;11p01ent,and tapot tQ get.fl:h.)i.p11siness !JP 9nd rurmJng:, fqf 
1.tidMdtials :disp·r'oportionatelytar:geted for drug enforcernent:ani!l :consequently, disadVantaged sotio
economkaJly du ting the i.ast'deca.de~ of c~ni'Jablsj:irottibiti'on~.these flnalida[ parriers can pe; P?rtict:ifarly: 
#ifflf;uJt.to 9~erc.:om1::, . . 

/\ci;e.ff fq ¢apfta_l .or fjn·gn{:ing 

Even post-.decdininaJJ?d,tlpn-0f !J:li'lfTJtJ(lf')q {j:ffetjs~s fn C9lifomfa,th~Drug Poli8Y,AHi<rnce-andthe)i.cLU 
fciundthafthe co.st -OfmarljUar.ia-f.elatea inffactk:ins "can be a sub~fantiaf burden~or yo11ngcirid 16W
iQtorii(;! p~·qple.ii a,ntj wa~ 1rpartfcQla~i:ly ?·c::Lit1dor black.people and young 1nen and_ bc:iys/1 Th~ cu_mufative 
Bffect :Of ec0nomka_fly-'qJ-Sa,dvafifaged najghborhppdsth?t ]1aV(;! been. r;ffspr9portkrnately targeted With 
~nfortenient (offei1WitR ~uhitl~e rhbrietary fin~s) mea-ns that many incfiyiqua!S do not Dave.the p'er~0nat' 
capi~I ti) inyestJn 9 (}~w :bosiQ.ess,_ · · ·· ., ·· 



AddJtionally.; these individuals are less 1i~el'yt() be c:ibJej:osecure lradJtiOn'albus1ness'finaridngor ev~n 
npen tr,aditional checking accounts associated with their business. As tnajor· bat1ks qre federally . 
regulqfad and ccilin<3bis r~~alqs illegal at Hie fo(:{eral 1¢Vel; most pariksrefµ~etooff~rservices to 
canna'bis pusine,s.ses. Without.the initial capital to Iaun.cl;i a b.usiness venture. or to swstain ~per;:itirrn' 
.costs Until profits are realized, th~eindividuaJs are·:rendered uhable fo enter the.adult-use cannabrs market. ' .. ' '' . .. ' . . . . 

Ai:cess:to Real !fsfate 
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Clos§!ly related"tofinandhg; bunifaeute conce(Q fh San·frand.sc9,}s 9ccessto reafdtate; :N_ew 
businesses ne~da locatfo11 tram wfoch to opeg1le;1 and $an' Francisco has an e~trem~ly cqrnpetltiv~r~al 
esta.t~ li1~rket withsot'ne Ofthe hl~peStrentS and lowest vacancy r~tes for cbmnierclal arid ~eta ii .. 
properf1es; . .Economlc~lly-dlsadircJn.t~getj · indii.iiclu.a is fl)ay flntj. $cin)=ran.dsco reaLest<lte Jp.be prohibitiv~ly 
expensive, anq i::a)lnabis e.nirepte_lle~rs qiayf!nd ba11~sl.,Jnwillihgfo extend loans~ ' 

Utensfi'itiandR,egu/atofy Fees 

CanhabisJ~usines.~es lntendfngto·oper~te tn:san f'randsco:will berequifed:to ~btciina fic~n·se ilnd. ~av 
~ny applicaf}le f~s fo.JegaJlyop·etate :a:husine~s;.)n aWr1ion to fees'for JM UceriseJtSe(f; these fees' may 
lf1clUderegtil?tofy CO~tS, (e"g.,, b~iJ.d\ngJl)Sp~qiqf1, S8.fLJ,rjiyreqUjfeq'leJ1ts} as .W?1J .as license re.flewal}e€.S 
to: continqe operations.Costly lisenses combined with w01plex regulatory requirements . 
·ilisproportidna~elydiSadvantageloWer-incomefi'icHyidual~ 

Technical Bar.rlei:s 

Technlea [barriers tO: e.ntry [~chide aspJ:ic.ts of basirres.s plantrin& bWn~rship expertise~. and operational • 
prac;tice5't;b9tare i:ypicaffy kn9~1~9g~-b<JSJ'=d b,.;;irri~rs; . . . . . .. .. . ·· 

§q~Jness idwnership 
~. . .. 

" Individuals start:ing9 new ~usi'ne?s may i?~i(the:ted1nfoal ~ryowledge.relate~ to ~u~dness. pf9n cr~atJon,· 
<Ji:counting, 'orsalesforecastingthat a~e benefietaJ to anv:newvenfute.While th.e:Sehusiness p1'actiCes 
~re Ii¢t.11niquf: to can nab.is,. ~,is?dva,~tagM 1nqJ0Qya(svviHJtave aJ:i.circ;lE;rtim~ payfng fo( buiin~s 
:classes! t~cnnkalcons~ltarit~; :~rrd/orco6tr,actfo1ro~~:spe~lallzed worJ<; · · 

:<:.innab!s.:ba~~d,busih~~ses f?t~ ?h cidditl9DaJt~¢.hiJk?t knoViflepgE: gap of Jearci}og indu~w~~p_ei:ltlQb~~t 
practices Tn arrindustrythathasbeeh historlcaflysefretN~.andtmdergtound, includi~g cultivation. . 
techniqife.s an.~ iflanufactliring ptocesses:U"S:etl i~ sp~c;la1lted''P.r'o~iJc;tsthat are GO.rnpiiantwifu Sarr 
.frandscq re_gUlations. . .. . . . ,, ' ' , . . .. . 

!ega/ and R_E:gulatory 

c6mp!Jan~e With the ie.gcif a[J\i fce"gul~torY i;:equfrernents surroundfri.g an: adult:~use can'ri~6i~ hyslrw$s ls an 
unpreditta.ble b·arrierfoerifrygiventbecufr~otuhestah11sn~a·reg'Ulafofyfiime\Aiorlt canna.bis ... 
b.ustrws.:ses·wifl require,a iLcehse ~o operate·frorn both th"e. StaJe qfC.<1llf9.mla«!nd thedtyand couhty of 
$an Frandsco: S<u1 f ra,ndsco1 $'~fce[lsing f.)TQt::es.s :~nil concfilions f9r·coperc1tlbnare'D,otyet e~tci blished <lni[ 
·couidbe r~lat1vety· c!J~pJexto·n~vigateJ espetially fof ~r~t~titjie ¢:iitrepr~n~ur~. Tbes.e o~rrf~r~ are ~~re· 
difficult to navigate for foWer,ioco,riie ln.diviguais'W,hq. may·:0otb~ UsE;!d.tq Worldog in this envir-Or~i:i-h'ept 
~nd/ orunaJJl e to'. affc;ir~· spe,clajj~~d tgl;j~yl!tng sit !egil ~~sis±~11c,e.. . · · . 
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tax 
Cahr\;i'bis .businesses.will be subject to traditfonal state <:tlJd. loccil busin~ss t~xes th9toftef1.fequire some 
gmopnf of expe:riise~o e!lst.ir.e pro[:ierco111piiance. further eornp!ic:ating l)latters(s. thatG?rinapls 
businesses will be subject to a.state and.local tax system that has not yetbeeri fully established, Without 
:a~dea:r;p\ct(i~~ oithe ~x regjrne,.entfepreneurs ar~:l1iJable to ertim.atet.heir taKbvrcien even If they 
cquld accl.)rately forecast cilfqther costs. Jn this atmosphere; weH.:.fundE;!d 1:>usfness~sthat can build ih a 
ftnandal contingency for unforeseentax-Jiabilitywlll'have an advantage o\/er1ess ec6n6r:pically-'
arlvaotaged v~htiJ.te~. 

Ai¥areness of~qWtyPro{Jrams 
If established, aJi ~qµitY_prograrri t~ help mitigate the other bartler~tO entry pres~ente:~ hi thissectiO.n' 
A pri;igrani is only ~ef~f.ui, howevt;r, ifdties anti st;:ites conduct the necessary stakeholder outreach such. 
tbafpotent!allV eHgible pefScins are avvare of the ·ptqgram .and its benefits as eatly as possible. ~ 

The equity fompohentoflicenslngbem111es particularly important when the futatiitimber a't cann;;ibls 
pdsinesses ate capped .a.ta certain number; gi\1en that well-r~~onrced operai:ors Will b.e abieto move· 
tpward lkensing faster\Jn i3 ctrpped liceh.singfr.atnework,tbere is ,Increased urgency to. ensµ re that 
potentialiy~eligible appJkants are educated on the equity prograin before aµ'plications are accept.ed,, so 
thatthey are pot crowdeq out ofa finite number of!kenses ... 

tfimfr1al Barriers 

taliforriia;~ Proposition 64 s.tates tliat.apptitarits cannot be denif!_da .c<it\l]a~i~hus.iiiess (lterise.S:ol~iy 
becauseofa.prior drugco11victi9n,ltis iwpo~ntfo rectignlie; however, thabr stcrteJkense is not the.· 
only barriei:to ~citrythat·ca'n be tefated to a.drugcofivittioh:Acrimiha1 rec6fdcan limit arUndlvlduaT's 
abllltytqgairi .ernpJ0yrner;rl'; apply for go:ven:up,entassistance; pr E(ven obtain i3-l9anJrt the:tase of 
indiyidua:lsLcbnvict,ed ofa,grug:offense,these l'.Ymutative effects coupled v.;itn flnes, court costs, 
incarceration~ andothersuJ:isegt:ieht disadvaritagescali be 1hsurrnountable. , 

iJackgrouna (;}wtks 

While ~i'o~b~ltfoti 64 statesthaJ drug offenses Wiil not f:lC!r aJ:l tl)aividLial froTn licen?\lre, other entities 
thatari entrepre_neur in.aven_c_our:iter can stiH ut[]ize backgr,ou[ld check;;:for ~x.arnple1 a banr\ c9n LifiJiz~ 
a background check as part of evaluating a loan:applicatiori. Proposition· 64. does hot require 
'$Xpunge\t)~nt9f pre\ifoDs·can):\abis tohv1ctibns from jhdivldu<:tl's ·c:rirnl1\al r,ecord~; meaning that a 
criminal. rec;ord can sti)l PP~e a,barrl~r tq eh tty for (ti~my applicants, . 

;Q~f'iei Barrl.ers· 

peography 
x:ieogn:ipnycari pose as :a barrledo entryv;ben <.lfibwa.ble tones for cabnabis.busfoesses al'et'oo. farfrom 
potebtfal'.eritrepteneuts, While Sai1 Francisc:cis r::~cieatfonai caiihabls f¢gu[a.t16h~ are ifot yet established; 
many ciHes restrict )Nh~reW~se busine~se~ can exist th(-0ugh zohlng .. G'd~gl'.aphy, w1H ~~ anJqipqrtant 
'cOnslaerationto balancefoeventual regulatiOn: on one hand; ncighbcirhood:S thathave been 
cilsprbportld fiat~iy Jmpacted by file· Watcih Drugs.sh:owfd' have ac;tes$J9 ·the;. fr\.l~i:fJE!s:S c5pp6 rturiltf es· 
p(ovided by this:rie\J\/ marl~~t~. cir:dhe other, th~:re are unknown. a11d patenti'aily J)eg?tive impadts (s~¢h as 
heC1lth impacts) cifthese businesses on thecsutrouhding n.eighborbood,. and lhe'ish6uldn6t he: 
concentrated in afea·s.already,reel~.rig'frc~m disptop:ortJonc:it~ dn1g enfQn:'em€0t, 



40· 

Dis}flustin Government 

An lmportao:t barrier tq entry to address istheperc::eptiof) tifthecurrent dlmate surro_unding cinhabfs 
and legalization. While some individuals mayfoei encouragedthat legalization oJ_<:ommercial and 
,r.ecr¢'at:fonal mar1]Liaria mi:rv rn'itlgatE! histot1cal[yfadst tj~ug enfolce[ilent, ot:hers tnay wonder wny a 

, :tamnabis convict\orp111Jll:st?Y bn anlndividual.'~,critT}j.nal r~cord ortio~the ~<Jte w111)andle federai 
t~Q1JestsJorfr1formafion about ca.h:ria.bis l;it:JsioessJ'lp.ei'afof$, The currerifambiguTt9 ai:ourid what is legal 
attpe local, state, ant;lfederai.Jevels. may tre<1te abarrierfuerJtry~a·rnqng populations t'hat donot:triist 
'th~ govertirnen:t tq ?ttih their bestlnterest: . . · 

As discussed 1n t!Je f'ql}ft:V Analysis sectlciil of this repqrt{af.rest.~nd c;onv!.ctl9_r; of gnin_~bis offe.nses have 
disproportionately affected communities of col of:, despite studies showing relatively similar rates ofuse 
c:ifx:ahnabisbetween racial gtbi.ips. rntiiisconteXt, trust betweentbese eommi:mitie's ;:ind the poiice or 
,g@.verhmenthas.been fo_w, Th._f!se.c;pn;muciitiesmay be particularly virafy of establjshl_og,~ regf:stered 
busit)ess in an industry jn which theyhave been historically targetecl fbr crlm1nar enforcement 

.:.-· 
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v. CannabifEquity ProgramSen'.chmarTan-g.· . . . . 

Overview of PeetJUfisdictions' EfforfSJn Equny in AdtiftwOse Cannabis f mplementation. 

Since tile leg~lizaticin ofmedicai a:_bd adu]Hise cannabis in .severai states:aq'oss the foliritry, ma riv dtles 
arr!;'{ #at~s:ha_ve r¢coghized the inequities imp()sed bythe War pn Drugs and<i_rnpJ~rnenteci',progr(lniS to 
ac±ileve equity gocils and mitigate barriers to entry into thkemergfng market. 

Thk section prpvicf~s, :a broad over\/iew .Pf ~.q4hv :{t9meworl<s !h i!therjl!rlsdk±ions !liat cPre C'}fteady 
experimenting' with ot)mpletoentihg~eqbityprogra mmlngin ad'LJ1t:.use caribabis. Fcir c1 summaryovewiew 
ofequity pro-gr1=1m tomponerits-. antj :a11sodateci mlflgat:ed :barriers to e.n~r.Y tji:Sc(jsse4 in the pr.Eivlous:. 
section,!;ee Appehdix C. 

]?g synthesize various· p_assible equity pr(lgran1m?tk e[emeJ1ts as w.~ll a:s key conslder~ti(Jns and lessons 
fearriec:{, the Controller's Officer resear.ched focal and state adult~use.cannabis prograrns and conducted 
te)ephonEi 1ntervJews wit.h the fqllow.ing peerjuris-dictions: · 

• 6akl~nd, CA 
. • los Angeles, CA 
,it Denver, :CO. 
•• Mas.s:ac;hllsetts 

.California sfate law· f.egardilig ·cannabis delegate~·rnu.ch <rnt.onomy to 'focalllies over lkensure and, 
regulation nLcannabis o~rati.Ohs. Oaldanci: is the -Ohly city fa: 'the £0Tiiit1y ro catreritly have a'n 
lmpl ementt:d caf11}a bJsce quity·ptogr<:irl. LosAngeJ~s presented a Cannabis $odai Eq L!ity An_aJys1s to its cjity 
Council in Ocfober2017, detailihgrecommenqed ~ritetlq for eql!ity program111ing. As the oi1ly California 
pgers expetll:iientirw with equitVtrameWdrks, both-areJitPfited .Iii detailin the fi&ures:belaW. , 

Massa'chusetts is also Co'nsideringeqt.fity.concepts, butop'erates oh a very diffeteritlicenstng.syStem than 
California 'a~ the state retain'~ rno.re ~ontro] 9v.er .Jl¢en~Pre .i:ind regu)ation~ DebVet d_C)e's:hot have an 
estabHshec! eqqity program! put has been licensj11g ;:iduJt·µ~e ca'nmtbis sinc:e 2d1479 anc{fs a.b lil:iporhiht 
(:'c>inpafison 'asitwaSlhefirstmajordfy fo legalize adult~usEfofeanriab[s. Ffoally; a number ofstates liave, 
r?centJy experimented with, equity concepts; for either frre:cjicaJ or adult-L1s.e ~ahl'.\aJJh, Which are als.o 
sumn;t9ri,zed atthe end of this sectio,n. 
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baklan.q 

'fbetfty ofOakland;s Equlfy,ASsistance.Programwa~.established. by city ordinan.ce and Js aino.ngthemost 
;well-de\r~lo~ka pn:igramsfocused on cannabis .eqUity in the natl.on. Although 1.t pJrrently only applies to 
medical dispen5ary permits;· Oaklahd fntends to operi the:program to adu!Fuse appliCants as the :State 
begins to Issue adult~use pgi::mits in 20i8~ Tbf:l progt~xn utilizes (€sidehcyj.geographi~a.I a.r$.,.f!J;ld infp.i:ne 
tonditions·fo ti ua I ify for eli~ibiliW1 n_.the.p,ro~~a1Ji~s~hovv.11 in .. Fieyre tEi],bef()~, · :.·.·,; • ····· 

~· ~~~~ ~ ~ ~·-=i:ign;e .ili:i-1ifil1ITTll& R.eililii'.emeilts·ior. oiikfancl's:C~rialiis- t:'.ituftv llrogralj1°- - · · - --- :- ~ , .. . .. _, 
~"._,;:_ ~~_;~:.:_:~~:"_,,;,- ·~r~;;::_:~~ ... --=-~";;~ •-= ~---,~---:-- _:_..~ •. '---• -- ,--~ -~-~-· >-·'-·--'-~~~~: . .. ::; -= 
Must be: 

·. {iJan.oaklaJidrdident, · 

)\Nb 

·. ;. (2) earn 8b% orless of'baldcind av~rage median !ncome{~$~;,6so), . 

faJ Jii:iYg !ived wi.thin 21 nigfu~e11rortementP,91ice .. · . · . dR. !!5Jha~e b,een a.rreste·a ;;in.ct convkted ofa cannahis •• 
beaisfor·10 oflas(2CLyear:s. ···· ,cnme m Oaklandafter 1996. . .. 

.. · ... :. . : 

6akfarid1s equfty: prqgtafTi lritenqs tcf::~dcfress flnanciai barriers fo :entry through a ifo-inte,resf J6an 

.i;Jf:v~ntZ:~~~6~~~1r~~; ~J~·~~sf~!1t&t11Ig~.:0fucu~~f~:im~i~?~41~~1rr:~~1·~~ti~~:-~~a~}J~~· 
. re'tl~-he$?•thteshqld amP.unt of $~.4tnJlll~n. Until than.lme,·the.perm(ttfog of cannabis busin~sses has 
· peet) re£tricteci ~uch th.at permits h1L1:5.t be issui=cf to ¢qu1ty ar,id-geti,er;;il :ii,pplicants a:t a J:1:ratio :.,.c if OJ1E! 

equityapplkai:it!s permitted, one geMfaf appJicantcanb~ j:iermifted.Affer this initial phase, perrtilts w·ill 
be issu:ea ana fjrst-¢on;e, ~rst~~eryec! oasJs;.1l~t equity cipplkants wrn be' eligible for additiomil be.nefits 
(s.eefigure 17h )ndud_ingtechnfcal assistarice afld fee waiv.ers. 

Incubator 
·rr:ograpt 

~usJness··· 

Techriic<3i. 
Assistance .. · 

. Jndustry. 

. te.chni~i 
· . .l\s.~1~t;:if1ce 

·Zerg~1nterest. 
· .. Lo'ans 

·. . Quring theJnltifll(restridec!) p~rmlt:ting phase'- non::eqiJityapj:>liCilDfs caqrec€iye pr)orTty 
. · pe~rriit. issUat'lce for•provl ~mg a lJ eq ujty app[igant With t~(l] estatg()rfr~e rentJti ft~ fcee 
.years . 

. · oaklana:&?s partnered with lO-cal consultants and :i:ionprofi:ts to pro.vi de 1:5oth :puslne~s.' 
lci:hnlcalass1Sfar)ce;·$!]Cfi'as b:llsj:[ie5s pfah workspops:· 
·. . . '': . . 
' ' . 
. . : . . : . : ' . - . . ~ ... ; :... . . - ·: . : : . :.. . . 

. . . - .. . . .. ... .. ., .. . . ,. . 

. <?:al<'.tandhas also partnered W11:n iocaJ.organtzations ta pfovide:cannabis':"SpecFfic.ass'istancej 
~uChas cultivaJorpermltcompiiantecclass.es, · • , · 

.: .. : . .; .. : ... ..... :- :-.:··... . :_ .. . .. -·. 

;Eqµity·appJica !)tS ·CanJec€1ve:ze(()~inte~eststarttJp loan~ 't6 CqVerthecosJs .o.f eStaP.Jlshl ng a 
~a.nria!Jis b!lsiness, 

Equ,i~y appljcants.are nof assesse~ .a fee for Oakland Qty permitting. 
'· 

; "·· 
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Oakland Jias been aoi::€ptirig appfic9trons und.er t,bis §CJ1J\W framework sjncethe ~nJ:i bflV1:ay~017 (see 
figtire 18). It 'has beeh tra_cking d~ta regarding genel$.i and equityapplii:;:ants, and iiirrefltly have 216 
cqmpleted applic?tiotjs: With a ratio. of:10p getiel~gl appHca,nts ~o lio equity appllcahts. Irfadditfon; 21 
.applicants applied as.anincubatOfWitQ f7 J)10re e){pf€SSit)glflterest ih becoming an incUbator:;8Q 

EqLiitY Appllcatiohs{basecf on r.esidencvl. .85 

Tot;:il compJeteApplimitioflS. 2i6 

As- the :pn.Jy m~jor city lo nave :qp tt1tJ?l~m~nfed ~qufty prog!Qm, D9kfa11d Ts instn1ctive 1n what jt 
lmj:Jlem~te:ctin .its equity program andwbat tt ls seeing durihg the ea:rly stages of per:mltting~ Hgure 19 
P:e,loW .is~ _si.lmma:rypfOf>kland's•keycompqn~lltsofits equityprogramrnirig and 0:1br1.eJdi$t:c,(ssionofkey 
considerations and lessoqs learn~1:C0ri=e,11 qL.JJletsrepresentpoteDfi<:iJlY ;;idvan~agequsfactqrs, whUe:(e<l 
bullets lrtdttate potebtial c!iallenJ~es .. 

;girgib1lffVCdterla 

Qndar-ooe:· . 
f'.ern;1ftihg: 
Framework 

tncubato/ 
Ptoi$f;inr 

· 41• · The program fa targeted to high~cannabis-e[ifOrcei:Tientzones or cannabis convidfon,s; 
which dearJ.yqefinest!ie eligible populcitio~. 

· • •()11IY oai<lanc{ t~Jd.e~tS at~ ejigJRle,Whith iioes nofa,ctoUntfor re:centyears'of 
:aisj:ilacemei:itoflqvv-intoro¢1ndividuals, .... . ·.· . . . .. . .. 

""• ;CohlifGtfpns ooly'.thchide;tnosewithiri OaKland; whithdoes nottlltluBe Oakl;ind 
• .r~idents convtd:ed.~nvwhete•out~tde th~ 6fti/; ...... . .. .· 

o. Ehsµres:a mam:l;:itqry!ev~)IJfp~rtic;ipation l'/y ei(g$fe appllcams if.'hifeother prtigi'arri 
cC\rnponents are ·estabffsfied; . 

·oo.· . Guards ilgafrtst equl'ty applicantsb1{ii\g crowded oUt oflimited'nuniben,fpermii:S ~y · 
·tn.dr.e weir~resourc~c! c¢mpeJ1tofs, · 

• Pbt~nti~rr6r~?ttlfidal b~:ttf~ned(if there fire il)~\,lffide~t equit\(appllcanfs (turr.e11t data 
fy6riJ:.Oakta:rid doe~ nofsfiow th1sto be the case)> . . . 

'fi., • Oakland caps·d-ispensary permits at eigbtannuaUy,Th1smeansthatwh1lehalf ofnew . 
·tflspensarf es \\Jiif befrorn. equityapplica;n.ts; .the dis!;:tete.nqmber' ofpen:nits'Edow. {fc;iur'),. 

·• -iQ~re ispot~nti~Lfor iTiark~~ disfortloni(ven tfie cap on:dlstrfbt,1fiotipolnts . . 
;{djsJijBiisafies) jiVith no tap on ctiftiv.ationoi rrianufacttire facilitie.5. 

·4'c )i.:riowsgeneralapplicants to receive .a behefitfor providiµgbenefitsto eq~it\i 
:aJJ,piip;ints; \ifbiFb ·sUpppr;tS 9?,kla):ic;f's eqµity gpal~·at fjo costtp tf+e. ·c;1,ty; 

Ip . orlJy.<ipp!Je.~rtofeCJI e~~te;. othet potentiarbenefits;liRe mo:ney~tedit11ta'Lass1¥ance,6r 
•equiprnentare.'fiotfacJu.ded. 

so Per tni:erv.iew with city or bakianrl,, 
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e The :program provides a b~hefit'Jo. well-"reso4/ced appll(ants y.1hQ have the space _ano/or 
c:ipital to pravjdebenefits to equity applicants:. Small-and medlum-sized.operatms a~e 
telati\lely disadvantaged against larger competitors who cciri:afford this benefit. ':··. - -- . - ,._.- ,, .. ---. - -- . . . . . . ·- ........ -, 

. .,: 

-~ iJse of contr;:icted offianiz~tioMaflqws<Jakland to m1nimize city staffwhileleveragir:ig 
local industry expertise.. . • ·. . . · ·. 

·e.. Contractin1uequjhes \:lp"froni. fundfrig Pefore adtilt usa'tax reVE;!riliels colieded .. 
. . . . . :·· .' .. · . ·. :.. : . 

Ii>-. Provides sig11ificai1_~ penefittoequify.appllcants.i.111.ho would otherwise pe.unaqle t_o 
afford -cir even obtain- a pdyate business Jcian, ' . . . 

"' Tu~ p;ogr-am 1~ ciepencientupon tax r~v~noe geherateci By permits to.bullci up enc:iugh. 
'initial capital to begin i~suii:lg funds; butfllndfog:stre(lms:'ar~ potentially limited by th~ 
.dispensary cap and the one~fo~cone perrriifringJrameworl<. .. 

µos Angeles' eqlJily progra.rn hasnot,Yt=tbeen t?Stabllshec{1n d1:y'9tdlnapce, but an iw{!epth 1=@ity re pp.rt 
\Was ctel!veh~d to the ot.•/toundl hi ocitoberWitn rec~mmendatti:ills tnatpravide guidance on ·a potential 
prograrnfranieworlc tlie .r~port proyiqe_q.C)ptfof:ts:fCir l;lo_th ptogt';;lJt) ~ligil;Jiflty and· services th<itW¥ pe 
offer~ci to qualifying appficaf.f-?;.\Nhil:e:rn<iny optf9_nswere presented~ the city~ordinaqcehas not yetbe,en. 
passed, so it is currently unknown what exact.c:Ompoherrt's will be impiernented.,As,iomrrierciaT permit 
~pplrqations will be ayallable sta~ing in pe¢emb~r ~017; L.b$ f\ngeJe.s:;mtleip<Jtes thatlts equifyprqgrafij 
will he if)iplemehted·as early· as spfing2d18'. .. . . .. 

Los Arigel'es )]:aS,, prnpo~~d having JW(j wlnd(Jws for app1kan:fs, .th~ first wlndoW WillperlJlit alf"ead~~ 
est:abllshed mediqlcannabis dispensetries that '.have beencompHantwith cityre_gulatfons. The .setoml 
Wfodpw willpermitoperations on a cine~fbt~pne oasis; o'r'fe ·permit fora gen~ral'app!i~ntfor eve1y pennit 
for a qualified equity l:!pplieant {50% gerier:al.ani:{5o% eqµity permits)'. Yhis.onfr'for~qne fr<1J11ewprl(· i~ 
recom.mended tocontlnueforthe life of-J;he equity program; whlch1s currently 'Undetennined. 

;l{JsArigeles; G9_r1Jia,b1s sod~l Eqq1frAnaJy~[%~~0 ))roposesca ti~rec[framewb.rk {seeJJgljf~. 20.)of e)lgll'.ijlity 
base a on fhe' c!ireef and indfr,e;d impads .Of cai:.ir1abfs' law 'ehfQt'Qement i.ri an effort to· rn'µ_ke· its ecjLlify 
prograrr\ ~~fticlu~fve afpos~ible. lDc!lv[gua1$ wnoJiav¢ l:ie.en aJr~stgd fpt .a cannapi~·dime·(tbtalifomhra) 
are.pnoritized, folloi,NedhyiJ;fl1J1~.di9~efyirnily;·fu~!l l1~'igh_borhpodsimpacted_byblg~·epf9r~m~nffo\l_elsi 
.qrid fih03lly ne1ghborhoo&erjdo-rse.d..applicaht5· Who are not otherwise qualified ht.it provfc:fe a benefit 
{space, or ass1siance and capJtai} tti '.a qu~ltfied g-ppJi:can~; ' 

-· . - ' . . . - . ·' ·. 



· _ • TierI: Convkfod of 
·-····.···· I Nnnabis. e-rime'1 

,-
Tiet2: lrtunedl~11c 
fu-mily corivlttcd of 
cannabls:cr.imc• 

Tier 4: Non~qu;11if~·ing 
- . tipplita111s ertdor.ied by 

Nelghlforhood <:6until 

"Mvst f]iso qiwiifyos 
/Q\li_ini;oit11t · 

.:..: 
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Each tier of eirgibf!ity comes with a different suite of.heiiefits or ptogri:\mming off ired to the ap~licant as 
detailed in i:;:igure 21 be.iow. ATier1£ipp[iCa,ntis gffer~cj' 9c:cesstbalJ.prograrnrrifog;,1r1cludingtvyo b.enefjts 
~at ott~rea fo c3ny .. bther 15~oupr0) ~ ¢itY-bfl~ratea·t),o;iht~re:st 9}10Vii~tntere'~fJO~i1 prb~~arn. and~{ii) a~· 
iricubatb'r /ihoustty partnership prb.gram. Tiers·ithrdafih4 dffef~ pt6])'6rtidri~lly 'redciced set of bei'iefi:t~~ 

. . . . ' . . .. . . . ' . .. . ..... : . 

TI er 
1 

Tter 
2 

·.11er 
3 

Tl et 
4: 

Lo\/1/-jncome resident of.LA . 
i.yitl:\:apfiOr cahna~i~ 
;qo11victionl11 CA; · 

r.ow-\ricomeresid~nt of LA 
with·immedi.atefanii]y 
)nemherconvicted ofa 
(:atrnal:J~,:telated crime fn 
CA; 

· L,.ow-Jllcome te?i(ieilt of LA 
who Jives or: haslfye;d ii) 
eligible distrkf!L 

Nori~quci'lif\ijn'g aRP.Jicants · 
who ai:e-endorsedby a 
Neighborhoo~ i::olfndl. 

· Perrnilitng Buslness fee' loan 
,Assistah~ Tr.a\hing ''Waiver.so' ~rogn')m 

._.;· 

;/ j' 

. .. :i. 

. .. ........ . 

'*EligilJ/eforfee deferral 

·::,.'. 



figure 22 provides details. rega~d1ng proposed benefits offered to equity· ap1Slkan1S; ·· 

No- or Lciw:rnterest 
Loans 

41 

lht'.ubator/lndustry 
Partnership IType '.1,.) 

t;)enefaiappliCantgafj provldespaee orcc;ip1talfo eligible appJi}:aht to be eligible for 
atax rebate and potential qualtffcatfon a·sTier4 equity applicant. Equity perrnittees 
would also receivetaXrel:Jate:. · · · · ' - ' 

thct:ibator/lndustry Landlords With currently unpermittetl .C(lntiahfs operations (which rs pu·nrshable by 
pupltive fines} c;;i.n reteive,filie Wtih1erslfthey jJr<?vkle space.toequitY_applic::.ants, · P~rtner:s~ip:[Typie 2) 

TechnjcaJAssista:t1C>e Assistance.with pay(g~tior:i i;>f Cjty permitting requirements:aritj cor:iJplian:ce; 

city ptopertv 
. City-owned property noh1tgiblefor'affon::!ableh6uslnl$'-may be made availabl~for 
frei:,w reduce~r¢!irt~ equity <iliplicants • 

. Equity· applicants rijay'oe eligible fq(conc!itional approval uf a perr:iJit\l\f1~h6\i~; 
se'curlng1eaf gSta~eJo_r tljelr QReration. 

. .... ' : . :~ .. .. 

!h ~ddl'tlon to eqqity :pt.qgram Cdfuponentsfor which only efiglb[e' pemiittees~qualffy, the:, Los Arig¢les 
tf!1:>:ort also recornmencjs several 'general tontlitrons or prog:rariis; ~uch as i.•iorkfori::e~tomniitmenls aiid 
qll/ers.it\t pian? from new :Petmitt~es, {tQ.ftHpUpity reinve~n:ient, educq:tron program?r ~n.cl e>(pqng~m_ent 
.events Jn hfghly-impactedcomrnuntties~ whkh arefurtherdetailed in Figure23below. 

. . 'streamlining 

Ph a seq 
re.rmU:tfhg 

E!ilJC()ti\:m ~' 
outte.a¢b 

Cpn}mun_ity 
Reidvestrnent 

A stre<iiniined p.eririittin!;' structure.and a suite ofdevefoprnent sti1ndardiwjll r.-educe 
qperaticmaf downtime spenl:Jn applicationreview,. which di~proportionately iri:it?cids !Ow~ . 
l11corne·appift;ar\ts. . . · 

' 'After al:re,a<ly-exi;;tlng .m~dica·l. b4~1_ne~se~ are_permjtt~d .(gr" nctfdtliere\i)/eC!!JiW<ll1d gerreral 
.a;ppllca.11tswii1:beperf!1ittedt>n.a1,fot~1 basis :(so%Jierrnit5to ~qµlty:arp!JC;'irits}• 

. b1.Itreach aridaj4ca~i9nal pt6grafils.tc\tgetecl to.~otenHa'J.a'ppl)c:an:t?+o spr:eacf ~W<(r$l~fof· 
the equiWpto~tam; 

~einvestm~ntti:rnd ~f1d cprow~.rnm.irif~ari;naiked,for commiltil~'?5. dlspr9p:ortl6r.ia~~y· 
· ·.:affei':ted by cannabis,enfpr(:ement. 

ExpLif)gernent,.eyerrt!j ~-eid Ji) (l!,spr6por:tion~telyaffeded c9rpfnyl}itlestq hi~Jp'\11/ith cr\n1hial 
Expubge1Tierit expungemerit, 

All husiriess~ {ribt]ust eqliify) r:nust Ccinfrnlffo S-6% eligible )!~ark.force (!9w~ii'ici$mi oi 
Wqrkforce . impqcted) and submit a di11ersityplan, 



" whiie tiie-cann:ablsSoC:ial Eqq1ty Analysis ma,de the ~nove:equlty prt)gr!lrnmlng ri=-con;1nen;d~phs, tb£it¢' 
ha-s'beel1 no e5tal?lishment ofthis program f.n->legfsl.ation yet. tis.such~ whien c6.tnbihati611 oHornpofiefrt:s: 
~J;e included the final prbgra-rn remains tb bd~en, andt_n-ern rs ii'P pfd_grarniii~tlc dat~ t;Ltrf~nti/ayail?bfo. 
NQrietlieles~, for th~e purposeofthls r~po:rt, Figur~ f4 lncJug~~ as~rnroary of thes_~ recollJr.ri§n:c:i~d. eqyity, 
progr9-m.mJ-ng·'COmponents and a brlefdiscussion ofJts key implementation considerations .... 

• • - - •• - •••.•. -·- - • J ,_ • • 

community 
fleihvestment 

tondrtfonaf 
· f.ppr~val 

. C_q(Tfr:nql)i:ty 
·. tlutreath;~ 

-Education 

Expypge:tn¢1jt 
£;vents 

'fype"'~ 
Jn c(lfuitors 

. ii. 

e. LNs eligibility fr'ameworkprovldes~a progressive feve1 of benefitsdependillg'ori an 
apj:Jllcaht'S, d{rect ()f irdirec;tirnp~cts tfoj,, carna[its erif6fc;efnet)L . " -

;ii cohiiidion-has~cfeligibility intlVdes'.acof!yittio_n f!nyWhere il1. CaJifbrtiia, irj·recognltiofJ 
fht:\t diSproportfonate arre~t:s a_nd t9nvictiofis happeh ii:i.manyptticestlirqtfgbouttf:i~· 
5fate-and shoufdJiot beiimlted to [as Angeles. . · , .. ·. 

· " ·As tbe program fs_ nnt.Yet establi,soed; w&ichh¢nefl):5'are appro\Jetl in the .ff rial pfqgrafr\ 
are unknown. ff1cett~iri-ph:igr.;im elerfien.ts';:ffe not:aP.Pto11~d,i'fmWarl:iitfarilyfn'tpai:t 

_ wha:t·each e!T@bllitytier qu~lifles:for:'- · - · 
c 13,ecotrJn)ena~tjon~ i11clqde. th~ use of;'Jduftuse rev~_nu~_for C()mmuriity r¢ii')v~~1n;ien1 

prograrns.Tb.esepr:Ofilarnsliavftlie pof~nt[aljo ir'n:i:irov~9ppcittiJniti,iJn h~ighbg_i:hoop~ 
most dlsptoporfionitefy impacted bytheWar on Drugs~-

~ .. Tuis allo\fiisappltc~ntsV\.'ho naye \lOtyet:s~curedJeaJ estateto.a'yoid nbtk'Operatr(ll'f<tf 
4ownlinie:'while tlieH:r I5ei:rnifapplication is t:ihcl~fre:Vi~W· This o!Ten fle~lf:iii\fy: tt> · 
;ipp!lGanis.who do i-Jofhaile ffieresourtesfq cai'i\i:.the co~tofcommeltialrent:~-\ivnile 
they are not o'peratihg business. 

111· 1nese_.prograi:Jls .. ca11-ei:f l;icatf potentia 1Jy tjligib!¢Jn div(duals ·a~otit'e,l:iyity progre1m n)i_ng. 
The~e dn.};i e ta rg~tedJq ii~igh porhoo~ds and 9qlriJ1iu n ities th !l.t. w~re high lyJi'n paCJ;etj by 
the War•on bnu~s. · ·· 

~ .Crir:nfn-al· r~6df:-$.-expuogen\epf cah .be'hf!ld -in coh}CT)u(1itJ es th~fwere higJify.impa~i:erC . 
by the War on-Drugs: txpungement can mitigate other financia (barriers;sud1:as den'ial 
'bfhusines~ ioah~ bi@;g Qrf t6:nyictlb~ history~ · · . ' 

.,. T9Jncef!tlviie.unperii1itted op~ratcirsfo ente~ tfie.legatrri'arket,faridlords:cai1 r~¢'.~lvf:i 
waivers from .significant puriltbze ffoesJP-rillegatoper~Hons•oh-theirproperty lftbey 
offer fr:ee spE\ce'or rei}ttq eifgibjeeqajty applicants,_ · · · 

~ Jb~ r~comfoenBei:lin:atJ-A ~P-bslde.f f!ty~owned:pfoj:lgrty ~h~t ls not etigibl_eJor . . .. 
affonfable hou~Jrigas potential sp,<1ceJor eJiglhfo-applic:;intsfo op.erafoforfr,e:e or ·· 

~· ~tu~~~~~~-P-~·-f~asibt~ ln san ~r~ncisc6; ~-~itnhc.~~· ~r ftrn1)~r'affor~a:~f~t~cif e~ti!t~' 
tronch iii a Jl)uch~hi111le(gepgf_aphi~aJfoq:tpriDtthaJi !J\ TfieYe are aJ.!?9 IEigal · 

' lmplfr:ations to thl~ po)icythat must'Qe consicfored. •' •' ' -
: .. ~ 

... ~ ' 
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MctssachusettS-

Ma5Sachusefu approved adult-use r:;mnabis on the'NoZrember 201:6 oalbt and has not yet finalized its 
state hcenslDg fr~rnewcirk;. altnotigh it anticipates issuing licenses Jn tlie:.summer of 2018. Jn t'ontrasttQ 
Calif ornta;- lotaJ jar{sdictio n!'; tn. fyia.Ssath usetts <:ire.IJmitedtozo niogcgritrol ov~t cannabis businesseswhile 
the stafe retains controloveralmosl:all licensing conditiopsand regulations: Theprimary.e:quityprovisfons:. 
are.QwrnntTy cqrf)prised_ofJa1Jguage that Was inserted ibto stateJegisf;3tion, r~qUidng·tbat e:,erp:itn ~qulty· 
provisJon~J:i~I~tltitle~ !nth~ eyentu_alstate regw\:iti@ .. 'rhe,ie'ar~_surnroariied M ~igt1re::f:; below~.· 

Agency. Represe:ntat1on 
and legisiatiye 

: . Mafidates 

· ·Priority Utensfog 

'Spending Vi-lorities· 

Vaifable_Co~opfees: 

Oatt!~COJlecticin a.nd 
Study: 

• The Cannabis Control Cotnrnissloh' mlistlndud'e a certain nUtnberof 
t6,h;ti1,s~ion~r5 ahd a_q~i~~JY b~ard niernbers:Vl'.itb b~ckgrou~d~ or expeHen(:e lh 
social justii:e and mlnorit:y business' ownership. 

• The t~mmission must adopt rut es to promote ·pait1dpation in the cannabis 
j,ndusti-y by people fr'or:ncommunities that have been disproportionately 
harmed by p:mni:ibis pfbhibition abd e.rifoi-c~nierit ' ' ' ' ' 

• A_subconi(i11ttee ofJhe Advisory Jldard wil!develop re.comrnendaticms on 
Women! minority, and veteran-owned bµsinesses! and Jocal agricu]ttire and 
grci\"ling too~atives .. 

• F>e:ople \Aiith past i:ani'ial:lis pq,ssessiori tharg'6 are etigibf e to have'their records 
:sealed anq the.re w1ilbe an'awateness campaign ti:> ln~orrn:the p:vblic: 

'"" ,p,a5t cannabis offenseswitl nottllsquafify a~ individualftomworking or owning a 
. .~an'nabis business (except s~le ~9 a minor}. .. . ... . . ..... · · . ... . ·· , 

Priority licensfrig'fqr f>ppJicants thafptoinote ecoricimk eriipoWermeht ih .. 

' communities .dlsproport1on.ately impacted by.cannabis,arrest:and. incarceratJoh. 

fees and revenue will go tcia fUnd used for restora'tive.Ji.lstl~e~ Jail div¢rsion, 
· workforce development, industry tecbnitai:assistance; and:m~ntoring services. 

tu'ltivatorJiCens~fees foi-_cogperatives·(co~op's) wil!J:ig commehsµrate w,lth 
cuitivatiopsizet(}e11sur~ trpall farmerlaccess}oJic~ses. 

• · Data ccitl'ecti~~ :ttia~,tracl<s:diversityjnthe (nclii!itcy1s required, 
•· · 'rlie ¢~qnabis CQl)J'.t[)I C:Onfrniss:ion jnustfep<;>i::i:~mJiu9]ly o,r:u:fafa.tol!ecled.and. 

_tesfi<itch '?flyevfdence Cif di.scfirr;tihation q(barr!er~fo entry. 
~· Additional lkenslngturei vJill be'proJ1:iUigated1fev1dencaofdJs~rlmin!iW:>n or 

. barriers i:uentrylsfoul)d. - , · 

The~MassachoseUs Cannabi~ (onfrol COfTlrnJSsionfaals~ aoingitatewide listening sessions withfhe:public 
i;o $C1l)df: cQ.irunerrts'ana c6.ncerhs a.boutth.eev~ii'tual regufo:tory framework, Equity-fo~psed omaDizati9J1s. 
~n.d if1~e,resfoq laWl)1qkers ha:YE! $.'P.bken .'cit tni;se0 S:essions to entourage the Commission to implement 
~quffy. progran:rmi ng and fra.r.neyvgrl(,s .. 



D~nver 

The first retail sales of adt.fft-use caJ1nabisrn the'!Jnlted g;;ites beg_an ln benyer-0tJJcinuary 1,2014;D:enyer 
atcounts for 40%~ of the :State of Colorado's cannabis retailers a.nd reacbed.$2B8.3 rnillion in sales in 
2016:81 Although Denver does not have an e[jWty pr;dgra:m that.ekplidtly pro:rnofes equitable ownership 
.and empfoymentln the cannal:>)sindustfy; it nevertneie~s C<ln provide importan.t'inslghts as a ~ifylbcitis 
much farthi=r ahead in the permltfing framework than San Frandsco. 

Denyer regulat~s the {l[J[i1ber'(Jfpermifs; l1J?J]ner {i.e., the sales conditioh?t zonJng; a;ru;f hQlffS Qf ,adti'it7 
use cannabis, When ·a!]ult-use cimriabis became legal, Deriver' 'allowed. all eX!sting h'fedi,tal cannabis 
businessesto agpTy forca perniitifthey were perrnJtted by July ~014.JIJ2016, {jenyer c:;apped the number 
Of cidutt l.ISe permits tb ~xisting 911.d pe11di11g .. applleations: ,As ofJapuaiyl, 201f~ :f:h~dty cif [)elJ.Ver has-
1ssue{j 429 ci-a rllt~vs e 11.er.f,iiji:S' and 684 med i ci3 I p.erJriits: a·ttoss 48,4 0 ri i cfLJ,~ J ocati(;i~s;ai 

. '. ... ... ':·= ::·· .. - ,··. ... .. - . · .. · 

Denver requjre.s that pem1if ;ippll~rits. csubniit ·~· Comcilun1t'{'. :'EHgagem~'nt_ P[a\1; .. :Whk:h d~talls 
.coYnmttmentslr6i:n tneJ:iusiness to provide a positive impact ititli~ cornmi:u1ity. The engagemelltpian is 
pot spe.cific tb eql'.;lity, but1:oulq inCil.ldE! ~h (::quity cc;ir:np.one.ntif~be .busir1ess oWrierso t.hdse, Plani oft¢A 
fact.ts ori charitable efforu like food drives; street dean Up,. or cOtiimuriity. gardens; The permitting 
authority in Denverhasno enforcement ;.:iilthorify to criri)pel a~cquntabilityto its ci:Jrnmuriity engagement 

l}.l~l!· 

As b¢pv~ds :multipJ~years intq permittirig;th~Vafe exp~rienc[ng.se.~;~a~ry irripacts of pe_rmit~ing that: 
shoulcl .be. i::onsldered by other dties who· are just beginning, Figure 26 below surnrna.r[zes Perwer's key· 
les:sonsletafned in permitting Cf1nnabis'busine~:Sgs for.:the p~st thfeeyears tliat-~houJ<l be consid~redin 
~an Frcmcisco's lmpiemeritation pf adl.l!t~u:s:e.cal')J1CJhls aM tts ~glf(tv grogram, 

Acc;ounta b I rlfy 

8narfcjal 

· Edutatiori <ind 
· Awareness 

· Whilg Denver reqQlres C:()IJHJl!Jnity engagement pl ans; ithas_tifr enfoq:ern~ht 
aflthorifytri .hold perfnitf~~s.a~cou,iitabie •w;ex~u~e..the. pla iiS'. 

'[(i~irnpo1.tc)nt to\i~ge(~tj.Jitl]jgY-t'friqch revenuea)::ity'.wiH expectto see and how 
: ·. it i:Cln be,;used, if testdC:teo}tiltes must pl~n for hovi fUiids'cati and .t;rnnot be . 
• : useiL. · · 

Dafa col.led:ioti' s&mild be buJl:i: 1nfo thecsyste'rn fr9mJhe beginnlhg, basel[nes: 
~sfaOHsbed eadVJ and :efmr'ts:shm.ild be made:fo_collectdat'a along the entir~ 
pennJtt(og prnc;e5$o. Befpr§ <Jhfl after data )s :critJcal to:understand.tb!:) ec;6ri0rnfc 

· imp.ad of tM i;a'rinal;iisJridu~tty; 

. The t>.LibllcsMµld !J'e_ ajutated a.f?'ol!fwhat Ts allowed CJhd-wh~tis notih til~ 
· cannabis rndustcy.;Y6uth :iii:io pul:ilit eouta:tion should oe built info tne p-ro.gram 
from t.he starband:berobuSt:, · · · 

.. . . . . - . . . ~ . -. ·.. . - - . . .--. . . . . : . . .. ... ,. . .. . . 
. -· . ) 

81Jh<;! Dehve.r'Colla!Jqn1tive·A'ppr.q<1cb: Leadln~ theyvay1n·IY)unlcip:cil .marfJuari~ l']Tclnagein~q((2Q17 Ahng~J ReJJ.oit}. 

az Ibid. 



Soda! Use 

. . . - . . . 

Ctties shotild tryto µnderstand who is not participating in the.leg~Jrnarket and 
make-rgfiust eff()rts to engage this commuqfty. '' ' ' ' 
. . . . - - . ' . 

• Consi;lrtJption1n private and·mem6ers"only lounges, whi,ch donut.Self cannabis blit 
f,JllqW i:tS ·LI?~, is ariJs5ue thatsu1:f~i:e5 with iegaf ;catJij_abisi a)ia h6;w a cify wants to. 

' •pgi;mlt:ttiese 5tabtt:Shments sti,oulq be c:Pnsidered .. 

,Q.ther State:Equity Ptogram.s 

Si 

Othef:statesi:hat have 1i'c\?nsed rpec;lii:aLtannab1s have considered '()rJrnPl~frlgr.ited ~rbVisions to pro mot~ 
E\quitabJe:pC\rtidp~ftioh it1 fhe Industry; Th¢~e equity coi:nponents:ai:e sumrn~rized in FJgu·re 27 befow'. . 

Florida 

. :cifiio 

. On~e tre ,state's medic;:iJ cannabis pfitl7nt registry re<:!ch~ 2~0,DQOj thteer,nqre culti\faticili 
lkenses wilLbe issued, crne.of which will be designatedfprthe Fi.5nda)~lack.Farmers <ind 
Agriculturists A(sodation. 

fyla,rylana initially issued 15 cultivation licenses bt)t \N'as sue,tjwhen nor)e were issued to 
minorlty'~owned.applicants. The StateAssembly cohSidered but did .not act upon a bm th<1~ 
would have aliowed sei/eh additlonal·cu!tivatlon Jicenses1ntne state,:;iri deslgnatedfor 
tnitority;-oy;ined .c;on)panies; 

State.i<JwreqUi(e5cthat1S'[o oflicerises g.o to businesses oWned by fi;HJr jde,ntjfied rninority . . . . . - . -

gro11ps~ 

Pennsylvania . Cultivatl()n"and'disp~Qsaryapplicabts t.rHJsts(jbmit diversityp)aw that.include.ho\/ifthey 
Jii"oinote, ific:i~l equity tlirough·ovmership; "eri\pl0Yni¢ht;,~1'l~. ¢ontf:c\~~i!1g~The.state frrust also 
help minority g~Oups learn how t() appJy:for Jiceiise5, 

West 
VirgiD'fa 

'$fate T9w fi;!qUfres;thatregulators entoµrage hiln9r.ity--Ovtr.fi'ed;1Jus1ne~ses.to ap'p1y fof.growirlg ' 
.. licenses.' " · · ' · 



52. 

Vr, .F.lnd'ingS and RecorrimE!ndations 

The foll~Wirig s~ctl!Jn:se:eks to provide recornmendatJons83 regardltrg policy options that could {A) foster 
equitable access to participation in the industry, including promotion of ownersbip and stable 
ernpfo)inie.iltopportunities.tntl:ie industry (B~invest City tair revgnues in econorniclnfrastructurefor 
C:Qmmuhitie? that haVE! ljistorjcaJJy been .di?e:Dfranch{sed; {t} rnitig?fe the adVE!fse effects of drug 
enforcement polfti~.th~t h-ave disproporti~n~teiy imp~cted those comrntfr1ities; and (Dj' priOrftize 
individuals Wlii) have be.e.11 pjeyj()Lisly ~rrested ·or :C:arivicteq for·m.af1juana-reJated_ pffense;SpedficCJliy~ 
thi~ settkin provlcJes k~y flncJjngs lnforn;ie,g by this report's Eqyjty Anqfysi~, Barriers to EJ]l:ry, and Equ_ity 

• Nogram Benchmarking S.ei:ti6ns. TBe recomrneiidations incorporate·d are h'ieant to inform policymakers 
as the Cify eino.afks ondevelopfogan ~quity Pro~_ram. 

Green l;lui1e.tsr.epreserrfpotehtiafiyaayar:itageous factoii:,Ted bLlf!ets lni:ik:afe poi;ential challenges! ~frid 
black bU.llets represent neutral consideraticws, · 

ti' -~ 

The City's t;:qulty Pmgrarn sl;wutd set.spec;ific 
crii;erffl th\')td~fine thepopufat1on $erved. 
Criteria sh~uld be data ~dVeti J°' ehsureth~ 
'City meets its goa(t9 ptior}tizMnc:Hviduals 
'\Lr9 haye b~efrpreviously arrested and 
.tgjtvkted ofcar)i:iabiS:-related cifferises, 9r 
t:fisproportionatelylrnPcit.ted bythe;War oo 

Ba.sed pn dat~ a~alysisJn.ttils repqt't, theC:iti 
~hoqld .coris!Cler lndudingthe following
~ngibility criteria: 

. . . .. . . 

· tonvidti~n hist6l-vassatiatedWith: 
· taf)nabi.s refated ciriense(s)j~4 · 

. lmmEJ4i<itef~rr,iiiy merrrbetw1th a 
touviction 111.Sfory-assodatedwlth 
canhabisctelat~d.()ffense(s};. 

• tlrniffr:igthe ellg[ble groupallOV)ls :an 
affetteq gtoup fote1=ehie higher-value 
.pen.efjt5. 

• Ratioh~°le for eligibilfty crltetla mtist be 
·:cleara:nd Jystifla~le! p,n:ferably WI.th d;,=it~, 
:lo ininiiniie fonfosioii among groups tlo't 
Tndu_ded. · ' 

· ·• Eligi.bi!itysbauld,at:a rninirnum, req\dtea 
·c::§nn·abls~-'re)atedarresi: and c¢nvii;1iori, 
·and·should be consistent with the State;s 
coiivitt10n histbrv guidelin¢s·. •· ·. • 

• . The City will have to decide on whether it . 
~h.bµld liinitconvictio.hstowithJn the 
~i!Y; th E! J>?Y Ar~<i; the state· i:lf~afifo rrjla; 
or anywliere iri the Un[ted States. 

ifrThe?erecriromef\cfatlq[is·:sh§\Jfcfb~swbJecttcrC:ity;Attqh:i:ey}eyigy,j Rr19t~ojmplettrerifatlon:, 

84 Tile ~iJ:-Y,~h()ij){ij to11sl~er rtra~_lhgthf!foll~witig serfoqs cr1fi1lfl.~)co!]Victibns;not eligible:. offenses ~hat lncl1td¢ 
violent f~l()nY c.oiiyi CJ:ior:i(s); .~eri()iJ.s t~lcinyconvictiot'l(:s) ~·felqny can_V:ictjolJ ( s l'WiQl. cfrug trafficking t=!hha i:icemen,ts; 
felony coiwiction(s) for hiring; empJ<;iyJfig or u:sjng a'.rninof'totraflsport,,carry; seill,ghie away, prepare for.sale, or. 
:peddle any controlled .substance to a minor; orsen;.offerto sell,. furnish, offertofurnish, administer,.org,ive away a 
c:o.ntroU~d SL!bstance :to a triinor: 



.3.)· 'low lncorh~si:atus·85 
·'' 

4) Resldehty Requirement; 
.SJ Ownership Reqqir<:;mentsj ahd if 

appropriate 
6) Geo_gr,aphk'.LoGat1on86 

Recommendation: Efls;pbillty Tiers 

The City$nould oreale ~tiered strud:Urefo 
proVfde proportional petiefH:s necessary for 
each tier's:success. 

:_:·,,_ -: ' 

;.:: :'-:·· 

RecomlTiendation:_Qwnership 

Considerations: 

..... Tl~rnci ~llgi~ility cari offerprggr~_ssiveJv 
morevaluable servrce.s tofhem&st~ 
impatted {directly and. indirectly) 
indi11fdµp._Js and qi.ftigafe bottlenecks 18 
cme--to~one licensing framewotkS. 

/a Er;r~_Url;qhatapplicants With a cannabis 
¢?riviction history directly l:?eneflt fr?hl 

·.'the progr<:!m; 

o Ehsurei limited r~source:s·eah be· 
targeted rnpst effed:1vely,. ' 

·"i>• ~onvrctioti~based e'nglbiJitYco1JJd fodµtje 
c(in11ictionswt1:hin th~ statEC1 recOgrii2!hg 
the impa-cts ofconvfct:iQnsoh arr 
in~iviqµai~ fegtirdless qf '.lbc~~cin of 

.. l?rrestJconvic::tio_n._ . 
· ·7/i. More complex eligibilib,n:rjter:f;;i tgq,olrEi 

. Increased pro.grcim ~clmfriistratLon 
resources. 

.~ .. 

· Considerations:: 

· JheCityshoµl,d. con~id#foqLili-ingoVlfnership, ·"" 
sttuciux:es of eq4itVappli¢aht 9p~ratorsto_ 

fieqµirlng1;1 ]Jerc~qtage: Gl.o\fv'_neajtfp 
· antj/tir control ensures e,qUity :op-e!rators 
?r~fealiting the finarn~i<iU:ienetits pfrhgir reflect a certcifh percentage. Trjs-•struc:ture 

~hpuJd ·set.<3 baseline tlif:lt ensures appl[ear)ts 
'rea.lize :beriefits f_romo\f\111€rsh1R1 jndudlng 
-decision :making power:,-butbef(exihle 
1:lnough to a.liolN f9r-a v~detV,of oWhersblp 
,structures~ 

opera_ti_ons. 
r.- 'lps)\n:gele,s suggested.51'.%+; hq,W_ev~!', 

requiring 51%+ ownership may have an 
tmiot~ndeCJ.1mp?.ctof.ies~:rlibgo:utsJBe 
.1nv~:;;t_6rinter!=!st$nd, ther~~P.i~; tf.laY 
pioite to pea papftal barrier for ;equity 
applicants:. 

:;~ 

135' tqw-ii;i:tom_t?'ls.defir:red.;ojs at()( ~e[,ow ~d% :Sari Francisco's qrn~ !Jlt?dl~r Jncorne_as defined bycalifotnia 
Depar:tme_nt ofHcHlsirig.!it:lCl Q:ihiriiuriitf Devefqpm~tit. 

ai;The dfsadvan~a_ged populations identiff ed in ~fre Jff. Eqiiity Ahalysis section cifthls report may sef\'re as an . 
Epproprlate rnetrlcfoficJet}~fyingwoti<fi:Jice.popufations, howev~r,.\f1hgte)~:.an ltiter:esfi11 deterr:r:ilnii;Jgwf:\l'ch 
communities liave been i:lfsprdpoftio_nately impaci:ecj by the War oh Qrugs over a-sustaitieci periciq (JJt1Qi~; w_e 
wouldTecomme~dfunheranalysis. , - · · 
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Recommendation;ReSfdency. 
. . 

Th~ (jfty. sh~;uld ~bn~fder cte9tfh&a n~si{.iency - - . - -

reqtikementto ensurethah~u.tteilt ahd 
f()rine.r s.arLFra nc:fscor~slckritsW.ho hay~ 
'eXp~ti~ncecl ovgq:iolicing and;h.av:~ ~iff:i.culty 
accessinfJ living wage Jofoi ate. the .fifst tfr 
ben.e.fit:frphi.thts:i:irogram. 

·;Tbe Q!W sh<J}JJld C()T\sider q: ~riqr):1;izeq_perQ1it 
process to assist-Equity Applicants. .; . . .. '. ,_ . . 

..... : .. 

•Recoininehda'tlon:Phasihff 

Tii.e tffy·shoulrl consH:iet }ieimittitigpl:ia~es 
'ihatlai~·drall'.lew()rks in :stip~essipn:. ine city 
sf:lqµld' cpfi1p).¢t~ ;:fD. atialV.sl~:olj'·eagfl !Jb~~~ 
;and this:analysis shouldadvise p6fa:y •· 
;atljpstrii~fi:ts to the. Etj4Jfy P fogta rn 
:fr?mework; P¢rmH:ting proc~~s, <:i:nd · 
:geographic ·distrlnution fortne next phase. 

· · · coniilderatlonsi 

s Because olthe size of Safi Francisc6':~ 
trtat'ket; ci,qd lntheinterest ofells.L1rl11g "1• 

tem,pered roJloutof newactlvity1 
'pricifitlzlng fesfdency.will allow outtent 
an~ fprqiet re:sident~to hefieflt flrs.t fr.olfl 
this copportunity; 

.,_ l~s·A1.1gei~s re.qaif.e~ re~iciencyfcll: r.fC:J r~~s · 
thah5 accumulative years, with no.Jess . 
thaJJ.70%·rn~.etingthi~ requiret:r1$hts~ <ll!d 
da.)<Jarg1 r~ui_resr~sf g~n!=vfot n_o i'e>;s. 

.... t)l;;in.io years. . 
~~ 

Afas~~/appnN~I protess,e~;ur~~-··· . 
9ppl'g:~:nts ~:r~J'.iot .~r9Wdedo:QtBvrtio.re: 
wel!:..re.sourced applicants. . .. , 
:pJ~.in:i.:1ttitig'.~o'iJqitio t;i~ toJi ld prevent wel k 
:reseureedcomp:etitorsfrom-crowdibg 
.otit,p'otentr:aJ equity applicants~ . ·· . . 

t>. Pl'ioritizatidh.aj:Jpn?achesneedfo be· 
ton$'ltlei'~d)n the !:o.htextofoy~uill 
~ier[ng~a,11d ph<di11g sirateg'i.~s·fo ~n?ur¢: 
desifed ()utcomesfor'eqU1ty.appHcants. 

consiaeratioris; · 

iii \l\s·curr¢ntiy pro1:1ose#;Jn 1(J18jqri_ly ~J .. 
Equity .Applkants, L:J:existirig;oper-<:i.tors; 
:and 31 operafors·who·were.bper:atingi~ 
co:mi?f if:i11c~ witl;rthe.Compas,sipncite\!s~ 
Ad: butw:.ere for.Ced to cease: activities 
dt.ie tb f~der:al ehfcirc:eiii~rit, are ~ligible 

· '' . to~~p.pfy f.()tp~r,mitsi · ' . · ·· 

~-- Exi$tlng m~dical bi.tsibesS.es•·sho:Ufct.be 
p~rrplttecf fo~iri1tJaJ p~trtfiJ:tl.ng ph;:is~{~) ·h~ 
ensureicontin·u~d access t~ rnegiciibal 
cabrii:\15.i.?'fo:r_patients~. 

· !: An :overly comp1ex-.pro&ramw:til:d delay' 
per.rtitti.s,5:iXcih'~e. .., 

•• In a·one4o.r~ane·foadel, there iscpotehtial 
fQfa bott1~n(!!ckfr.1JiceMing~iHii~uffi~!eht .· 



Tlie City sncii:lld, ata minlinumi:mandate a 
recjqisitE) tittmbef/percenfage :tj ~qti[ty . 
-applicar}!s !<Jn€Jw ·~l?plicanfs during 
per'~it±in{; pnases, 

Rei:afni'riendation: -Pravjsiona!Approvar ·· · 

fofEquit¥ Appllcanhtthe City should allow' 
f9t pr,6vlsloflalcippro\l~l rif'a pefrnitprior°tii 
tfo= :<l ppJJc9p'(.se:~ri ng r~:al .estt'lte fo t their 
operatiorl.: 

... :.:,:,._ . ..,.' 

Recom·iTiendatioh::C,B3fforR~tdi/AjJpfk,ant.s'. 

Th'.$ ~it}( .inguld ~oli~[detextend'fngthe' 
C.ommunlty·Business Prtodty Prosessrng
.Prqgtatnto Ei'.Jl!ifyApp!Tcants; s·pecifid:illy 
·r~~;3Jj).ppJic~)lts; to 'B!l9VV .for<3Ja~t vack~d 
and st'reamllne<l Condltfonal Use rev:i~V\f 
process. 

Recommendatinn:Amnesty Prf!g(;qm 

The t1ty should. ggnsj~et 4t:vel~.pr[iig 
' j:iatnways, ~bd:i as .ah amnesty ;program; to. 

!~;~n:~~~··:::~ioJ~!~f ~~~~~!~al•1· 
'opef'ators who may qualify as Equity 
At>tilitci_nts,- tp:for~s'i\f qn totM lg~~f di'C!rket 
foi 2018. 

· mir)ib~ts aff!q(J)ty-eJiglbl? ih~hddy9k 
.appiy. 

·Considerations: 

~. As pJtt¢ritly propbsed,trew ~eriefal .. 
-~1:>p[icapts are _ri()t:~llgibfo:.fqt permits i11 
'.2018, wfrh the exception nfbusinesS'es . 
.tfratwe.repr~vrousiy's:but down througli 
fe4E?.r~f ~tifqrc~rl'JeDt; A~ ~th, only'Eqt1IJV 
.Applfoantsw.ill be~eligible for new pennlts 
.my!:f'q.r tine. . 

• J~otl:rOa'k!and·and Les AngeJe:s have 
;lmplem~trted or ptopo$~~ !'!' one~fo.r..;.one 

· 'lic,E?1J§]l1gfram~\'.Vork dll[ipg)heih!tial 
permi:t±ingphasethat ensures 50% equJty 
;~ppJi'c[lhtpartkJpatibAtoeve:r.y n_ew·. -
.busi11~s{ · · · 

considerations: 

. • ·~ :PfovislonaJcapprciValof aj:iehnlfte~ could · 
help thEfa.J5pli0~ntoV~rt:oMe. pote.11t1ai: · 
finantiaT barriers to eritry byproviding_ 
'it:ivestors.'wffh hitire cettaTri:t)f{& batk 
th_atappl\can:t: antfincentiviz~ iny$star~ t() 
~p:rmiide adequate:cap'ital fora }Jhy.slcal 
locattoh\ 

Cdnslde-rations; 

\'.< Th~ (:;~'jip pr.a,gf<JCTi y.tonlclJirqyfd~ 
appHi::'ants With time. saVings and more 
deattlrp~]itie~. , 

CDnsider~tlbns~ 

'Ensuring contfnuea sp.eratli:m l:ouf d: 
me~n th.e operator.JacesJeWer bf\"i:riers: 
tC? ~r;ife.rth~ r~m:ifotet!ma:rket,'.; 



:· :.:; .:::.:::;·:·:,:·:·~~ 

'Th~:'dtyshbUld cohsicfefihg ili;cfDtjirfg,:a 3 
... , a . ii:itu~atoroptiqns:fhatall0We.n1p1by~rs 

fleXibJ~ incubat9r-~rograrntha1: allow~ Eq1J°itY: .anq cannabis o1Jerators fl€Xil:>ility to 
Applfc;:ints to partners withoperaforswho d·etermine i=lppr.O:p:riat~ progra.m: 

· Wish to. further the City's eq()ity goals~ Sucli offerlng(s) C41'J inc;enti\(lze priyate secfor 
partri~rsblps cciyjd lnc:lude combi11'ations:of iiWestmentin equitfgoals~(e'.g., real 
worlcforce; financial~ capital; Ieatestate,,and ; .. · ·· estateancj/or inet'.tt()tjng; land.lords. 
technical assistance j:ifoVidecl by nonr-equity' ~Hawing ca_nnabiil".bysinesses on their 
applicants, pr~perfy) 

: ·.• .. 

. : •! 

. Recommendation:. /ncµl:Jqtor Progtrim 
pr)arityProce~sing 

Th.e Ci:ty sh:o14m c;Qn~itj~r~xtendtngpdorl'ty 
processingtoJncubafor Program iJ.pplicahtS~ 

·,. _ _. 

Reccirrimendatioh~$utce~.S W!gtrLC.s. · 

Metrks.sbo11ld be i_rjcorpof"(lt:ed h1t0 tbe 
Eq&Jlty Prog~an:i t:q en5µrethat operators ate 

e . Ac~ourital:iili:ty ITTe.asures.rnustbetaken 
. to ensure parties cdhfortn to agreements 

· .anifequJiy qutcortres are;Jc:~ieved, 
t<. Equity iritu~atars:intentfvjze knowledge 

andresoµrte,$h~rfogVJ1.l,hEqujiy 
fl.pplicaritsal·no·cost to the City: 

:.~ · Oakland hasfa.c~ tritjdsm tbai requiring 
e~i~i-rigbu~in~s~s;to form .inc~b~tots 
.runs,therisk. of"holiowjng o(l~,the .• 
. rnldc:ile/'-Wli~rei.he mar[<et shifts f9warcf · 

. one-that consists: O.rily dflarge, Wei Jc. 

funtiedbLisiness~s a.nd equity businesses, 
<!;mociel toat•,GC;>.41.d uf.timat~lycrowtj' out · 
Myity busine5ses . 

Considerations: 

' .. PJl9rjty pro,Cess,l}ig wrn ai'ibw the.dtyan!'l 
tiieJntubated cipefit:to(to tealli:e:the 
eqJ;ilty benefits faste·r. . 

•q; NbtH~:tfliityexlstiri{fOperators.th~t:Ser\le. · 
as' 1;ir'!c:l.Jo~tw:s'1 t;qµfd'!?e eliglhleto. 
receivep.rfority permitrevlew and 
•issual;ite., 

'• .Prfofifii:ation approaches need tb ha 
'cohsidered.in the, context of overaJi'.: 
tiedng.~nd pJJ~~iJ1g ~trategi.es to ensure 
tfosfred.oufoornes f.&r equi~rappHcaqts .. 

Considerations: .. '· '• 

· ·" . 'bp~tatot~ ~{)tild y~e Equlty Applic~nfatd: 
e:ntefthe market in 2b'.[.81 and provide 
them with no m~9nir;gfufben~fits ... 
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h~pin$ move Equity incubatotoperatqrs 

Recommendation(Creatioh ofq CorrmJUO.l:tY 
· ReihvestmentFund 

The qfy shoulcfronsldercreating a' 
Ccimn\uriit\I' Reihvestmerit fllnd to alloc.ate 
CCinria.his taxJ~evehue anq focusing 
investments on those communities 
disproporti'6n<1tely affectecl by.cailliabis 
enfarcemf?.nt. 'pragran1mingmay indu.de 
restorative justice, Jail diversion, and · 
lrnpfoviJ\gltie health and weilbelrigof 
cornrnun,itit"s tlicit qave been affectedbythe 

Recoinmendatl6n :AniF$tJglJ7a: ·campaign 

Th~. ·Gf& sh6.ufc{cqns[der ,c;6mmittihg· a 
portkir1 offundftig to l?ulldonthe 
Pep~tthi:e6t;bf Health~s awaretJ.e'sst;;iJJip~ign · 
to ftirtb.er C\t:kn.9wfedge the impac;tof the: · 
War oo Drugs aridthestigrna tbatremaJhs:in 
tertalti cQrnmlirJities; 

·Recommendatibm FuhgingforCommcinitY 
BeinveStmeiJ't 

The office Of C:'anr;abls snou1d tDntifiue to 
, coordLnate'.vJith Citypartners, inclhd!Jig ~he 
dffh::e ofEc:nr:iornlc: (lnd\r\tofkforce 

. O.gvelopmehtandtheMayor's Offic~., to 
ci,'.lntl11ve Fi.d.vt>cacy' forfuJiding th.rough the 
G'overn,or's Qffiee ()f Business and Econorrik 

.·iii· '.community reinvestment offers 
ofiighbo·rhood-V\f ide and. neJgnbo r'
!lJF~cted benefits to those w~owere 
i::nost disproportionately impacted by 
eall!labis enforcement butare not. 
participating d[rectiy .in the ~arrha 8ls 
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~cononiy, . 
• ,Acanna.bis t!lX basrio:i:yet beE;n approv:E;d 

by San Fr'a.ndsco Voters> and there is Jittle 
%formation aVqlJa bJeon revenues .and 
~p~11cii11gprforitfes . 

. ., Cahnabistaxrevermes f1iaybean 
. inconsistent soutce:cif:revetiue until the 
mari~etsfaJ:1Uizes, w.hicfr·c:6lJIP takea few 
years\ 

, CortsideratiOns: · 

. ·ll). Reduc!ngsti'i:lma<;:ould help operators 
better access ccipJ±al,real estate:; and 

. technicalassistance:· 
···.~···· . ' -

•iio· (:Qajrnunityawareness througbtfils " 
.i:~rripaign can help' calm fears thathave 

' J'.,.e~rr develop~d qve'r decade? of 
i;nJ?itif Prrn~tfon and.sci3re ta,ct]c? .Lfs.gd 
'dµringtheWaror:i bru~s • 

. a ln):;ieveiopltiga rnore regular l.e~icoo tP 
$€for the regulated c:fctivify1 City should 
:?Vold Dtug.W~r i(inguage lndi:idlng 
.,,.cf:ac;K.Qow.rV' End ;,Black 111ark~L'; ·· 

considerations · · · -

$. .State fqt'ldlog'ca n e'nh.a:nte and 
s tfp p l~mentth~. City'~(] bt!itv. to t:n eet 

. 'local equltygoals. 



Dt:;velopr:nent community r¢investment 
grants program. 

Rei::ommendatlon: Equity pJgn 
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Considerations: 

The <;tW .Sf:iould cqn~fder reqi:Jiring applicants· ·"! 

tQ SL1bmJt; aspartofthejr Community Benefit 
Agreelnent, ahEqu1tY f>iatl.fhatdesc~ibes 
howth.e~·pplicant's bu~.ines~ supportsi:he 

This.encourages businessfo thinkc1bout 
Eqliifyin the cont~t of)tbeij:iga 
cqmmuojty ~eoefit in their surr,ounc'Hng 
neighborhood, and allowsthemto 
considetequ11:\(rllore l)roactlv in the 
,ci:Jntextoflheir busihess modeL . 

,Equity gqals oftheG)ty, 

. Rewrnmencfatlon:.~fteam!iheExpungelrlent 
: Opportunities ' 

.. com:munftyrelnve.stmenl: programming 
.. S.hould include sheaml!fred eXpungernent 

events heldih neighb9rhoqc:f~-~ti.at haye been 
· .disproportiomitely-lmpacted bytbe War on 
.Drugs~. 

Jhe .City should leverage ei@1Jle87 fixisting 
.. Workforce pJ'ogGi I)) s.to, proi.ti~e. pathways to 
empioyrfie[ltl~ tb~ legal t;aiina9islndustry 
:foYindMduals en~aged,iD,5tieet~level df(Jg 

Considerations 

Bringing events to communities enhances 
QVeralJ DUtteach for the equity program 
ancl re.duc;e~ parrier,s to navigciting the 
expuogement process. 

.~ sµtl} events shgulcl be d(Jne lo 
J;;oordination with the Ptiolic Defender's. · · 
;df:i'H:e,the Coutts>i:ind otherrelev;:int · 
p.artpers,,<H14 they shouldprqvlde dieQts 
wrth ah expedientcexpLingernent proce:s:s ... 

·.• Length -Of:prfigramwoti\i:i ne~d to'be 
fralanced; 'r:oa:ldog sure p~rtkipi3hts are 
jobre.aclyviihileme~ting-thejr need fo 

.. enterthe Workforce qmckly. 
••. Acceferated trainingptograms~ sfmilar fo. 

the motlels::th<itiliow for fl.el4bk · 
~pprc;>:<rche~tq .C:~f:tifict1tfo11 should b.e 
le\ieraged.to,expedite ancl prioritize 
~mployment pppoJtunlti:t:js f{)rpersons 
Who ril.eet th:~ ~quity pe.rmft i::riteria. 

"' ,cannabis·in·al:!~tfYworkforte' program 
·~P:Y\c:i l:>e.:rnode:ted a.fterexlstiogotwo· . . - ~ . . . . ' ~ ·-

Reehfry:Se rvices Pfogram. 
···~. Leveragingexistlngp;ogramsoff~rs' 

~ peopi~ upp6,ttuhlfie~ to 1)1,litd. skillSfor 
.. :pther fodp~tr:le$ .. <Js wdl . 

. •1 The :Cify ~ho~ld re~ogJJize that there are ~om~~omnwnrtv b;iseq orgqniz~tionnhat rely ~~fe.deralfynding,a~a may therefore 
be Dnable to ,provide services duf!Jcijhr'eat offede@I eriforcemerit. , .. 



HecommendatfOns~ Expand Workforce. 
turrfeulum. 

The CitY should consider expcrnd1ng 
cyrricl,ll1J11J to s.uppott new workfare~ and/or 
entrepreneurship services for sfreeflevel 
ta.nnabis partktpahtsacross itidus:tties. 

· RecorrimeridaHons~wor/<forcf{Faks 

Considerations: 

:& The Ci:t)i'sapproachto ¢urrkulum 
. deveJopmentthrough'GoSola_rSF coyld be · 
•use:d as .a model 

.11<. Thl;;wouid regu(re engageme11t and 
training of new CBOs, in baste workfci'i"ce 
]\nowledge; · 

• There.may be 'IJrnited pqtertialfor 
program grow-£hd.ue to c;onsider9tions 
and r:.estrlctions :around co"mingling 
caiJnapisworl~forc~ fuhcffng Withothe~ 
sources . 

. ~ This apprnachwoLiJd ~fs'bt;;ik.~time;<:ihd 
creating new progra;rotnir:ig can l;ie C(}~tly; 

· . .§ There is ci potential lac\(o"f data re:lated to 
lndustryworkforce projectlons;makingit 
,difficuit to scope prograrnsfie:and 
fonding, 

'Consideratii:li1s: 

The tJty.sh():uld s_upp9ft)3. ser;tes of \/yorkforc;e ·~ 
·fairs with PC!rtf:lers intlilding lnv:estfri'" .. .. . 

Br~11gJng e~¢n1;5 fa the cOrJli:n uolfycan 
asii'st-Wlt'h oLitreachand bi:::'lp'buiri;:ltrust 

. •Nf;fghhorhoods;SrriaftB'l{~rhess comrni$si0Ji 
'i3mf otJi.ef5 ~-o· proVi cfo Olitrea ch, edLicati()l:li 

' .arid ownership ~upport .. 

Recommendation: Trninff)gPer.sonne7 Wlth 
Industry Experience 

; The.tityshoui\i'cqnsfder flirTngtraining: 
p¢(Sonnel who are.expet:Iented itiJhe ... 

· i.nefustrvt'ransltjon~dJromthe urn:eg!Jlate#; 
cnarkeHo r:egulated. cannahis.-fridustry to 
~l;lsUr~.currkulum r~levance cirid 
(3J>J:ilJ¢ciJ:Ji!fw .. 

. R~t~rhm~ndatitinUncqrpotqte io:cgj Hlre ~ 
Befine. Requirements 

· t~et;:ityshouid incorpon=rteJocai hfre 
retjuifenients, and should consider re'qi.ifrfog 
'qr incentivizitig employers:to priodtize 

. . . 

\MthCify <;igenci~s~ 

Considerations:. 

· ....... Perso.ns with experience !nthe 
unre~ul<ited.<?nd'regulat~d fallr:i~bis' 
market maybe w~!l pqsJEfo1Je.d_ tg i3.9:Vise.; 
individi:jals lo_okin&Jojoln.the.ie~late:d 
ffrarket 

Gr, th~e µoshions toUid cre.~te additional 
w-0rkforce opportµn'ttjes for persoh,s 
li:np~~d ,by the War Ql! Drug~.; 

e Jv1.u~hofthetity'sworlcforce trai11i11g 
partners makeindependentpersonoel 
dedsJ011'S, 

" The.rieed;tbri::ifficiai ihdtistryknowledge 
f:ouldl:ie addres:;,ed via fufuf~ &FP's -· 

, Consjderations: 

3.· GiYeri thatnotall persons who were 
-disproportiopateJy imJ):ad~d BVtheWar 
DJ\ Drugs are reac1yto.~tarqheiroWrj 
cannabis businessj;ensuring they')ICJ.ve 



~ . 

•applicants frornthen dlsatlvantage<l 
.communltres:~a 

: The City sliauld p.fo~d.iVely ed Lica f~ a!f 
cai:lnaPis bllsih¢sses on ~h~ prqvj~ons -Of.San 
f\findsto~s F~ir ('.q?[lt;~ Orgin<l~Ce o=c:oJ H\at 
regulatesthe·use of arrest and co'flvktion 
r.ecords iitemploym·eryxdedsiqns~~ 

Re com men~atioii: Remo.d~Caryn~bf s 
Conv.7ctli:in·WorkfotceJ3ii.raers 

. . 

. meaningful access to workforce 

. bpporfunities mthe Canricib.is lnCJustryJs 
·. i:r!tic;:il. .. 

·ti\ .RefiniriglbcalHiforeqLiirementsto · 
targ¢t specifjc·areas of th'e city could 
a IT ow us to see n:ior~ p~ri;Rns fr~m .. 
<lisenffarlchisedcornfhllh1ties entefihe. 
,~~fkt9s.~J:~,p~firf; · . .. .. .. . .... . 

cV The CitVwOuld t:ieed tci'ensurej)e6pJe "are .. • 
hiredJ9r full tirr)e; fair: Wage ]obs· ah.cf not 
just used taobfaii1the p~m1it, · 

.·e, tahna.~is;buslnesses c9uj0be required 
. :through th~ir CBA'sto partkJpate in First 

Source b_eyond.~ntry~l.evel positions, 
providing 1JPW~rdly ii)obJl.e tare~r 

. . pathways:fo adt:UtiOn to incor'porat1ng 
rnid-fey~j_placernents. . . 

• 0 A largE\ amountofresour'ces -arid . 
lfifo1stn1cture ls. tequlred·bythe. Cifyfc;it 
enforcement/reporting, therefore, th~s 
woUld tequfre a{undingsource as well as . 
tTtjie to:buiJg the Internal c;:ipadty. 

· .:. lo.Ga) Hire and any/e.quirements related 
tcihl.flng from:spe:~ifi~jocationniay ~dd 
technical hum.an resource burden~ to 

. :opef~atorsWhen-tb:e !=ity sbou!d s¢ek fo 
reduc¢ te~hn[Cai b'urc!ens; · ·· 

"'· 'Since the City hi3stieterm1iJ e d Prop:47 
, cpnvktlcin~·;;ire 11low prJority1 th1swoi.Jld 

·help to ensure those cprlvk:ti.ons are iiot 
~;~d lb d~tN ihdJ~id~afs ~e~~i~gfuf . . 
~~mpioyment: · · · 

considerations: 

· iiaAs described in $ecBoii .nJ,SllR.sei;ti!?n E, bls~dvanfaged camniu.nltres. · 

ii9 See tq:ipendrxo. Existing Resources: 



The DtY should le>e>Jc ·at legista1fog th~ 
re.1i1oval ofemp1oyment barriers b:cised on 
,cannahis~re);;ited convictions aG:ross all 

ParUcipation 

I.he Clty;~hoµld inceritivize operators.that 
mtiy receive a temporary perfnitt& operate 
;3h aC;luft-use busfness to contr\J;iut~~6 the 
.City's ~ql.iity goats, Any cornmitmerits !Jlade 
,f;iy operators shou}dre'rnain in place ·until the 
i:iperat0r1sArtidei6 Cbmmunlfy Beoeflts 
J\greertietit is ~ppJ:oved. 

Rectimrnertdatfori:Access·ta BdJikiruJ. · . . - . 

'-' · ABu1hgthis latiguageto A/t_iqe4~ of the 
;flolice Code (the Fair Chatlce Ordinance) 
wbuld ~elp~nsure•that co·nd[Jctwhich is 
t:iow jegal under .Propositipn: §4 .cioes not 
rnnfojue t.o be a batrierto€mplo\fment. 

« l'rc:iactive partidpation by existing 
opet'atpts-willbelp theCjfY move 
towardsequitygc:iafs befo:re mandates 
ttjeantto further equity are 
Jrripiemented; 

Consideratiohs: 

The San 'Fn:indsco Treasur~r aricH~ Co Hector . ·<> Mitiga,tes finandal barrJ~r~ 
iShoulq contitlue towork cloS:~lVW'lth the 
"St:ate Treasa rer :1;9 :11 r-ovi de mo re 
o):>p6rtuflitiesfor applJcants t.o.'acc~s banking 
-~e_rvi~esj and sho.Llld play ci.:hri:J.ke[ing rof ~ 
with Calitornla crediturirDrisJO.teac'Q/partner · 
w]tb1:S.afifta9~i.sc6h~·~ed Gf~~fit.driibris sq 
£batthey rnaY'ser\/g,asa re.5.c)urc~fo S?fl 
Eranc)sco based operiltors; 

,Retommefidatiom Conitderqt[bnfot 
M~IJlcipal Barri( . ' 

ConslderatlCms 

·~ · V\lo.ufct crea'te·accessto bai;ildng f pr the 
'!11 Unew1th fjfe No. i7Q448~ Urging th~ 6Jltr:¢. Jridustry:·as0 a WhOle, . 
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ofthe.Treasi.JtercindTaxt.ol!etfor to convefie . . ·iif· MoJ'leygeneratedfromfees anefJriteresf 
a Muf1ir.;ipal Pu Mic {3arikTqsf(Fbrce, the City co.uid b~ u~ecJ to subsidi_z~JdansJd equity · 
S:f!o9.ld ,(:;bntif]u~tj) fhoire r(J.rward ~pplftants. 
expeditiously with: the revieWoJ a municipal 

·.Pa11kini polity to ensut~·appik!3)'\t5 have the' 
. .oppor:tun)ty fo )Je provided equi,tagl~ ?ntj 
:transparenfaccess to tap1t?l Hr the absence 

. 9ffede:rallyte~f~t~dbanks paffitipation. 



- · Recommendation: Fe¢ Waivers · 

The •aw shd.l!ld ¢9risii:le(Wahdiiir:(ppi1Cat1orv 
p~rmit, a11dinspectioH~·e~ fqf;brne qrciir -
equity applicants 'in their firsfyealto .IOwer 
firiaridal bari"ierS:nfentry. 

Recommertclatfon: Reducirig.Sodal Stigma·· 
Recognizing that equity permit holders mfghit · 

.Considerations·: . 

ll There .would.be substantial cost 
. ass6c1ated wt1:h this oh beJ\alfof 
·d ep·artn'l_en_ts. 

~ "Faifri~ss!! fo-r entr~ejJreneursfo5m 
· · 9t~enfnific:hise.d\omfoL1nitf eS.~t~rting 
non-'.tannabisbusines.ses and not 
receMngs~ch·~ waivcif;,,<!Y become a. 
concern inthe bt,isiness corfi1nunfty.· 

Considerations: 

have,Ur:nit~-dacc~~ito ~ociahmdflri~neiaJ - ..... The City's public information i:::ampaign 
tapi~al;1{Vfikh cquld. ft:Jrther be iryipatted by ,toµld be Used to'address multiple issues, 
the· social stigma assodated with cafmafiis indudihg fac;ts about the heaith impacts 
use anc:f saJes, the Citysliouid irivestlti a ofcannabisuse .as well as the racialized 
carr:ipaigofo <is:lcntwyl~clge the impactof{h~ h.istofy of p1'Q.hil:litioh and enforcement. 
War on Qrqgs and tbe•sfigma.ahd bias 
'a~s_o:Ciated with.hQ.th·yser$ arid bu~in~$5es .. 

·• .RecamrrienClatron~ foans · Considerations: 
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Tbe.C:ityshoufd create afu~d'.thal.c_ould 
rece1\iefqnds frofoEtji.iity lbcubati;it 
~ppllc911ts1 ,9.Qti Li~<? {hr,s fu_nift() sUl:Jp'Qrt 
Eq ulty dperators. 

:iii!•. ih'ts.fund c:ati p'fov_icte aso~rceof revenqe .. 
:Prlor to the: irnplernentatio11 of·"! cann9bis 
specifidax~ . 

Re2omm~ridatron:settihgTakRot~90 

· :Jh. orderto t'iddress the B.,~itiel'tHafWell"' 
f1.friaea business~_- rti.?fqe tnore'¢~p;;ible Bf 

' hi,iil_qj_ng'Jrifi'nandalconting_e11desfor thi11gs· 
.suclit~su·fitore~een fa'R.liabilities,fneaty' 

::$nq:t.iid td.risi(:!et t.<D(ps)lides thc~tlriitJg~te ~be 
t.~x_ !:!~mi~n .op ~qµity appl,icanfa: · · 

e 'If needed, it couid±ake time to fintj a 
qui;Jlifred GBOthat has riO other federal 
tCin~lc:tsto··;:ictrnlnlstr~.t su(li a program or 
internal capadty andstaffingw()ujd rieei:! 

_ to Be developed" 
ctittsiderations: 

- . . . . 

.. . Cqgteippl~t.fog-a ta~ r(!t~thcif )Jlitigai:~. 
. tfre i:ax bU'hie:i:i on equity qppf\ca nt~ 
. 'ef)s1,Jfesth~fremain cbmpetftivejri Fi 

J11ark_et1t1\at h<!s -bett~rreso11rced 
operators~ 

. . .. rfi.ghertaxrates.pan~rfj'.;rease fue, 
effective price .of cannabis causing sorn$ 
;P:ohs\!me.ts t9 shift spending to other ... 
goods or buy-thefr (!;:innap!s oub;ide:ot 

.. _ "'theregulatei:Fmarket - · · . 

9°.see Ap~ebdix E Taxati6rl:state structure & Re\iiew·of othe.t Jurisdictions' Tax structures 



Recomniendationi Create a Si~p/e & 

: Transparent Appf/d:itfon Process 
~ . .:. . 

· The-City should ci:$'ate\fperrnltting,1'.Jfoce~ 
that is simple; transpaJer:it, 'an_d ernpioy.s 
technqlogica}5olutloQ?to: help sp,eed antj 

· make applicants aw.are !Jfprcices~ ffom day 

The Cifirshould st!"ef'Equifv Ptogr.a:tn 
partidpahts ifrneed ofhusir.iess./ complfantE;1 
and industry-speciflc:techniccil as:Sistanc;~ and 
. merifurship fo fhg variows eligibJe City 
.entrepreheurs!:)1p-and workforce programs 
i¢,wretitly av;;ijfoble,·m<JnY of Viihich9re 
.referred to in ±he"facistingResoUrtes!' 
$.etfo:in,~l 

_ lfocommendatian: Matdiing Dpportii[lit1e-S: 

. °The City snoukl'create a·program 'to match 
;:;m.all.oper;ltors, eqlfrty ·cippffcants, fi.tid. 
Jn~eresterfla_ ggfoi;i;Is. · 

~ : ... -- . : ·. .. . . .· . -- . . . 

'ill See Append bi o, EXistfrig,R?saurtes~ 

~ Asitnple intake an:ti.a:ppliGation process 
will 01ake it .easier for tbeapplicantto 
know if they are eligible for a permit, as 
well as be ,betterjnformed of what .the 
path:towards becoming a permitted 
business n:ay intail. 
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• tosupportthis/a sedionfor tannabfa 
husinesses can be.addedunder BUsiness-es 
IYP~ i11 thePertrrjt Locat9r ofthe5an 
Francisc;o Buslne:SS PortaL 

Considerations:~ 

l1i :t:everagihg of existing eJJtte]:ireneurship 
andworkfqrte prograrns,m1nfrnizes qp 
rren:i:cost qndresource needs fort.he· 
Office of C;:innabis . 

_·ccinsiderations:. 

., L-everagtfig exlsting.relatlonsh1ps with the 
-fandlo~ctcornrn(Jnity; educating them on 
·the :tegQlafotY strutture .fou'ld ~teate 
-more r~al ¢.$t?teoppommities, 

. .s M.atthit1g smaJl.op_e:r:it0rs, ln~lucling ~gqity ·· 
a~plici;lnts; crec:ites potential i_ncuhator 
partnership opportunitres,.and 
"wh~re/whe naUoW.ed; cQ-op· partnersblfi: 
t))5ppri:4nitfos, 



Recommendation: Pqrtner witfi Lot.al !f oii
!JroJitS 

•· The city should ;a Isa consider .partnering with 
Jocgl tonsu1tanh anci,hon-proftforgaiJii.atlons . 
-fo ~r~~ici~ ~~hd~bisspedficbGsine~s· >-... -
~onsulting;:~-uch as business planWorkshops, 
and'regu lal:oiycon:iplf a nee aSsistanc(:!. · 

Recommendation~ Sfojfing Jn th,e.OffiCe: of 
cannabis " 

: : ; .. · 

The Office of Cannabis -shcibld assign a staff 
membertpserW! as;thepdmarygro!P"am 
-~bbrqln9tqrforJhe prograr)'l~ 

Recommeridatfori:Ci:e.ation of curricufum: -

"fhe Cityishould.E;!iicol¢f(ge lo:talacademk. 
(nstltutlobs s:tJd:i,as CityCollegeto 
exp e!dJt'lc,1,U~ly qe~t~ tanrnibJs: sp edflG 
Workforce and.entrepreneur training 
bp-p~rtUhit.ieSJciteSaJi:J=rancisco residents, 

· partiq:il~tly ~qu1t\.'AP!:ilfcants;• atfreE)_ at 
redY:_ced CQsts, 
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. Considerations: 
- . 

. .e; - Use bf contracted org!311Tzations minimizes 
-then~edt~bir~ ~dditio~al cifystaff ·
r~s-c)!,!fc~s .. ifvhile l everag)h~]ocal indys1:ry 
e)(peri:ise~ · 

• contr!ld:ing far technical :ei{'pertisewiii 
, iequjreup-fr9ntfilndfng be.fgre adu.lt use 
tax revenue ls avaiiable 

1ll. J\/(any busin~ss-.service~pr(Jvidlng 
nonpfcifits-are fonded and}of thart~reabv 
the Fede.ta! governrrn~nqn~ yv}Ube · 
unable to proyj(je services 7 substantial 
tJm~ 'may be r;ieeded to dei/eiop new C:l30 
par;tne~s to .create programrnipg in this 
,s-pace. 

Considerations: 

\I!. This:_~ff metnberwill cocirdiha:t~ with 
Clty departmentsj inch.i~ihg the Hu,rnan 
Rigbts Cor)lmission an(j tbe Office of 
EConomi~ and Workforce DeVelophie'nt 

.ii ,Applicants who meet Equity criteiiawill · 
r~ceive_assistance fromthis pe~s.on in: · 
tornpletihg their ;appli<;ation·a.ncl· 
ha\!igatihg City processes-through 
toordinat~d efforts ofthls program 
.caardinatorand staff in·theotfice·of:srnall ·'·.:-··· · ... '' ... ·- ·---.' .· ...... -... : 

~usrness:_ 

t6nsiderations: 

'IP Jli~ e>tjstihg partnership. between the Qfy 
.al"!d qty Coil(;!ge i$<JridhatshoL119 ensure 
thatSan Franeisco's residents have access 
'tQ rrnpactful:and meanrngful turri~olurn" 



"the crtnhould erisur~corpml)hity 
tei.n.vestment progr:arnming inclu<l.e.? 
~xpu1;1gementevents held in . . . 
d'.isp ropo rtiO nately-i rri P.CJ.ct~d neigh both oods. 

·Recommendation: NavfgafiontacleanSldte 
Program 

The application proJ::ess within the:Oncethe 
Qfnce ofCanrr#b\s:!\IJou!dsenie cis ab 
addifignal ~try poJnt info th~ Si:mJrandsco 

. Ptib!i cTJefen dei:' S:(J eafi Slate P rograrfi.92 

9i.seeAppendix o, Existing Resoun::e~.· 

.~ ~rlng!hg evenf?tocornmun[tlg.s.enhant.es 
overall outreach for the equity program 
9.hd, r.ed l.lcesbarriers to: navi~:?tihKthe 
expunge:rner:it pr0cess. 

·oe Sitcl:i events :Should be dori~ ih . 
:coordli:JatJ()IJ vvlth the Public Def~nq.eri~ 
office/the ·courts, and ~rthei"relevant 
parth~r.s; and they shoulg provtC1e~lient5 
with ah expedi~1Jtexpungementpn'.i~ess; 

Considerations: 

···~· ~X]JUJ'lg(:!I1).(ent,c~f[!_Q1itlgate:.Sam~ fl[ia~C,igl . 
bafrlers tO entry into adult-'llse cannabis. 



f :&!~Z~~1~~~1;:s~~~/~~6/tr~J~hr°:i9if/ - -- -- - ---
rj· ~epu1\ck1:flists bet\l\(~er eq\Jity. 

Tne,Oty~ ln tdn·sultatfon Wftheadi Su]:ici:visor: _ C(Jtnmun)tfes.and fhe ~enrrnent. 
P.v cre9tjng i:lisfr,i~tspe~lf(c,q,ilturally sens!Hye;, -_-i>- SufI<i¢:e~ p'pk1!011sreg9rcfing Wb<it fs 
oqfreach. effective and'no'teff~ctive from:various' 

-Recarriinendatiori: .treatilnfodndt-
.·Relatk>nsliips _ -· --

-thec.titY'shoUJd create inform~(r~·i~tion~hips 
-(~.J51;_!i~t~nifll5§~:ssi(i11s) pet"WJ=-~r,t t~m,11at)ng 
entities and afarge stakeholder grotipthat 

-tndudes.eqdity~_ell*ibl~ cornfouhftY, tn.~mbers: 

. RecomrtJendatibfr: r;'r~cltefcii;inaf- · 
·. iielationsliips:Task.FofceJVtem.befship _ •-· 

.·., 

-Jhe.Cffy:sliaufol createJorrnritrela'ticiris:fil p 

- $tak:eh9lders. 
"' lnfbrmtegulat&ri/ iinder.st~nding,abouf 

the~lini~fil~ bpet~tlifg envirmwne_nt fpr scir1 
, - · franci~co ca_nnabis enirepreneljrs,,: 

· · k Tbi~ 1outrea~h itn:;rea$es the :~hances. t;>f 
prqgram_:success by reco_gnlil.n&' 
op·porfuhitiest0 prn~ctively enga~e -
st~keholders ln·a famlii~tenyironhient 

.;; Adiil~~r; bo~t.ds o~t comfu fasib n .t~ri aq'd-
'[ji!t;l\ti_oilClJ 'ja·l~~sof tJµre~_µ~rac1r~ · 

.Iii- :P\Jfttintn~etj of pr_pgram.resoutces::t:q~ :: 
p~rfor;I}! Qatrea~h andrespurrd to· --
:eruestronsfrom tnepublic. _ 

- Considerations~ 

;e. The r.e!aJ:fon~h'i'~s rn~Y Mlr-m huii~ trµst 

• :@_ ,. ~1:~:~nr:1:£~~~hip$ hullt b~;fo1~ _ 
h:~tween regulatory authorjfiesariathe· -

· t~6tnrnlii1 n:Y is ·n~ce~S'arv fbr:'th~ ~t'i~i:e-5.5 of 
t:he ·pr~~r~rn;~_hdfotfffecti\re. t~gt;J§tiqn~ 

-Conskieratfons~ 

· betweeri~regufatiriif~htitie's.and st~fo~holders __ ~ 
tha'.tr~Pre·s.ent¢qui~y $~Jgiple t;~_rtrfour.@_e.~.·to -

. thaten.d; the tfty,shotitd consideram:endJng. 

· i'tt g9yernrt)ent; 
Cr~_atfflgrehiticili.shJ:P;Builto.ri\ :ITU.sf 
b-~tw~-~n r:~gqfa'.!tgr:Y a~fH9riti~s·aQtj .tbe 
community. is nei::e~rtforthe.su:q:;ess of' 
the'prograrr(andfor eff~¢tivei r¢guJ<itJon, 
Adv:iso~:bbatC!s or commisSJon t~h add' 
·q~d.iticih~l layet~'ci.f puJ'.e<!Ucrac;y §J'.ip)iie; .. 

th~ s~Ji:F-rantisc6 cannabisSfo.t~Tegaitz~tii:iii --
Tg_sk fpfce;rnemh~ts_hjptt:>; PrGxii4i; _ • ~~-
membership fo represerifaf:ives fr.om 
11eJ~hbornoods'ana cPmm_\initie~ Wlth 61(ih 
poti2erit.ratlbh5, ofJ¥l]gfble I11dNidu~Js; the?'e', 
r~pre~§~fatives .should. havea1~annabfa. . 
related con\llc;fion history arid/or should W-Ork 

mor~fqrrrrai 11?tur.~ doesp\p,lyta)'~.1~rtd 
~- ~ . - .. 

Jts_eff to i'.elatloris~i p/tru5t building:. 



with_j)opuiatkin?that hcive ~ann'!l:iisr~lcited .... 
corivktiorr histbtles. . . .. 
-··- - . . - . - .. ~ ... __ ,. . -- -· -. - -

Recommendation~ Program i:ducdtfon & 
:outreqth 
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·i;; Mitigation of~rnJ:Jigu1ty arount'.f what is 
The City should d~pJoy outreach and legaf~t±he lotcil, state, atjd fedgpil levels; 
educatici'naf i::a.inpalgn~'thci:t spread·awareness .· ·t; /;l!ows•for fTlitlgcitiOti bfnpt.kfloWj!lg,\iiihat 
ofthe EqyftyP.rogram. <icro.Ss ±he dfy bl1t alSo opportunities are avallal:Jle. 
tilrget neighborhoods and communities with ; Ii>' AllciW~ fpr inftigatiqn of tjlstnistbetween' 
high cbhcentratioris ofefigib.le incfiyiduals. law enforcementand those communities 

. Recommendation: Culturally S?fl.$.i#ve 
.Orifreadi 

Sl!per.1.iiso'rs' sh6'Uld pa'itidpate iircre;itmg
d)strictspecifkcomrnlinjtyaii.d culturally 
i;~risitive.{Jl1trecich strategies; to e'nsure 
robust, fnor~i.igh:an<:I multicultu:till ai;J.tteach 

· Mtd erigageme.ntthroughout san :Franc1st:a:; .. -... 

• Recdmmehdatfon: Jmmediat~Qptre,tich 

Outfe'acnta potenti13I cipplJ~a'J'rtS sho4id.hegin 
. as soonasi:rprogr:am'is eita1jlished ah~ pr't9r 
to when .Artide.i6;applica'lfons ~r!;!.atcepted, 

disp(o'potti.ciriat~iy.affe~ted byca~~~his 
a.rre'sts ci n d qo nv1 ctions, 

o Thfs ~ffort would.requfre lipfiO:tit 
resources•to perform o"utr,eacb:~tid 
respond t.o q.uestrons from the· public. 

• 'The oUfyeBth~shoulg Cl)nfemplat_e i;:on.~e.tn 
-f.roin the comrnunlty about;oversaturatioti . • 
of cahri~pJs related inforrii!'ltion exposi.Jte · 

. to youth~.= 
Considerations: 

·~ R.ebuiltlStrusts betWeenequlty 
.commuolties;and th_e gove.rnrri~Qt, 

·. :m: Surfaces opir.iion·s regai:dingwhat iS. 
:effectiye. and nqt effective: from va.r:Io.us 
stakehqfders. 

. · •·9. '!:[1ts. qµ'treaC)1 ·in.creases the cha)lc~s .<Jf 
progrimsuccess bYrecognizJng . 

. '.9pporJ:ur@esto.prpa6;iY~Iy:~nggg~ 
;si;ak~ncilf!¢rs in ~J~miliar env1rc:mmeo~ 

.·~· tipfr.opJiieed bfi:>rograrrve~ot.itce~ to 
p~rtorm outreach and respond to 
:questjdns fri;frri th~publ).c::; 

·. Ci:insideratiOris: 

t!l Immediate outr~ach ensures equitv-
eligiqle applkafits iire no'tcr.PWded ..out.. 



The City shcii:tldincor])ora'te dafa co!lectio.n 
regulre,hiehts info tneappliqitidh and 
reporting processes to m1c;k that all. 
cornpqn(Onts oh:rn Equity Program andio 
_iri€,asur$,Jt$'imvactori~M<e;6i:i1~.uiiit\(: · 

The tity s.noulc:JconsidN incorporatiilg the 
:following' data' m'etris,:~ iiiti:!tl'fe applicciticin, 
'perniitti~~ and'tiertn1~.renewa1 proc~~ ' 

wqmb.~r 9f eqtiitY applfcan~t~ e1,pplV· 
• l\rpes of drug related offenses 

f?ggr~gatef · · 
•. lf)c;orne:s}:?.i:LJs (aggregate} 
~· Rate(aggregate) · ··· 
" ~thriidfy (~ggWgate) 

G~tt9er (9ggp~g~te) 
• seXu~l idehtitY (~ggfegatel .. ·. 
• '?..a ii. F ra ncistg:r~~i~~b~y': sf?td2 
i .QV{ne{shfp ~rh.:1c1:ur~. · · , 

1:otalpercentage ofoWnetship l:>fcind 
·etn pk1Vm et'lt Cif Sab Franc#c.o res.ldg11b). 

~ · 'Wor[Cforce charaderiStits . 
;.,. Total nµmbg,r qf€Jfip1py~~s 
~ Nurnberof1ocalemp1oyees; 
~ · Percent o:f ha·urs: of:local em ploy~Eis 

· · ci toOtirne · · · ··· · , 
d: 'pa,rt fone 

• · Percent ofhotirsffdhi ;&'roRieiyee¥ 
. pl;:ice<;i ,th(gl]grr.fl~st $,9l!r~f:i ··· 

'• ot~erfact,ors~hat9!rgn with mandated • 
or ~econiriieridedwor.kftjfc~ gtiiqeUnes .. 

FtJrther, to ellsu(e We ¢losgly tra'c,k ppliclng 
· (!SS~Ciate4wltb leKa[jzat\<Jn/ the Cltyshou'id 
.tfack·and repciitouto.n-iifrestfatesr lbi:;'itior:is 
of arrests; gender!. ethnid']:y, t;:ice; ~tc{ 

~'. •. Qatagatherlhg coro,p:on~nts shciµld be 
.puJ!tlnto the Eqllftv Program from the 
·. 'Qi.rt;et and basefrn~s sho~ld b~ ·. . . 
~tabli_shed early? _ 

68 

e. P.~t~~li9~rd:b·~ :collected :a't6ng'tJie,_entite 

~ ·····6JJij~~~t~~(~;.~i~·!~~g%J~f :~atai 1~. 
· cdtiealfor estab(ijhih'gthe·ca·s_e forpre:. 
~rid post"'adL1lt use analyses. 

~ .. Th~ squrce ofd,qta, pax~i~ul~rfyl<?w 
enforcementdafa1 couldsfianvafiOus 
-$ystei:nS'andcag-enties•~crosstn~ Cify, 

potentiaijy ad~i}1gfisl}.to d_afareli<ibility . 
:aqd accuracy :an.a requfriliweoordiriatlon., · 



~C-Jf 

.Recommendation: RequireBegu~ar Reportiflg 

The City'shc5ui~··requir~ ~ fqlfowcllp repbrtfrotn 
appro·prJate ag~ncie~ including \he Otfl~e pf 
Cµ(fn~bis C1nd}iµman Rights ConirnJSsiort 
These reports should ar:ialyze: the 
Jmplementatioh. and ou_tcomesofthe.Equity 
.Program, pertnitt1ng, andgeof5r<ipliic 
dfatriQutioii cand ma~~ programmat.lc 
'1'¢!::omrnend<ftlc:wsfor '2019:. 

Recomm~ndation: fnfarct;rheritof CBAs 

TheCt:tY ~houtderisure thatcorrirnltrnerits.{e.g., 
f¢i~l esfare by incubcitor applicants}rMde by 
petrnittees must'be enforceable by makiri.g 
tQfnpliance with cornmunfty benefits. 
agr¢etT1¢rits a·permif con.ditimi.tb~twhen .. not 
'followed; leads to a· fine, perrriitSuspension qr 
hltiinµte revocation. Tb.e° dtv ;sMu[d re!tWarfy 
:-aydi(gpn:itriunity benefit agreem~ntstoen2Qrt:0 · 
ctimpliat'ice. 

.·:.,_·.~_i_ .•. _ •.•. • ... _:_.-_;_~_-.·'-·~--... ··.·_ .. :.·_~.•.:_._:·:_,•.•-·.::_._:_ .. ·.· __ .·.·.•_ ... · ~!~~!~:ld(~:~~~~:~7-:!ea;i~;:I'd.~q. 
-;~:: -c~Osparities in cannafii.s 'offerise~j thh~(qgh p.olicy' .. 

Im ~:~::~~",~:,;::~~::!'~:1~r!:""'" 
F,tz~A:·. "' 

y~;;' :Examp1~s.oftourse~cdrrectioh mechanisms 

.:Considerations:: 

./fl s.ta:t:Us and outcqme repc:it~s.wiq be 
crltkalfor i:ourse.toxrection and 
adjusting the: EgiiH:y.Progtarn_to :mee~ 
community needs. 

• Accountcibilify mechanlsrns s_houl~ be. 
dearly ideni:ified duringtheJicensing 
application phase. 

· ·i;; Equity olitcomefcouJd he tied to 
cbmmuhity b~nefit .ccirnin]tm¢nts. 

• T:he:·i;iµditJng ofCBNfwiJ}f!;!qUire 
-slg_~ificantsfufftltn~ a-htl.L~squcce~ 

Li ceh~ihg ·in phases a I lows fort fine to 
.leru'n and ·adjl!~t p~far~Jarn~r-scaJed 
implernentatio~ . 

.11> fo:rmarre);;iti:O_nshfos ~etweeli r¢gqlatory 
. '(J'getrc:ies and.a large sfakeho]der group 

ca ti uhtp\[ef key:thailenges. and needE:cl 
adJ.ll"strrien~asw~u ?sbu!)dttu:srln an 
:eVoJving_,regulatory em1frol)ment 

.. ,;_, ,)\1fev91Ving.!ic:en$fog9.11~.regt.JlatwY 

'·'·,_·._ ..•..•. '_, __ , __ ,.:_~ .. -,_-._··.-.•. ·*_osg_.·.-_:_·.• __ .··.·.·: ___ ·.•.-.·.· .. ·:···!':_.•.'._ ... • _ 1ndude but.are not iirtiitep to the follow.in~; 
"'" •. ~fic~hsinghi.ph<1~es'{~.g-., ~1.lH:ybai.ante · • 
;. :'. .. initial ph~se$ l;)e'fore UnresfrictTnf\ licensing} f 

·fra~e~vodc.cou[d :cause confusion and/or 
mistrust aJjjb(1~$t:sta keholders. 
/;. fofrnai staKehqfd~Ygrbupcana<ld· .. 
bur~autracv.and d'.rowh outsbialier; 

'' ··· · • · rmplementaf!ori ofefigihilfty regqifeniep~s · · 
Th phases to ens~re eqUity:·.outtoth~s afo . 
!Jeing met 

Vokes; 



The.Grecitlon tbon:nai relatioiishif)s 
between regulatory agentles and a large 
stak~holder group ·., 

f:ler<lb_fe in~ljbat_or ciptrons or o~he~ 
lncenti\lesto allow for mote established 
t'etaJ_ i e rs· to r.naxi mfze their oJ)pqftµti ities 
for r.;;irtidpation in the Equity Prqgra rn. 
Jbe ciu~om_at[c expiration.or teductfon of 
provisions and the lo_ng~term dfrectionfor 

.. both governir;ig opdie_s cind reii_enues. 

Recommendation: Eqliitqbfe Distrih_utian 

The tity-Shoujd consider land use controls- that 
;provldefor more eq:Vifable distribution of 
:cannabis storefron:t tetall to mitigqte 
pve rconcen:tration fo .djse nfranc!iised 
oeig)lborhoods 

Recominendat'icm~ Thoughtful Placement 

·rheC.itvshoµidtonsl_d~rth.e coni:~ntratlg(l qf 
· cannabis; toba~co ang aJ~ohol refailersvv.hen 
issuing land use approvals. 

Recommendation; task Fo_rce MembershiP'. 

The City $hciul<l ~m~nfl.the Sa)1 Ftati~is~o 
Cannabis State l~g91Jzatio_n Task.Fore~ 
membership to pravlqe rnember'shlp.to 
repteseota#vesfro.m dls.gdvaritaged 

; comniunlt\es93 l9 ~n.sure fh;:it:issqes re rated to 
. ' nvercontenttation.areaddressed-attheTask 

- :,. . . . . . . . ... ... . . 

"' -Byredudngthe·eiigibTe lqcatfoosfO,r 
'basin esses,- scarcify creates further 

.. ·i;haTiengesfpt eg_llityapp[k:ants, 

. Considerations: 

" COnS,lcteriqg -~lc91iof cind tobacco outiet 
de~siryls iTTJportant.to ensur-.e.anyone 
neigh l::iorb()od ls: hot oversatLtrnted with 
?ritivity a_s2ociated~_\llfith potential_ health 
°t)a'rrns:: 

Considerations: / 

70 

Iii Formal 'relatJrn:rships 'between regul~tpr/ 
cigencles ahct aJarge s:takehol.der group 
ca111Jhcoverl<eyd1allerig~aod needed 
ad]_ustments as:\11/elt as ~Liild_ trustin i3f! 
-l3YP11ilng,regulatory erivirc)nment . 

,!" A rbrmals'takeholdergroup ~ai:l add' 
b1..1tea\.icracy. anC:l drown out~maller 
vciice_s. 

93 As:d~fined ln_Settion1h;subseCf:icm E;·f)isadvantage.d'communities: 
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SauErau~iS.co's Drug Arte'sts·:or~p 90°4 through2016; 
. Dispr9porfion~te Arrest~ Qf Mri,t.~M AJ:U.~:ri~?-ll$ }>e:rsist 

. .;· . 

. :. .. . :··: .··.·:Bf·:. ·:. . .. · ... : .. 
W!iliam:Am~alin~, PJi;D., sJ'si:JiWJ aqciD.ep~ of Sodolqgy 
· . Mile~ .Males~ Pli.P., 'CJCj Senior Research Fellow; · 

.. .. · ·. Oc:toh~r2011 
Sununary 

0V:¢;fthe)ast i5 yeats, the Center on Juvemfo ancLC11n:i:lnai Justice has issu«d a s·~ries ofrepot,is. deta11iug 
the 40+ year pattem of SanFranCisco ~s.tacialiy discrirbillatoiy ati;est prac:tices against African A:mericms, 
particularly for dnig offenses. fu th.e Jast.seveJ:l y~ai;-s, a major.new developmetit;has. arisen~ p()lity rnfotinS. 
,and san. lliari.(:isco's mammoth deClin:e fu dnig. a.r,tests have dramatically reduced the. impact of drug 
offell§e-p9Uckg.dti aU cmmnumtles; theccohf~;>etc)_ft,9:(i;iy~s.i:~cialdispajtj,~s~ tha.:t SaJ1~Frail¢isc9 appears 

·to be rapidly h1ovingaway from arrest-oriented drugcenforceriJ.eirl; with.hug.e· d1xline1tin drug arrests over· 
Jhe la~t: furee d~cades (even as the 'cit;y1s popi:ll~t~on'' fosi< qy J5b~OOQ)~ G'aJ?J>~d by ~ diamatic~ 9l% 1 
]luniliiet ~the; refonn y.qL overtb.el~st~.t;venyeru;:~: '' . . 

r ··· 19-$&-~9 (peakyeirs:fordmgarrests): l"e1onies1 22;S00~ nTI.scl~nieanQrs, 617ooi f~ta1, 29,200 , 
2008:..09 {pealc years prior to .reforin):c 'Fylbnies.;J4;500; misdefueanoi:S,, 4?800~ iotitl9i300 
'201,,S~it)(:tnostrecentyearsJ: , Felonies; .1,7QO; :ttdscierp,eati.or~,·<lOO; · tbt~, ,t,aoo, 

Furlb,et reseiif:ch js necessary fo ifrve~tigaf~ the :~~s¥s: $id implications 'o:tthik ;statislicii trend. For 
fust3;ricJ~; it wQuld be te~o:n,abfo tp: 'explQre: tb,e }Qie. :i:>f ~me_r!ilit re·c,reatio),lal C$rili~1Jis Jeg~ation. ill 
. California Qj1 policing,. kye,ping jii. n@d thfif overJ).~1f of ~IJ drug. arrests nationally ate.foi:c~1J1J,abll;~ 1 ~nd 
that c:aillabis $eSts.tencitbfOllowthe·8amefacfa11y disparat~ emotC:emei:rfpl:t,tj:efri.S that:have ~torlcaliy 

. ch~acteriz~Jt me cb;ug:warj Jndeed:,_natiori,al a:a.ta, sqgge.sfs ~J:ia.t 4espJ.fyiiµ;ing c:a;nnabi$ atapprozjmateiythe 
:same rate as whites, Ml.can Americ~ are ~4 tfuies as .likely :to.he arrestei:i.fot±t.i :in San Francilicqj 
:-Oartn:a'bis i:t::fo,r:i:ri Would ,have liad a less et ?ff ec;t. · 6Ji dmg;. ~est totals (s~c:e ma:ciju~ ()ffe@es comptjsed: 
fewer tlfap. ori:e;fi.ftli of ·.dJ:Q.g ,arrests· pp61' ·t~t:fafo:r1,n} pi# p:iay J:i~.Ye .. ~~eii :a11 ·i~J?ortant, a,ddeci "signa1r· fo 
·law enforcef:i1¢:iifto c1e;pri9ritlZe drug air~srs~. The '':PfoVious firidirig8" bdowlllustrate a leg~<;Y' of:raciaily 
dispar~ drgg arrests ID. SM Erari.cfocoi With. a.pai;tiCtilgly. disfuibini..foctw on·A.iH c?ll Am:erican girls aP.Cr 

..... :-' : :":1 

)Ji sUD;i; ·fuis. t~port·offers a qescriptlou ~d ful#ar• iµihl}f$is pf fhel~e dft11?;' ~est decline rullidpets{s~n.:t 
r~ci8:1 d1spantles- in: felony ai:rd Inisdfairea11ar· ding .ariesfS ,in San Fran.Cisco. , It ~lso p:toviifos . sbrrie 
guidance oilliowthes·e trends.rcigp.tbe \riewed'j.iJ. th,e lafgef cdnt~j(t of:d:1~U$ pq]j.cy~tt:)f@Jj: apcfofcfuig to aii 
;illtepiationa:l.'huJ:nan rights framewo.:r:k ponfeajpo:rf:li-Y' d:ru.gpqlicy soJt-!tioJ:J.S that emplby an. mter.o:atio:nal 

.. :hiithfili .rights. fraD::J.ework {l) de¢ and, ~qua'[ protection ,U:ti.der Tue la~ ill fo:ini. ~ci · effect; (2) · l'?Il)btace, 
ptihfic health (vey~ JfriminaX jUstice) ~'.P,1m:iacl:I.e1\ to. addi.'essing. proofom!ttic fQqqs ·of c:hug use; and (3) fav9r 
. ,.. ~ •, . . . :,.:. .. -. ·: .. 

1 ~cc~rd.~g fo.s{udi~:i;y theActu, mm]uana arrests rep~esented 52% nfall ·~arrests, in 201 o, and th~ pai:tem'.s~ems to 
fersist, See)norehere: 'blips:/Mww;ncfo;01·efgallerv/madiua~rn~arrests~11~1iiibers. 
· 'https://www. ac1liorg/ga11erybnaiiji.iana-arrestS:'numbers 

". 1~. 
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legal,tegu).ated drug markets .py~r c1ininalproluoltion. iegaliz~rtjon fust sery'es fo eliminate arrest and 
iiicarceratfon (crimin~Ij:us.tice) as the priJ:qazyresponseS'tb illiCit druguse'.and sale. :Further,legaliZation 
can eliminate the prbfit ,ffiotiye for orgariized i::rilne-:aiso teduclng .th~ violence necessary to -ri;:gul~te 

. ·iJJicitmarkets.. Irist:ead., new "i·even'ueS and opporlunitjes emergeJhat p~ pe :ipyestei;I lll conrri:mnities most 
negatively .:iiripacted by decades -ofilie dispr6portionate, ptriiitive~ aiicLlargely ineffective enforcement of 
criminal pl'.olril)itlon: Ffually; a major objectfoJi to iegalizatlqn, _, fue :pvtpo.ttedly bad effect on young· 

. people ·'7• has been:si:r<;mgly .chal1enged bycCa1ifQrnia>-s experience with :n;\:'111juana and other drug reforms 
applied to ·all ages. Decliries of -80% in teenaged inaiijuatJ;i airests sirice 201.Q have accompanied large, 
·continuing efi!,clirlfts. ~ cJ:im~; grtn: killings; violence; rlDrg qffens.es, viofopl deaths; fraffiG deaths, suicides, 
:School chopout,uriplanned pregnancy; and relatedptobfoms among youth. 

Key}find{ngs 

·• ;Dmg-1!!~ te:forn'I§, p'o:iidng changes, '®.cl, 9th¢r~ t11:ila.19wri faGtors h~ve apj5atently reduced drug 
.felony arrest rates drastically in San Frhncisco (down 91% for African Americans aud 85% fot 
other rEJ.ccs frorrrtbeit2:008 peaktfuough 2016). · 
~ . - -

•!!· Iu 209~. a;!l,ll111he:r <,!quaJ.·to :sJ% Qf San }'ran~iscq~s } .. :tf~s:an Arr!~ric::in p_opuiation was ari;l':sted for 
drugfelbmes; Irt2ol6,t1ie:Uutribethad dropped to 0:1%: ·. 

- - . . . . . . . 

. ll Axi:ei:;t )"ates . o{y()ntlis 1:h :Sa~ Francisco fur ·mug ielonies. i:ls,:ve ilecfui.e<'! PY 94 % . in. :i;ecent yearn_; 
including a decline of 98o/ci among African American youth. Only two. Sall. Francisco youth-were 
·arfeyted foi: ri:iariJ®na offen.Se~.iii '.2019,, doWJi:fi·qJi1_5~ ill 2008. 

~· San J;i'r<inciscc?% ~zj>fosiqti in driJg Jefon:i' ~~Sts of_6-frica~ ,A{'q~p~ ijp15ng t"he t99S"2008 
period. dicl not occur eisewhere fa .the staf.e;. nor for .o.thet .ra.da:t .cafogones irr Sarr fiancisco. 
'Conversely; 'the. cifyls de'clih,e bi dt\lg, rui:ests for all,iaces ;fro111 2.Q,08 t(j f,016 was: larger tl:lfln 
. occlii±ed statewide.. . . 

ior: WhlJe '$ofu~: of'tlfo decline; hr fe1ony :arres~ :is 4µ;~ tq··m~ r('.;_classificatian :of map.y :fe1oJ1Y :.drug 
• offonses as ::l'.ajsge~~ors, dµring recent r~foim:s, inlsdemeano:t; $.11g a;tr~sf~ .also feU by 90% m 
SanFrandscofrom2008 to'.zois, ';;Llso:a:trruohlatg"efd~~Hne thi:itistatewide. 

~ R-atiai dispaiities in ~01 $ ~ve narrowed from the, p~ak ,yea!'; Z.008, \yheifAfric;an Americans in 
. San Erancfoco were 192 tiJnesi:rilote likely than tion~blackSan Franciscans~ 'and 4.5 tBne8. niote 

likely;tlia.nAfticanAlnericans elsewheremC-afil'omia, to· be·atrestedfoi a:d±ug felony. 
. . . 

s. ~ven. at tocmy'~ .. mµch 19Wef ieyels; howeyer;J11tge i:a_cia1 .dispaP.HeJ> :p~!$ist Itt:20}6, African; 
Ariiericans .ili San Francisc.o ,experienced felony .chug arrest rares 10 ·tiines hlgher than :San 
Ermds<;a:p_s .Of other rades, :and: 2:4 thne~ Jiigher th:an:AfrlQa,n P,..:mericaTI.s dsewh.er¢ in Califon)ia. 

· J:\m011g yq~#J+, (Ci very sm~lt ~cµnple), Latinos are J10W twic~ ¥ fil~elj 11~ Aftican, cAmericans, five 
times- more likely tlll1n wliites; allir.nea:i:ly, 10 times mor¢-likely thaii Asians to be fu:i·esteci for a 
~1? feiqny:; . . · . 

·1• Iii 2007.{tbe peak year for youtli fuug:attests), San Frandsco's Afrfoau American fe)lla1e yputh 
;a~cpwifod: for 40% of:th~ feiony drug an;ests pf African, Afij_eric.a11. f~m.?ie youths in ca.li.fomia, :and 
h~d :arre5t raJe~ 5Q tjrri:~s ])igneJ: thaµ"~ lhe.ir qo1·mt~r:Parts.in 9ther counties: lJi2014:;-2016, .ocly o~e · 
Af'rican.Atnerlcan_fe~ale you±h wa'S.arrestecilli sao..FranciSco for a ~gfeioriy, · · 

·.•. 

.1 
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E . In 2097~ 125 Of the ··cify1s 265 youth Qrug felpµy a.J.1'ySteeJl ·were I:,t;t.tillQS, 112. were Africa,n 
.America:risi iind iz were Asians, fu 201{)~ Seven \¥ere .Latinos,. oiie was Afri9£ill American, two 
were Asl.ans;.anci p.nn.e. were White, ·' 

·Jll • Racial patterns ·in drug auests still do not match racjalP1.J.fferns in drug a,bqse, .Of ~e }516 peopl~. 
·who died fr.oni·a,bu:;fug·illidt clrtigs in;San'F1'ahciSco dtiiillg:the:fi.ve-year;20ll-20i5period, 5~% 

, · were n()JJc Latino WJiitesi22% were AfriCan.:A1IJ.ericans; l0% wet& Latlrios, ancl 9% Were Asians. 
):TI. contrai>t, 43% 6f the citf s 6~587 dhig folbiiy arrests during thls p:eribcl were .A.:frican Aruericans 
(otb.erraces ate n.ot detailed by.Sail FrfilJ.ciscO' police)'. · 

'Fi~ui.-~ i. San Ernncisco drugielonyrateiLdrop 92.Y<> for . .Afrkan:Amerkans, 85% for Non-blact{S fromiOo8 fo 2016' 
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Jtis.fo_pbaiJy, sk :Fr<tti9~~o's drug, w~~ ~Ms :6exn wagWd ~igqi:9us1y, ·~isprop~#fona.telJ Jitf~ctlriK 
coinIBU:riities of colOr while fa1ling'to address the cify's;serious dftig abuse ptcioiem, Beginiiing:ili. 2002, 
CJCJ issue4 'it '.sel;i~s qf t~potts· showing San Frru,icfaeco's arteiit .tacfe ;of,)\::fii,c:wi Anierlcans rot' drug 

, ··offenses; firr :ex.'Ceeded fhat of other.rac!al categmi.esi an,9 of Afi.icaii A.n:i.eri:cans. elsewherc:i iii C?-lifortiia . 
. (CJCJ; 2002; :260{ .26()4~ · 20.05~ 2012)'.. Usmg :deta1I~d ·rur¢$t ilgijie~,' CJQJ ·foiliid stagg~ri.rig ~~i~i 
disparities'.fulocaJp91i:c/jlg t}iat:fur e:x.c:e~d~d the wotsf of1;ho~~·fQW(4,iri btliei: cities aild:couhti~s:~ ))ming 
that time, Saii Francisco's- African.:AJ:nel)Can fem.ale' youth wei:e arrested fop drug offe11ses at tji.tes 19 
tjmes tb:ose)Jf focaLfema.leyoµth bf otherraces a:na at 29 times the <:fp;ig felohy rate o.fAfricanAm~ricMi. 
female yo:Uth e1s~wher-e iit Califoµila; 'The aisproporJ;itmate j'lolii:(ilJ.g of Afri~~ .. AmeJ;icari fe:q;iale YO\lfil 
for fuug offenses llid ntit seerri to he :driven hyrelevantiesearch ori focal dtilg abusej w:hich sb,Owed 60% 
of the' thousands of deaths over the .hist decade from i1liCit: dlti~ ov~rooses jnvolvea non-Latino wliites, -; 



crvet.W:Iie:Jmi.ngiy concen,trated in:nxen: ::µid t}ios¢ over.30 years of age. Res¢a;r:clihy thc:fAmerlcan Civil 
;Liher1if$ Pnipp. -of Northeni C<ilifoniia (2Q{)2} p:ro(iucecl sbnilar · findings on racial proffiling by San 
:Ftaneisco ;iu:thoi'ities in druglaw enfofcement: 

CJCJ'.s findings fu. 2002 led to presentations to fh~.San fraµ:dsco :.B:oatcf of Sµpervisors (CJCJ~ 2004; 
updated 2005c see :Appencfu.A) in .an Ap:di 2604 hearing, called spedfiqally "to consider why the: atresi 
· and311cm:ceration ;rates for young African. A.l;n.eric~11 W()TI1~n.ar~ ~e highest of any Cagf9rniajurjsdiCHqn," 
alOri,g with 'a cornpfairit to the Cit.is HUfuaiLRights Coririilissio:tj_ (GJCJ, i004a, see Appendix .A} These . 
studjC:s aj:J.d eompirtmts resulted ;in:,referr.als to vl:\rious cqmmittees· and departi'Qe;ri~s'bi+t did not resu1tirl 
concrete action, to our knowledge .. · . · · 

QCJ alsp sµbmittecl the findings on th~ liigli attestµtes o:f AfricaI]. American r6roale yo,utn amf women to 
me Sau Francisco Commission arid Depatt:rilep.tcin tli:e Status of Women (2003), estalilishedunderU,hited 
.:Natiqns GO Ven.ants, for theirr~p61t oli the dty's f'e1nale youth. Yet, the Comwis~dl,J.,'sA Report' onG7:rls 

':in San FraJ~ciscv; miledto··analyz.e thf§·crlticJ1l !~ITT-Te; butmther $\a±eii itwas siµiplY°fl:pJ:°pblem «among 
girls" it depicfodashecomirig]Tiofe;crimiiial: · · · ' 

;;. :.. 

Aii alarinfng"b:enCL artioD;g gfrls .. :hi Sari Ff.llicisco defies nati:onal and 16caLtr~ridi' fof:boys; $ati 
.ft.i:tnt~co giris, !W.: ·well .a,s girfa cogill:i.g to. San, fran_C1sco n;:om nfilgliborji:ig ,:cotriil)imitles, me 
gett.filg_ arrested in )J.igher nuinbers an4f<Jr m.pre ~~rious crir:ues. thaii girls:@ ~othe,:i? pads of the 
:Sta:te (:P. 6). · · · · · · · 

Th& Commission noted tllat; "WJiii~ Africarr.Amencah grrls make up 12.:5% of the: 1041 year old girhiii 
San Fr~nicisco, they accoumeci for ~:Vet half (57J%)of'tµe girls being arrested ot;:citedfor law violations' 
dn 2000'' {p. 15} It did not. ¢:xamine alternative explanations for. their being filresfod. lit:rate,s nearly l O 
times tli2-.t of 'Oth~r fe:rnafo:youiiiJn'tlie 'cify,, l'Ssu~s of i.llscrirriiriatoxypolicfug:~d poifoiis."wery not raised 
·llS qne :yi'Q:tJ.14 e~p~c.t :fi;olll :an. ~hvestigiito!Y 'body '9harged with enllancing·lhe;~tfl.ftIS cif wonien, CJQJ's 
.ciltique ofthe.repordn,ilettet tO the Cortfrnl~sionexpressed dismay,. · , -

·\: 

.. ·~J:'h~it ~~·· r;ep~1t s{afys 'ihat girfa aetrn:i1ly an~ -c9nmriJt1ng ·these {~rimes 1Yithout ·riising ·the' 
aifomatlve ]b~sibnlty ofa s1ll:a m police anci program attention. Tb:ei~ il'l'tt/tea~ons within the .. · 
-~efeist .{tends; to s~ggest -Of:ficll,il pglicy ch@nge rath¢t ·than ·girls! 1:;elillyio:i;;:-:evi<i~J1C.~: th<Jl; girls' " , 
assaults· eluiiged as misdemeanors eTue\vhere are. charged as felo1fies• j11 SF; the. 'absdlute1y 
wbelievabre i•fact'' that::SF -gl!1s ate rn~thnes'.more likely to be mtestecffot drµgs' ancttohbenes 
i:Wu:L_J:J\ffi~s; the fa9t that) ]n4 AfriP.an'-A.¢eriG@1sirl;s.. ageJ~0-:17 gre. a~,ste(! .ey~tyyear;.etc" l 
hope ihatpfoss and officials ate nof:ieft fo ass'unie (a:S·they1rave:so faf) that'gfrls (that iS, black 
·f?;itls) .~e:fa9t:Qally:,an\i, ob:Vi<?U:SlY fjc{\9.Qftlfo&'.D.i61,'.<:< 9;rilp1nal (QJCJ, 200/.; p, :2).; · · 

An updated Corri.riiission .(2P09}:t(O)poJ±-al~o fa1l~d to .address xac:ially ~~sp;roj;iori:ioitate;.<J:r;t~st issu~s. fli. the 
{~w instAAC.~~ in wliich the issue has been disg~S$ed,;;tqthorifies did no~.cq.ilsid~r aitE?JJia'tjye eL.-pla,n<J.tions 
fdi: the ;City's mtest trends or engage nt a ·tofup±ehen:sive~ analys!s o:(poiiciilg_poJicies. As a:. 1esuH, Sa,li 
F:i:an~isc.o{s pattern of significant :raqial .4isJ>ai:ities iiidrngJaw ~morcement.pel"sisted throu~b Z009, 

Since 2609; as n6ted., tf+e 91% cteCl~e;.k drugari:¢sts_ m·~:fan 'F'r~ncfuco (cteclhi~s·partfou1idyJ5fo:no'(Ulced. 
ru:n:o':Jig A:fiic@Americans· andyouth) lia,s constitu:kd. a. uiajor ie,fortn. in and.of itself Y)'hetliif the city's 
hig~~l' .thah. il.vetage decline jfi drug arrests is ·due fo· deiibefate j1,6liC'y aild jJdliding pnanges 'Or Js '~L 

:. 
4 " 



spontaneous• i.~ctlo:n ·oy faW ~bfur~eweirt. to t.~forn1 rn~as:ip;e.s;, wo11~a 1w ilJum.h;iatfug to ciet~n:nine. Tit 
either case~ it-appears proactive policy changes· will be required fo. c6nfr-Ont persistent radai dispantieS .in 
$SJ. , 

Method. 
. . 

Data f'qr this reporl: a:re talceii. froni San Ftancisco Police (SFPD) aµd $Ii.er.Ur s Deparlm.fmt($FS.0} atresf 
statistics for 1977 through 20 l 6' as "'Yell. as. ·con;g;mrab k statewide statistics, published by the state Crii..'1iual 
Justice Statistios Center and po"st~d on fue Attorney General's Open Justice .site (DOS, +o11). s'FPb data 
have numerous ·shoJicm:n:ings.. Alone a:iitolig Californ.la's ~0@ti.es; S:0I3P 3.Jl& SES() do not separate 
arrests by llis_panfo ethnicity but instead distribute tP,em :ammig White and Other racial categories, 
:F'priheri ihe SFPD classifies 44% ofitS.felony ,arrests in . .2016 as µnspecifled «other"'df[~IIB.es (nolviolent; 
pi;-operly; drug; sex,. or public 9rder offeJ1Sis\ Thes~ fagings re11d.er ~an Francisco a±restsf8,tistfos for 
Whites, .HiS:Panics; ancLAsfans largely useless, ahest totals for ;specific offenses ttndetstated, ·and. both 
incomparaqle to state arrests ..:.. an4 _a1so distoi-t. stti.te fittest totaJs, They ,also trM~ t.M pOS$ibility that 
1io1'ie .of the 1-acial statistics released by the SFPD_, iridµdfugforAfdcii.n-Americ~ns, ·aie accurate, 

'.Thus, statis:t_ics from• :j:he. :$3,n J;l'ranciseo JUY'enile PrQ:bitipµ P@atitri~nt (SJ?JPD) ,{2017) tal:Jfos tih 
dll]Jlicatedjuvenile. drag ai;rest. coµnts Jn)Ol6:by gender, race/ethri1city, 'and bfferise in;e'·U:Sed tQ e:;timate 
the con;ect proportionsbyrace for this report .Nu.s1nrilai· adj$hne:rits .ilppear possj]Jle fDt 4Ciult arrestees . 
. Rates of arrest l).l'e t_alculate.cl by cli0i:ling-tota1s' by ~(ate•Dep?riment·of Finance populatfo~ for. e~ch a'ge 
gtQUp, •g;endet, and:race.,, . . 

-Figµi:e-s ':fhr dtug ±nortalify bi county~ tace~ ethm city, g~nder; ~and agfr· are' from fue Centers for bis ease 
Control's {CPC): (io 17)niprtaliW files fot 2000-ts; lli.cluqed ate all deaths that·urvciJVed residents _of San 

. Francisco, · 
.··.:. .. 

An:U:ysfs ..... 

San franc_i,scq;s policing pf, diQ:g :fefonfos (rria,nufactur~3 '.Sa1¢,- 'flJid, l¢rge.:qµant;ity dni,g possession)· falls, 
. into tfiree di:Stllid: p~iods offuteres:t: · th_e Ja,te 1980s~ the.1990~2009 period{ arid.the: post-2009 'peJ:io1. -
the dty's drugJaw :enforceinen.ttli-splayecLsignIBcatrt_flucfuations~ priinati1y ln.vrilving·Afrfoan .American 
a:q:e.sf :r~tes, j.n.Qlu.dffig sud_deh eri:q:rt~pn$ in •. <:lrQg m:rest~ tb,at p1Ja-racf~r~~d, '!Jqth qf~esi:;. periods. 

5 
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. SJSU I ~ANRIGBTS" 
Fi.gui:·e i. :R.a:tio of San)i)'.ancisccifelim! drug arrestrates byi'ace vs. respective ciemagfapbics in California, i9.n~2016 

5;1i 

~Blade ~Non black . . 

Sources: :Dor (20J'.7);. :ORV (2_oi7): 

":;; 

2.4 2;4 

\1.s .. ····~ ·~·-· 

·o.G · OJ! 

2Ql5 

T:fie:1977~199o'S})eriod , 
From 1980. to tlie,mi~19.90s, San Franciscci's radaI pa,t'i;~PJ$ in ;epf9i'ceJ11e11toffilug laws .roughly 
resembled tliose~*at.ewlde: Wbifo the citf s Afrit'an ,Anierlcab.s; had considerably 1llgner ta.te-s of drug 
:feLony arre~:Mhan African-Americans ~ls~wl:iere ill -O~lifqrtifa, Sq· {ild the city'~ other :racial categories· 
(Figure 2)~ Mnch.fil<:e .Afficau.Ainericans statewid~, those in:San:Friuic!sco were 4 to 5 Hmes moreJikely 
to be an;esfed for drug felm:iie~ prior to themit:J:.,i99:0s tlian ilieit ptt,portions: .of the 1:QtaLpopu1ati.on wowcl 
J)reciict (I>OJ.,: 2017;' DRU~ 2017). Thus, while eyidencin,g troublmg racfal disparities, San: Fntncisco's 
dru'gla:W enforcement arrestS :by:t~ce Wete in the range of other: maJor Cities and pafterns state'Nide, ones 
th~t ~also .af:(i;<cted, to a :tfulcJrlesser degree,);; an Fr!3,ll,i::i§q:rllf; 9f pthe;r ra.:c;~s,- . . , . 

Tlie 1990.-2009-period . ... . .. .. . . 
These1Jatte:rns bhanged suddenly arrdradica11y after :fue early 1990s; from the early to the. iate 1990s; }he 
rate 9f'S?.11 Fraudscan .A:frlcati J\fuetican dWg felon:y :aiTests rose.' by 54% .as J:Jiat of. other l"~ces f.eJ1 · ~Y 
.12 % (Figm:i;; 2). Ov~t}ii:i~neit <l,et;ac:l¢;; t1J.e.raJt;i qf drug fe,}QNe.ll aliibng .$:ap. F,tailciS¢.o Afi:ica:D,/D:r1~ican5. 
'C!J'>ittin11~ci t9 rise_ fo .a peakiii2009 even us· theypluinnieted among other iaces iii the d.ty. 

. ~ 

·:? 
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Figure 3. Sa,n Francisco .felony drug. arrests by race, pf!r·j)iO,QQiJ p()pnlation, aruiualn:yerages, l977-20l6 
·=' . . . '. .. . - .• 

. ~ . 

~;692 6,s# 

54't 
·~::·- .. :~µ·. 

I_,.·,. .. 
I 

.,;-: 

sour\iilS; D()l (2o1.7); PRU (20J 7). 
_ .... :;..:_ 

San. Fraridsco'.s · ex£iosion,~drug fefony arrests ~fAfncan Affi~ricans during· fu.e -1~9s~toy9 :P~ri9d 4~9-. 
no.f.occur elsewli:ei·e iii the 'sti:i,t~: F'roifl,2.6 times. the .state. avefagej:ii :i:lie: eArly.19908, Sau Francisco's 
African Amenqfn drgg_folony arre~trate abruptly ros~ tQ, $.I times higher byf4eJate.199Qs anci 'J.~ f~e~ 
higher by 2009. Eve:n -as: the bity-'s African: Ariier[C.tiii pop1i.h1tion :cieelllied precipito:qs1y .from ~ 8,0QO , 
(11% o:ffue oit</$ popufi:i_fion):iu l99ff.to.48~00Q (6%).in2dl0,'1:h(rntciPOrlfon.of.AfricanAm:eticart f~lony · 
.drug im:este~s. in S.aJ1• Frt'J.Ildsco rose •frop.i: a,rqun4 45% iA t4i;. l92Qs to S5% irr the ~QOOs; Wi!h.littl¢ 
.vfiliaiion·over the dee.ad~~ · · · 

'While the CitisAfljcruiAuiexican drUgfefony tofals had risen (by aroiliid. SOO. in mmu1:ll a.rresfu) fii>~ t~e 
J990s; through i009, tb:ose :for {)th~t meruitired racial categont:Js declined (by aoolit 1,,~00 aiTes'ts} {])OJ;. 
2017}. )Ji fact, the .c;ity1s pgp.~African A:rrlerican .resigE}nfa. dispJayeg; ~ignificiintteductJ:oi;uHn · fu\lg :f61oP.]
rates du.ring the period;. wllich decline<:!. e\teii_ faster than for :iion.:::Afficai:t Arriencans statewide. While 
npn-Afri~itt:t 4ffie_dca;n s;m J;?taµcisc:ans were twfoe .a:s .Hkel:rto be fl!'recstyd a$ theii' stitewide t;ot¢terpmt~ 
in the eaily 1Q90s; ~y'.2009, they were l.6 times 1llor~ an"(}s(prc1qe; · ~.. · 

' . - . ,. . .. ~ :.. .:! 

. • . 1. ·' ' •.•. :.-- . . • ••. . . • ., .•. · : 

When th~ cify cdiio;actf4 ti· periodi9 crack<lown,oJl. tlrugs, arrest mcteas~n-~11:dy alwaysfocusedwnolly dt 
.ovenyhelm.irigly on African Ai:ried¢ans-apa:t;te1n.notf9und, elsewhere;m/the state. CJCJh11s been unable 
to find an erupiiical bas!s fen: t1lm shat:p .mcrease. in arrests of A:ti:foa.n ~ericans in the city. :rf 9jfy' faw 
. enforcemb~J a:µt1.19rJi;i~s w~re respQn~g.tq·a gep.$.tajiz~d .tjJ:µg alrn~e. c.ris~~;: cirrests ofqth~;r-xace·s sh9ulii, 
Jrave. riseD;· s~i:Ply :as 'well,_ part{qulatl)7 for'whites. The unique .explosion frrcarrests of San: Fn!n,cisco. 

'-~~!111:~:;~:;~!!~J~r~!~~:!0:;~:~:~J~;;:;:·::li~kis~~;;!~~1~~~. 
. . ...... :. - . -~ 

. . . ·:-t 
Th.e2.oib~2ff16)?ei:i6d\ , H • • • • • • • ••• • • • " • • • 

Dmg ·fil-resfa fell shati)ly for all taoes· m Sfilt Frandsco from 2010 tiirough 2016 (Figure -3). Eio!Il, their 
2008.pelik,•drug fefony rates foll 92% S:rnblig African Americans and$y 84%, amongnon~blackracis in 
th~ city: (])OJ_;- 20 Vi} thi~:se· qeclihes were JTI.Ucli largei; thlin; bcC::µtreci elsev/here ill Callihpj,1,a (790/p fqt 

·1 



Af:ica:n: .A:niericans~ -t)8_% Jen: 'Other r@es). As •!! i:eimlt, the ratfo of p_l~ck_art~sts ht Sl:l:i:t PraJicisco Jo :those 
of blacks Stat:ewide fell :from.over 5~1 iri 1009 :f;o 2.4-tcd Hy 2016, ~Howev~r; :$_an Frap.cisco African 
Americ®s :tero!lined 1 d funes more likely than ho:n-:bfach in the City to be arrested for dnig fo~onies 1;i 
2.0l-9, dqwn: from 19.tirr.i:es in 2,009 buts@a_sulJstatitial disparity; - ' 

brugMortaHty 

Who.abuses ch:ugs m~_sim"'Francisco?- This is _a nior~ tefovant'<:j_liestlo;n than slnijly who uses drtig~~ giV:en: 
San Francisco's de,.emph(lsiS on po1lcillg mei:e dmg possessicin (11ofe the :9iiy;s geµerally low i~vel of 
i:r:iisdemeanor drug mTests, shown ID Tables 3 $;!Ud 4 below. n is also m,ore dilncult to detennine) •since 
dtug '1abnse" _is an expansiye ter.rii tha:t l:s Jl()t_ co~¢ll:sive viith p:ie~ (itug "use" a:s nie;i.s_ured_ on seJf.'- _ 
reporting-slirveys. I:ufa_ct, ;surveys; whicJ;dendfo,~e dbrtrinated by)righ r_at~s ()f~se .o:f111ilder drugs suc;h 
as mirrijn~a, ITTe not01fou!lly:i:llaccmate nieasiires of dtug abuse, which tends to ill valve more tar:ely~rnsed_ 
a:tldictlye and 1ethg:l .drgg, pqlyQilig,, :and ch-,ug! aleph a 1 use. - -

- - . . .... ,._ .. , ... _. -· -

Altliotigh dy~ fh:iJiJ,: qvertibse ot orgMic failtir~ due to abusing ilifoit drags ds a Ifa1ited measure_ of drug 
ahµse, it is a,ri. approptiat;e a:i:td: '!1¢2~~:;ibl~ ii:tdex ·.that isreaso11abJy ruiQ: crn;i.siste11t.ly app1iyd acr(jss 
dem:ographic,.grciiJ.p_s and o~l~i'tinie.- Of the' niore than 1,000 San FrahdstQ'.tesidenfa and:noirr-esidenjs 
in the dty--w:ho ha.ve dlgd fr(} tu a.J:fnse of illidt dtugs {a Jatge _rnajodty of th_e$e from poisQhirtg by 
ovei·dose)in the five-year period from 2ou 'througb. 2015, 51% were.i:ton.,..;J"::;atino Wliltes, anq:22% 
were ;A.il:ican. Am-¢rk:}fi.? :~tnJ{:rii"or_e than nvO.'-tbirds we1~~ age-45, aiicl older (Tabie: 1);. -

'.t;tliiel, illkif drug-abuse death rates er100;00b. opµI3.tlon~by_ra:ce/eilinidtyand ag~i·ioio-:2.0is (6-;veJJ:r x~iltf!~) 

dfige ,AU ra.ces W~ii:e Latiiio African American .Asian Alfothero -~ . 

<15 •1;9 J.5 O.tl 4.8 p.-s 157.0 11 
-1'5~24. 4.4 10.f :14 (Lff •:co ;$2.l 23 

25_:.34 s;i 9. .. 9 -Q~~ ).2.1 :3.l -6J.8 ;~.Q: 

'.35'44 2-4;2· :'32.7 lkl 69,4. jj 3-S.6_ 197 
.45~54_ 40,3 51.I 3L2. 139;$- ~q. 42E6 '276 
55~64 sz.o 65.9 42;0 2QL3 8.9. -Z7L7 '3J_6 

__ 65t. 16.i .,-20:0 JS 84;2 :3~6 280.9 _ 114--._-- -·--~--

-Total. .ib.5 27~0. 12)1-. 16:o 4:v 248.4-· 1~-0il 

:N 1~021 583 Jh -227 ~4 38 

'$plll:CC~ CpC(2pt7). 

Tue· :city's, Jethat:4ru:g :abus~g- j:iopufatlon· dlffets tfom. its: di;:i1g• i~st~e -r:-.....,,,..,~-=--=--........--.--....,..,...,~ 
popµlSflion .ID. several respecfy; :A3]:foan A:!:µerisms- do hav~ ±he ;Eµgb,est tates :. , < -
of chug·. abw;~ fuor~ity; tlioiigb' not l:tlllong its teeµagets- atiQ. ymmg adults., 
J'he- second.lli'.gb.est pip;daJ1.ty .i;ate is fgµtid tuno_p.g lion;::Latino Whites~ rf drµg 
deatb.S pfedidted .dri.ig arresLrates, Afucan Ameiica11s would constitute 22% 
{not 42%) -e.f the ~ity'~ $ug fll.Test's-_ -still hlgltly dispi:oportionaW to tii~±t 
popt,lation. (6%) b1it af. lel').,'lf re1:J.ective o_f d111g a.busing 'Ilroporti()ns by i:ac.e. -- -- --- ... - .. -- - -
B eiow fu a .mote iif d.epth IeVie\v of Sab. Francisco i SJnostcompfote ·an:dxi,ce:dt I 4fti'g a,i:r:est~! > ·- / 
drug arrest ciat~; dis.tingtii.shw~ d~;s1;llict trell-d~ in. San Franci?co's A3olicing, 

_., 



•,. 

praetkes. 
. ... 

. Yo~cth}Ji·ugFe!onif.S, 2009"=2016 
··· .. 

. . . . . 

San.JJiatiCispq~.s drug arrest sfruatiQnamongyouth_s ·0hanged so CTJ:~c~lly :ftom 2009 to 2015 that few 
·rac:ial conciusioTI,s canJ:Je dra"Y\1n n-ciw. Th 2009~ a SanFrandsc-0 AfriciillAniertcm yoi.ith was 9 tim.es bio.re 
_likely; and an H:ispani¢ youth nearly ·4 tiinJis more likeiy, 1Q. a~t.5t.P:~~e_dfof. ....--------~'---~~ 

.i~~~~~:i~~t~f ;i~a;~~Tu:~i .•.. • .• _._;s._ •• _._.~1Il-_f; __ ._,_;_.c:_·).ef ___ •• _ .• _·IB_• __ •• 

2

•_;_,_a_·_·•_

0

·_·_._:_·_•_'

0

n_ir __ e_

9

•: ___ ,_•.~---·-···--: .. ·_•.£_:_f_~---1_·,_~~-·-·~_:"_~·-·---·:•.t.·.· .. _~_-_._g_.··_••.;•_•_. 
_dispropottion.aie felony cfiug arrest.rate. Ew$er; S!lli.Franb~sGo feP.r.ale-youth. _ : -
were 6 times l:nore ljlc_ely to be ~ested :for: dp1gJelQaj~s tgap, fe~i.4~ youth . . ,_,_. -·- . . ,· . . . .. _ ... 
elsewhere ID. Calif9mfo; !Iiale youth, 25 -fuiles inori:: likel)i. The city;s Afr1ca11 .AJi:tencaµ female you:th 

. :accounteci for '<?Yer 40% ofJP.e feiony drµg l!m~sts of:.Micllll .A:r.n.~ri.c311 female~yo\i.j;]l~ i11 ~c·alifoti:df\-Jn 
2009 arid 4ad arrest rates 50 fune$Jngher thkthefr counterparts in Other counties, - . . · .. 

Table 2, J uveniie fefon ' dtn 

.. Felo.riy drug·. ··. A:filcari 
· : _Arrest rate -~ · , Am~rican ·· . white 
. 2009 

. Sa11 FrancG~ ;2}3 t.6 •. ~37:~ ' . 
·California outSideSF 486;6 200;6' 

·•:Rii.tia,:s~ii~~B'~i~~~~·~:apg_.,·_,.;_.',-.fi .. •.:e. __ 1 •. •.o_·_,·_·._n_·.-_ •. _,_--·)'··'· .• ·~--.•-.:_,_ra5,_ '.~-.t2_~_ •• _.•_--• .• _ · _ 
~e'.rs~~\-e~t 6¥hili.fdrfilif:ci ::-:01.~-:- --•-

::B:ispinilc 

··!)15.i 
- -ii.Lo 

Afrieari 
American · 

. . . . . . . . 
92,7 

White. 
--.;• As fan: 

2016 
,San Fr:a~c.iSco . . .. ·. 76 . .8 . 19.4· -- .p~A'• . :tSJi n_,O, p.o 623 · . rr.b• 

'~~:~~'*l:~~~s~df}ig}etPiY_•_._9_ •. :_r_'o~:ts~-~-_•_.-.•• 'i - ss'1 , . < :~.i'.~_, ... -. :, g;:~; · : • •-'~F;i.:, ······· ·:z:g · · · · .io:
9

. · · ";·2,\. · 
-~;vcih~~jci5t"Erchlifil6'ri~;.}: ·:>: ~--::: ·'.~~.;;.~·rn~9': ,:tt·K·§;,~··e.r ·;,&i6i; :·:-~:·!:· '6.b·_ .·.~d\'~:J~,._· ?d'.o'· 
. Sources:-SFJPD (2017); DOJ (2017); DRU (2017): 

. )'able i COwP~~s the vefy ditfererrt. pictur~'i9r San Fiandsco's. (arid c~lifornia~s} ~outh drog. lilT~~!S .m 
. 201 t; with 2009 .fu jµst.seyen years, ·a: ~yrfos.d:'refotm.S dofyIJ.grj:i.&iJ.g s.evei;ajj~l.yg crffe;nses fi:q:m.Jeloi}ies 
' to :t:Qisdeme8J19r&cand deqirni1)ft1ig;Pigtfor. a)l a,g¢s), tg~nJ~ga,Ii:,>;i:iJ._g {fqr tbpse 211!,Ild oJder) rnarjju~(i, 

·and a general decline k youth cdme an have comribU:red toiPa:ssiVe' drops iii.youthful dru:g atte~tS filri.qng 
both sex~s ~nd .all races, ¢Specially :in SaJJ: .Erfl]lcisco. Eve11 tile high J;ati· apJ.()ng .. Latina Jemal~s fu 
produc,ed byjustfcrqr anests ill the dty :in· 20 ie; vfili:le all oilier race/se:iccategbries .nov,r show l9wer rnt.e;> 

·' of drug arrests_ than corrc::spoD.ding gr-Oups ~tatewid.e- a sitiiatioi'.t vezy unlike tfre p.re:.2610 era. · 

Fin,aily; 'the 'ver'J iatg_e drop in San . Frandsi::67·s :(an.a' Ci-t1ifomia:' s} yout:hfbl drtif5 -arrests~· in:cl~diiig_ Tue 
Yltt(iJ;i.ldisappea1:an_ce Of ding .misdem,eano.ts~ a:pp~ai$ fo haVti had llQ:iJ.£i Of the CQi:lS~quenceS ·diµg-W::tr 

3 San Fi:a:ncisc~'s 200.9juvenile probation report's detailed. fable on"dupUcatedpetffions can be used to esilinate di:ugarrests by 
racc/~thnioi!:y and gender for mug'felqnies, 'but notfOr drug misdemeanon;; wliic1iare foo fewto-v.rovlde a:xeliablebasis. -



propoii¢.nJsfe&ed. Drqg abu8e, ·gu:nJaillngs~·Viofonce; otfi~r:crimes, Sliicide, schooi dropout, unpfanned 
pregnancy, ancltelate(;l ills. geµerrilfy h&ve: contunied Jo detlihe in the post-2009 period flttm1gh 20 lS'.:16"' 
:indfoanng that arresting and incarcerating yquths for drug o~l,1Ses is 116t 'Ji_ecessaty fq.r th:eIT-wen~ being'.Or 
)1tiblic· safc,ty (CJCJ, 2014). . ·. · · · · .. · . · . . · . · · 

lliiiatDiJJgFeloizies; .20.09c.2016 

TJie picture :f<>r adµlt qrqg aj:re$f r~te8 iu. Sap. Eran.d$co i$;'eonsid.erably 
:;;§htiFli~ii~i$~o-·Afi·i~ari · · .different than for~youths' .. In 2009~ a'.ftumber equal ta -rolighly 10% Jrt $art 
''A:al'errc~hsfu'.2016 <· : F1'.ancisco;s, .;6.ffican A..m.e:d.c,:an :P·6pma#on fietweell.Jhe. ages .of 10-694 

·• ;ifi$eri.~n.ce~ f~Iariy.VJ;·\ ·was a:frested for drug felonies (DbJ, 2017; DRCT, 2017). :'T.Wswas.19 

· ._._ .. _·_ .. :..~_-_.nn~._r_.•.·.·~-·-·eg_ .. _·s·····a .• ·h,_rr.··.1;-g'~.s.·et_ .. •_:_.r .. _1 .• __ ._.·
1
.•.a .• _lit_ .• _··~--'0)_·_.·._ .. ·.·.4 .• _:•:· .• ·• •.. ·._ .. ~.·_:_•.·.·_.·_··.• •. • .. ·_:_·.· .. · · times highertli<ihthe rate 01' drng felony arrests for all other Tac.es ccltnb:iiied · 

L ll .. :li1 fh~ ci'tyo, In addition; Sl')ll :Fi:.a.ile<isco African. Aine:r~ca;us e0p~rienced 
Af'rican.i(illeficlin:s fiF·.·· .· felOny drug arrest rates nearly 8 titnes higher than A:flican .Amen cans hi 
,6,iJi~··~re~s;·qt}:/ .. . . 9ther ar¢~ .of Cahl0rn1a (Figure 2), These: tren©· wer.e alsp fo@ci Tri, 
.'<fhlif oflii~;' · : ' 'misci~m,~pr (lo:yv-quarifify ·pqssessl.op) .offenses1 fl:Acl ~11 dr.+g pffenses, • 

Mtb:ou&h -to varyii:t.g degrees. .. 

tn itli~6, San Frandsco African :.Afncilcans experienced f:eiO.ny diu:g pir~st fafos to tinie:S bi!i;h¢r ilia,11 
' J.i@1J1a.cl:cs ih.. i:b.e cityj ·;ind,4.4 f~ those ofA.frican:A1rn:~ricans el.Sew here :b:i.Califomk, Wii:h2·. i % o;f·th~ 

state•s Afficim American adultpopulation;. San Francisco· a;o:ests 4.9% fJf Califo:r'nia's African Ai:i:ierican 
ilffult clrugfclo:ri,s- disprQp(}rtfonate, btitriiuch Jess:so than tht:i: i4:6% tegist(')raj 1n 2009. ffonb).a.ck,S :fu. the 
eityli,ave 9,iug arreshafes:-colllFarabl~ to nonblac;ksfu. tb.e J~sf.oHhe· 13fo.t'e> . ,. 

'fitc9ntJ:?.stto .. #s Jµg'h tat¢ pf Jl:{toµy dfug pCilidlig-albeitwithla,rge .tadal discr~p;mq1es~-{:fo,JJ. rni11<$9p 
geners.Ily de~~mph~s~e9 gir~ts ;for i:fwg J,itls<fctmeruiol's (Iow:-g_lgntlty po:;;session); Jn Mditlon, J:a.V\' 
tn?llges $Ince 2oio have, demoted. several drug tefomes fo w:JSdemfan()rs. D:i:llg felqcies iliiii 
mi$demeanprs occ;asi 011. arr~ts 1u.v.h1QaUy eqllilfntniibers elsewliere hi California; bµtSa:rr }!ranci.Sco law 
enforcement charges tbreetimestilore dmg. arrestees yri.fu felonies than wrth.misde:meanors. 

-=:: 

Tu _20lq~ tJ,r~ f:.~ty;~ ·r~(f1 ·~f a:r:r~s fen: ~@pi~ poss~sfon was 6.§%· :b~lc:iW the ~tat~ :itverage fo.r. 
juveniles {fable 3), However,. tliou.gh.:arresf.rates have fallen stJ:bsfuritially, fue citj's Afiican American 

· .YP":uth ate :mr¢&ted: forposseirnioit at foy~ls .siinilar to.those of Afi-ic::an A.tue1icim yout1i :ln otb,er C\01Illtfos1 
.'J'he drag. f!ttei;t rc;tte JOI $?,µ f r:;i:µ9~~pg'j1Ty~njle fe:i:rra;les d_~cJW_ed pai:#.¢ularly s_harpfr; t}lou.gh rt should be. 
noted thafthe City'~ fates :and trends' are bruied oi1-Very smalf numbers. . .. : : 

·4 firis doi!~ ti..6fmeari. ·1.03 ofJlii;J. cify's A±rrcan Arrieritanpoi1lifation. was arresfeci tliat:y~i;j some iridivid.uals"Wflre'arreste~ 
l1~ore th.an PliC-e; iµitl sgnie wet~ g6i:.Siitl:Fi~cj~co res1del).}s, .offs.et by San. J:i'tatici~ca.rls .arresteci hr other' jurisclictf mi.s; 
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'f~ble 3. SF •outh niisdemeanor dru ufation ·a e 10'-17, liy race, sex; v. Californii!; 2UIJ9, 
Miselemeanor Drug Arrest rate Africai:i:~~eiicari: Anoth~i::races Male ' Female' 

. :2009 

~8.Ill't?nc_lsqo T3_o:o 
Califorrt.ia outsicfoSE 383.'1 

·. :Ratib;sariEr~I1bisco iri:~str~t~~:Js:'rest-ci:f cK ····-o.33~'.n : 
· .. ·2016 

·--.· .·.: .. :.: ... · .. ... ·:· 

San Francis-co . , .. 42.~. 

~alifornia ~utSide. SF 123 3.· 
Riiti9j:;l!hFi:anCi~C:b: arre'St:fat~"s: rest.ofCA·. o.c34\. ,,,_ ... · 

·. $ource5:DOJ(2017);_bRU (2,017), . 

Dru,gAn;est Tr~hds by P,ace a/td Dru[;: T)7p.e' 

567 .. o· iiJs · 
571..5 376/i. r 640.4 125.8 

/''.·Cf.~~ r : i o:if' < ' • o.34' > . " ·' o.36 

16p· 

273-9' 
···•::::''0;62 

. 64.5· 
·in.s 

· ... 7i.9 
: -.. 

118.0 
)2.~ 
662 

-'\,: o.37:.t /OA.9' ', < o:fa 

ByfureepJ98Q, an1f2o09.,. the :dispa;rl.tyb-etw~enSari Fraiicis9p A:fricail Ameriqap_ attests. ~(1 ill otiierraces 
ill, th~ city for all types of d+µg of[e~es in~£lS§4 :Sharpl)i(f~blv. 4): . This: dispafity WideJi~d the· tiiqsf 
dram,at!call)Tfrom. 19'95" to,2009~ wit1i gener~l;declliies m.drug:.:r~lated f!!rest~ of of her: races', aj?.d increases 
itr c1mg'-r.e~~teP. • ?.-rrestS oIAfrit~l,l.Americ~~, )foi tlie'. laj'g~~t :~4 m,tfat .l'a,¢).@y .dispatate"aIDg ,'arrest 
tategbry, natCotiC:? feiorties~ MricanAIDerlcans were "6:4 .tihies'funre likblyfl:ia:nlion··AfrlcanAmeriqans_to . 
b~ a:trest~cl:in 19SP, io.3 tirn~s.~o:reJilcel,ym iQ95,,.an:<l-astaggerilig 27,5 tlm~'m6ie)il.teiy w}Q09 .· 

Tru>te::4.;Ratio; San FtanCisco Africii:nAm:erii.:ari dfl!_g'arresffotfv, allOthet:rai:es dl1tg arrest rate, i9soh015.'. 
Ratio, .African Ametl.can versns !!1Loth~rra6es; rlriig arrest rites . ;C.iiangf<}i'J. ratio . , 
_Type of·diti.goffense· i980 · 1995 2009. ,2015 · 19sd~2009 2009.:fo1s · 
.Aihirug a.rrests . . · · <j;s: · 7;6. 16~9 i1[6 • A:.216% ~H% · 
iu~1fri19iii~s; • •·· s.75 · 7!7 ~~:: · ~:.12;6; ·· .. +~~??IK • ··' ~~sr.; 
· Narco"tics 6-4 l03 2.7,5 13,4: ·+"330%· c51%. 

Xv.farijµari1!' .. 5'.:3 3.;s · · · , 9k 1J.r tsi.%·. · +1io%: 
···• Dangero~!\/(itfi~'<lrups, 5;T :Ls · 5.6: ·· : ' '7.6'' , · ~2% · · +36% 
','}01:~,Iiiis~~£,€@.~~!~C~,:/: ::'.3;0:.· ,''',f6~~,, ::''i'1i:t'.~1:C,: :c ':ftiL]{ ;{f > .,, :<:::::~"~:i;f2jjo/i ,, , <,):: ,+~~%' 

Marijuana ·· 3:3 .ft. · 9,7 • · tt6 +194% +20%' 
1Ja~er6us/othefdrUs·. 2;8 8.-5.· 'ill.7 J7;4.' .+318% ... ·+49% 

So~s: DOJ. (2017); PRIJ' (2017). 

Xii 2,009, Ni-iei~, Am~ricaJJ.s · fic~o~ieci·rb1jµst 6.% i9f .s8.4 .. fr~cii$-~»~ !J9J?aj~q~;" ~lit-· 63o/9 ~fn~i:cqtiq; 
:felonyarrestS. 'Th~Africa:n Amerlc!l.ll w:test.vcilllll1e formircoties,{3)69)then was eqUivalent to •. 1iJJ.12 
of)J:ie dti's Afriqan .Aine:dcai1 popnlation age JO and oi4et (:3.9li:OO), Other drµg i:rffe.fis¢s, l:Jbth,{elony 
m,a· 11Jisdem~anor, showed sln+ila:r i.f less e:z:treme ctisp~u~s imp. :trenc\i'l, bµt)n ·n:a ~ase ma the• btachv.;:
other raoes dni_g a.rrestrate.'disparlty#l1 below550%by2009. 

Over the neii siX Yf!ars (2015 is the tii,ost recent 'Y~~ fo'.r qefa.iled statll)jjcs)~ the rat~ ofdrug aii.;s~f~ii 
,sharply (by 85.% or more) for all races. "the disproportiottat~~dmtarrest fa~e . .for Allican 4ffi~ricaus}eii 
ftmi l6.9 tq" 14.6 .Jot; ~11 drugs, arid }rom,· 27,$ tq l'.t4 'for n~coj:ics, The 4ec:rei:ise fu blaek 
(lisproportionaiity· was due to the larg~r red-q.ction- in. black. than nonblack drrig feiony arrests~ driJg 
mfsdeiii'eatiOrs d~Cifuied ')Jloi;e for :rion-'bla'ckfaces. Tubtesrut was that th~ diSproportlo:q.ate ievel of bJack 
'd1:i:ig arrests3:"QSe s:ribsfantially for, misC:len;ief!lOJ,:S qver,tlie 2()09,.20J? P~ri9.ci;. ' 

Tl 
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Discussion: ))mg PolicyReform:m SanFr,anciscp 

i;>e/fnil;gdndApp.l)liHgait.1ntetnationaiHuman.RightsFramework 

The Global a;mmission on -Drug.J?olicy5 fonne<J..m 2Qfl 'in ail a;lten:lpt;tq ;Piuvnk:e scientific;~- e:Vidence 
'Oa.sed rnform to the glo-bal :di.i.ig-wat. Their first i·epoit(2011,; pg. 2) begins With the a.dmission: "Th~ 
:glo]Jal war mi drugs has failed, wjtl;t c1evaisJ4tirtg c6riscqt1e/;lc;~s: for individufl.1s ;illd s9<:;ieties ilJ_durid tM 
:Wbrld. Fifty years after:the :inltiatfon of the U.N: Single-Convention. on.Natcofic Drugs; and. 40 years after 
President NIT.on launched.. the; U.S. go-Vetii:nietit's war on :drugs, fundamental teforins iri_ national ·a1id 
global drng coni:r()Lpolicies are urgently n:~<:l4~4:" · rh~ CoD11ni~sion'swiss~o;n)s.to' res.ea:Tch>a!ld:pr()pose 
such. f)indmilentat reform~, arguing that "driig policies must oe; basee:i on huirian.rights and pu]Jiic health 
;principles" (Gl9ba1 Col1JTirission on Drug P9ifoy1 '201J, }ig. 5)~ It iS worth taking a momenthern to 
examfile how hticiau rights principles n,ught g]Jiac; domeitic policy~ 

Genera!ly :speaking, Me.iµational ht1wan.rlghS;_ aJ?ply to tJ.S .. p91icy and governance mnvo .ways:; 

(l):Lc;;gitl.y: Tb,tough fai:p:tliiJ.g· itit(')tn~tfo)}al tre:afy Uw, b.~sed on U:s., ratification· .of hurrfan: fights 
' iristr)ln:l..ent:>; !J.11~ clliitc;nµaiy Jaw, ;]:)esed, oiL egllectiye, long:-standrng ;te,spect for certain 
-. fu.ridamen:talhttman'nghts. t 

,(2) Etwcitly; As ¢ set of iuforiiatfonaLsla:i:iilardS- de:fuie&.by hliman rights fustrtimen'ts a.:rid dedfu:aticins, 
inforrn~4 by the ~xperjence, :research, aµd ;fecqfubienilatlo:iis of human :rights sphplan~, 
NGOs, mternational legal ex_pert5:,. and U:}.f; g.yep;ight bodies• work:ingto iropletnenthl.lmaii 
J:ights1mi:ttlces int'!l~U.S, · - ·~-

:Fol10Vi1ili.efWorl~Wac 1r; the :t];s~ played •a.1ead1rigro1e k fue:deveiCipment ()t the .UnitedNatioI1B charter 
and the U:niversat Decl~rE!ti0.11 :9f:J:{µma,I1. Rights rcrPHRl )3.y fut! end.. o:fthe 20th ce11t1ny th~ 1J:s. ha.4 
.he,l:ped _to author the Inteinational 1Crhninalcoµit IJCC],_ ·-a11cf ~,igneci .every major intepiational lmman 
rights mstrm:litll1t Howeve_:i;., t¢ · dat¢.; th~ u .S. ha:s orily ratifie~th.e Convention .A'gaiust Torl:u¢ ICAtJ, 
the I:iiternafional"Convention. OJJ,theJHirillri.~Ji.oA pf Ali'popwrofRaci°iLD,isCJ.ii~1pta,iiop. {IcgRDJ and the 
.Interrii:i,iibnaI. Covcenant oh CiVJ.Lancf Politioal R1ghts [ICCPR]. , -

! 

Di',\$,Pite'~e legal amhigu.ities that result froip. 1J,~L reserv-af.io:p,s 1n the :tatificl3,tion. of intematiunaLJiuinan 
lights insti.':!llnents,7 human ;rightS dis¢ours¢ :iS far from irrelevant when it comes fo fo:i;d_gri. and domestic 
·p.s, pciucy. -For- ex:ample_;,i-e_q~nt n:·s< Supr~m.e Qqmt· dedsioP.Std'ere;uced-mtei:ru{:flonal .hum.an rigb,ts 
laws. and practices to rille.that people wJ:i<i coDJJXi.if',crim~s ~§-mi1;iprs ;s.hould p:otbe. Sqbjectfo "the death 

.6-~~~~~~~~~;a;:~:it~b~of!~~o~!!~·cit~e~1s~~~~~:1~,~~~!i~~~i;~t~~~~;t·l~~erJ;!dstli~:~~~!~:~~ 
business community, a:s well .. as. researchers; 'dlpfomats, and policy e:i..'j)erts~ F.mu more on. ·the Coni:miSsfon. here; 
bHps:/hn;v\-i':glciba.Jcoii1missionotldmgs~orl!/a:bout-tISTI1issron-anEld1rsh.JIY(. ·-_ _ ___ _ _ . · _ . .. 
6 Hunlaii rightdnsti.11l)lclit{e.ti.tef info icm:;!'l -as J~gallybii{ding treaties atthe point .o:i'irat{fit;ation. Upon tatiffoatibn, state 
?arties 1m1st:"respect,jJrofoct; aliQ.fii1:fil1'1 th~ifolJlJ.iaticiris ac<;:(Jiqing'fp the instrument . ' . - -
- ''R.esernitions'; l:efei to the legal exception.s: :it!d;sJ}ecificatloiis tb~(stiµe pllrti~ 1llay subini_t aS conditions of ta_tl:fic:aliO:it. The 
;rriost ~oinh1on and. nolprfous reservatloi:t. appHr;:d ]:}y fliel}.s_. is ~'&'11.t the ~stn:iP\~!lt is. "it{}Jseif7ex,ecU:fin~f-;---;meaning fhat Uie 
lnSirum.ent.would only.apply.as dete_rntlned.by u.s' -Ccrnrfs ~11d eotigI'.ess, - -- , - ' ' . . 
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penalty m: life wifb.ouf the possibility of parole: This teve~lS how fa{eP:iatiO',nal Inrtnan righl-s-)1prms and 
practices can,. llf-0riri the lliterpretation of domestic la~vs and>tegulations~ Md can provide ~ comn.:ion:. 
reference point fo ev~luate a,n(llpformJoc'llpractices, 

.. , 

}Iuman 11.glit.s; .bffer a pc:iwei:M, uniyets.at 1Iamewoi-k that. prcrviCles ~ st@ctcµ'd)or governilJent agell,c::ie$ 
an(j. . authuP,ti,_e~ to eyalµate 'eXisting 4ws ~cl p~Jjc~~ .a11d, t() !ieyelop .pro~m;r1s ·~¥t ;idy(:Ul9e AAd 
strengtll,e:n,. human nghts 'in loo al C:Opi:¢niiities. ®.d . institutions. Mari:Y ·strategies· for. implementing. liUinari 
rights practices ip_ the u.:t ~are based oil{h,e_ratificano11'.1:1nd recogp.itlc:in ofJiuTI;an t;ightS ip:strinnentS<r:1s the 
bencbmadcfo~l.oca.1 governn:lent polfoymi:lP,;ractices; · 

•Non-Discrimination and·Egual:ProtectiontJndertheLaw 
_+.: 

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

. A~ noted at fb.i 'freginillng ·_of Ms sectimi, ihe oi6bal. Comrni~si(}~ mi brng Policy has<s~c~. '.40ll 
·advoca,t~Q, for i:he ,;:tppli,ca:fi,on. of a humari ;rights tfawewoffe: t9 guide poli:cy a'.tternativp~. tq :tfi~ ~i:!o.~1n<lllt 
,global policy model. ~f aggressl\re, ¢tier:Cive criti.ri:rialprohibiti6ii. ·A {unO.ame:i;i.taL priric.lpfo of a1l 1itifri,ari 
lights :iilstrct.pien..~: is- i11at tif "it9n,,dis6rimihauo.Ii" that Uil.d~~gi#is tb.~ ;n.citj.q:ri ·oLhl.Ufia.n,ouniver:sality ii.l;ici • 
centrally defines ervil arid political. human. (ICCPR. Afficles 1.4 j.nd 26) .and .Cori\>timti.onal t14th 
Amendment) rlghtS to equ~lprotecti on. Vo,der the law; · · · 

.• .. . . 

This tepott: •and ·its predet;essors :(CJCt 20ciz; •2004, 2004£ 200~,. 2012) h~Y:e .Sb far· illustrated the 

~!:t=~c~~=s.~J.~;;g~~t::~tc;!!i)a!\~~;:~~~tlJt~~~~a,~~t!~~~{~~:~t~~ 
"raci,sm"._ot "i:acial ciiscr@pui.tioJi'1 such tha1: iti~-diffic1:1lt~f.n9t¥Up9$si1Jle to. ad9i:ess racial ineljliality in 
Jhe to:ri~mpqtaj;yeif!:'tlP:PugP: Cons1:itutj.bnal.pa~e 1aw, . As AJ.e~al:J:Mt (2.01_0; p! : 11;3) stµtirpiJ.Rte%, 

·? . - - 1"" ~ •• . ... -. . ••• ~ -- ' - • . -~- • . • 

In the ~ears ioJJow'ing: M~Cleskey: [ 17.: Ke!11p]; low.et co$is c;ons1stently ~·ejecttd' tiahns: 6t · 
:race dfsc;;ri;uijnatfonjn .. i:he crimimil j:usti.ce. syst~m. ;futding; that gross i::acfaldispantles do .. . 
notnierlt §tddt s@tmy in fue ;ijjsence. of eyiden.ce ci:f ti.pifoit tace ~liscri:r;nfn?,fi~n,-the. .·· ··· · · ' 

• yefy evI~eD.9~~~:va:iJ_aj}le fa the t;:ra pfco1qfbMdll,e~S; .· .. . . . . . . 

Generally Spe::tfug, charges of t<J,:cial discri.n{ination directed at pu.h1iG :~µtiionties fa the Urilted ·States 
,teqt1jre soJtiy proofo,fcoµ,sci9u_s:,raQi!ll, ajrlin~ .. ,Cru;e hi,st~ry @ggests $atthls. is pajticgifu;Iy tniefor i:tl;LY 
atte1llpt :fu ~ckess radai di.spanties .in ·poll~ilig .or :Se:iltencingL Jfoweyer, .rio. iiuch burden ·of proof is 

;tequfred tq 1¢giBm.aJe c:lajnls 9fi;-~q.i~l. disc11Jitlnatio~up.ciei fotn:i;hl:ch.1.W"!aJ).;nghts instriJ1nent~ iflQ()rp:ota.t~ci. 
in.tointen:i:atio:r,tal iaw, · · · · · · 

'1'he IJJ.#ted S:tat~s. $im¢cl. (lJ) 65) . and ra.tif~~ti·C1994) th~ Interilatio;riaJ. Gm1ve:ntion •oif t1ie Eljpiina.fton elf 
~M DiSc1~ti9~ (ICERJ)) l'bld .. ~~s nqt evid~ced; the best pbfuEiiance reccn;d: sfilct;: • This)n ,part 
results fi;oni the:. dif'.fetehces in.D,ow "i;acial ilisc:dminatio):J.1' jey ;defiile:cl 11llder .iJitepiationaj, wxd.federai 
(IJ.~:L) Jaw an4 Jn, ihc_ app~ent proplerns :ii:t g~g tll:e U;S~ g9Y~.rnm~nt tq ·~'proteot, ):e~e!it filldJulfilr' its 
fogal obligatlqns according ta Jiuinan tights ~p:µments. Policy r~searchers Fellner: and '.Mauer (1998, p. 

, 22) po1iitei;l'.outtli~s~te~~ldifferences hie~fyy~r& ago: / · 
... -. .,., 

JCERJJ w1seiy dciei hotimpos.fi fue· requh:eine~t br dis~rlti11~atoty futerit for a rtrrcfuig {){ 
cliscrimmatj.oii., !f teqiJ.ites states' parties fo elinrinate laws or practices which rnay b~ ta,ce
)leutral 011 their face but.which have "tb:e purpose or· effecf' of restricting righ~' on the 

., 
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-b~sis of raoe,_,Regardles~ t;here~or11_, l)fwb,ether:fheywere · eD.Fl-cted with i:ax:ialm;rimus ... they 
U1)M..cessari1y and unjustifiably create sigmp,cantracial disparities in the cll.$Um~ntof an 
impoitantright · ·· . · . . . . 

. . 

The conceitualization: of tad:ai ,dlscrii:riinatiorr :and t4e, legal :measures o:t-non.-discrl_mlnation and equai 
protec;tl.on tmder. the .law iµ-ticUlat~d by th(i ICER08 demonstrate tfa(uniq_ue d1aia:cter'.fatic :of aJmmau 
rights framework P,ei;e: that discrimillation is 'to be in1:)as~ed by disparate ,011tc9])1e§ and impaqt:i;ath~r 
than ptoven intent. Further, the city of San Fralicisco has pfoactiveiy adopted tlie pfactical,.results-:based 

, :internatio:n~l -sle:finition and has ~al)E~Jied :it~ own"I:foroan Rights Co;rrtrnissie,n, to 4efend liID;nantights 
Witb:iri city liliii.tS. . . . . 

A lmii:lari J:ights :framework ·wo:u1d de1naJJ,d ~at Cities like San F'ranciscq pay _pa:¢cular aiiej:I.tion to 
-ad.dressing the persistence ofracial disparities as .dh:1.g policy altetilatlves arid. their miplicatiq.rl.S. emerge, 
Pili. we see froui tbiS fopoit; th~ city fallecito adaTess its highly discriminato:tytecoi:d of radalized policing 
prior fo. 2010, and tho:\igh drug ao:ests have b:een,xeduced drarP.atically iu Sau Frmcisc:o aqroo~ the board, 

-·Alli¢ an Am~riCailll still find .themselves systematically targetedfor diug. arres.tS afa ciispropcirtionate tat~ 
;ofappr9zjmately19 to lo . , 

Shift from Crimina1Justfoe to Public Health. 

one ·overa,tcbmg tb.etne in the intehiationill gib b:ai diu;fptilicy fofoiru. nioveitienf:ifas beeri. fo. d~fiue ai:u1 
address problematic foffiJ,s of Cirug t{se (adClictiott, .oyerdose de§Lth> ~tc'.) tbrough. tlie prlsn:t of puhilc heaJth 
fathe'r than crlrniria1 justice. The fu.teinationaLiimnanri,ghts :co.trunumcy .has been folatively consistent on 
this 1sstteJor ·ove:r 2Clyears, poinHng to tlie systematic violation ofdrugl:ISets' :furi.damentaiiillihaii right{> 
to iife{ICCPRA1:ticle. 6), equal protection un:dei: tb_e law (ICCPR.Altic1es 14 an.a. 26), pro~ction against 
arbitra.ty ;u:test~ <letentioii or exl1t5 (ldC:PRkrti'de 9), hetiith (ICESCR 12); ®d lifuiiane "b:iatirient when. 
depiiveci of 4o~dy (ICCPRAr~cl~ 10} imd.~r ~gres~ive c,riniwal pi-ohibition. As po!"p,te4 out_by form:er. 
High Commission¢r for Human RlghtS~ Na:Vi Pi11ay (2009), "fud:ividrials who -use d:riigs do :iiotforfeiftheit 
liu1n~ tjgT;its;'~ .f;.. h.uman·rights fr<iJJJ"eWtifkter:;pgi:UZe~ th~ tendeney-for tlie crimln,a1i2:?-ti:bJ;J. of drug users 
to result ill the derogati<rn. of:their human.·and.Co11sntuti9na11ig}its•, · · · . .• 

~te:o:i;:ifama,1. humari rlgiits 11-a;m~wori<~ W.SO: tend. to he 'gtourided in· reseatc~ en_coW:aglµg the 
deVelqp:riient of-effectlve· soiutiom based ;fa detnonstra:i:ed bestptactlces father than political m.ter-est ·cfr
·expedieMy. The. -Glob.al .Conunfu_sfon ·.on 1)fug Poficy gon~ p. 6) f[J:ps:tT:ates thiS · tendehcy .in; ·th.err 
de:fuiitism ot. dJ:u.g add,icJipn ai:; ·~ soda.lpi~oblein;- .. 

J:n;.rea[ty, dtug dependen,ce is a c:cimple:i()lea1t1r o-O:nditioh that Ms a::tnb:tITTe ·~ y~iJ:ses-· social, 
psychological and !Jhysfoal (indudllgi {ot ex.@J.ple~ ,har~h Jiyfug cmtditio:rw, g:r a Jiistmy of 
pers(Jiial trauffia •OJ e.l!lo:tioJ+al pJ:obfoiuJ>),. J'fylng 'to itJ_!tfi_ag¢ fliis ~QlJ.lpiex fo4ditimi. :tfilough 
J>1Jl1.isfu:nent js j,neff~li,ve-:-::-niucJ1 gre_a!~r itJ.cc~s~ Qan 'be ~c];ri:eyecl. 'l)y ~lJi.oyicling .a; ·rang~ of 
e:Viden:ce~based ,m_,ug treafuient ser:V.iCes. · Countnes. thatna:veJreated citizens. dependent on mugs 
:~s pati¢nis; in. need· of tre~11qnt, jn:s~;:td o.f criminals desety.iJ].g puriiSl:rrrieJit, hav.e ·demonstrated 

,, extreine.ly positive results u1.crime reduction, health improvement, and overcoill.ing de.J;lqndence. 
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Criuntries fha(baye ree<ently ei:hbraced a pu1J'.Iic health apptoad1 include.Portugal!! Tu 2Q01 as theU.S. 
hardened'ltSiliug war stance .at hoirie iiicon]Unction\vitii the buildfu,g ofa riew polic~ and surveillance 
:state post-9111, Portugal .went llitli~ opposite d.frection; decrilnfu:alizrng nea.riy alJfor.rns of chug use and 
4eyotingresopr~es to cii:ti:AAQ;lt:{md treati;n~nt for cirµgu~rs. As a r~~u1t(Ki:i§tqf, 2:917): · . . . 

a Qyerdose death in PortUgal_ sank 85% since drug .polfoy refonn, afi<l ir6w has the lowest: rate. fo 
·western ~urop~ and alJ<Jiitone fifteenth tliftt o:f the 1J:S., where overq()ge cie\Lth fo1s been QIUhec 
xise in piui due to thepersistenf opfoid epiderrtlc. . . . . . .. . •. • • .· . . . . .. . . . . 

.. .. ·The Portuguese, Health Mrmstfy esfunates regiilar: heroin lisers at.2.5;.006', <loWn 75%. ;sfnce 
, · imp:tementing drµg p0Licywfol1TI, ••·· . · . . . .. . . . . . . 

. c Portugilese hamr redl}cti9n prograins (such~ needle exchange$) helpec1 to b:ring· dr~grebied Biv . 
cases down 90% s~ce thefr Might iii 1999 wbe11 PorlUgal liad the highest iate IJf drug related . 
W~fiop. in ·Eutop~.~. ... _ ·· .... : ·.:: .. . ·= _ = .. . . : .. ~.:~·. . ·. 

e Po:rtuga1 illu~i:r~tes tl:ie 9o_st ,e:ff\dieticy pftteatmc::rtt o'Ver ·mcattetatlo!!, f9r drug u,se; J.?.(J:rtµgal°'s 
cl.rug p:rogratrl,s co13t appl:oxiin~U;:ly · $10 per dtiZen annuaily; Jf.lijle the, U,S; has speuf o"er $1, 
trillion (about·$1:0kpetAme)icanb,oµscihold.) oncrimmalprohibition:, 

·E:vet1 though'i:Ue' advantages· ofpubli;.M(llili.' approaches ~e ~ndqntt(lvetsial.·k the.;ese~;ch coillinunity, 
wiminal 'prohibition perslits _m place:; !Pee the<tJ.S-, wdJ:hb-Philipp.1$.es wlier¢ frtougb: on <411g8/crime'.,' 
(iiscortrs~s~confu:t11eto d.9@nate politlcsi, -J:;egl;l1' eX:pe[ts l:tay(}. c:;xpliciily: wgt1.e~fcn: Califonii_alo ''pave the, 
wayforprngressive'U;S~ dr:Ug'reforrrt' (Whitdaw.,2ot7,J)• 83) arid.adopJthe Pbrtqgi1esen:todel •rn.tities 
;lik:e San Frhncisi;o; .shlfts jp polipitigi drng policy ti:;fdrm~(inc.liiding th,eJ~g~Iiz;atfo:n.-ofc:;apnabis)~ and. a " 
de.dicatiori to irite:ri:mtional human ,rights' stan:dar& p:r~se)lt opporliinitieS. fo realize a shift frqm. fai!e(;l 
:criminaYprohibitiort to· Jli.bi1' :~ff'e_ctivy J¥nq .Qb,llt ~ffic::ient ,forms of :OW.gtte~@ei:1t; '.h4@j'eciU:cti9~ ~ild 
connnuilliy lnvestrp.en(-.to · ad(:li:ess p~~leriiatig forms~ bl (}µlg .. 11se. · · W@y_ g.ecrirµinaliz:atlon h an: 
obligatory fust .sfop in S'iich a.transition;-iegat tegufated qrug rp.ar1¢ebvpfoVide aaciitlottal re-soiifoes for 
public health and drug war a,ltema:tives tl.rrough :sav'ings in law ,e.ufo:rc:ement costs: rurd -W.creased public 
revenqes :frq:tILliceusmg 11ndregulatedsales (Gfobal Commission pnDµrg ;polic;:.y, :.291~). . 
. . . . .. . . 

Leghlfaation and $ustahuilile bevefopment· · : .. i 

One o:ft1iemosl tiseful.f~atw.~ ofa; humfilltights framework as it applies to drug policy refoini .. is an 
empha,sis oP, prpd,\Win.g c;l~41!4 'outqom<:?s-'"<tle8s crime, b~tterhea,Ith.; an<i-mqr<,? -~o~omfo arid- social 
devefoptneiit'?~J:atb_fa.fuan:exc1usiveiy:focusillj;;;on:proccss -oi proeedl:irai justlce,fil determinmg whether 
Q.I,' i:totB,ctioriS~ ;Are takej:L aqco:rdfogto "thf: law {Global. Commission oti, I)µi:gJ>9licy·2Q11; pg: 5). JnthiS' . 
s.ense, 'f;lie mte1Jl~ffonal htinfanrighfa cornrnwtlty ancithe GlbbalCo~ssio:U on Drug P.o1icyseehenefits 
to legalitaiioll: beyond 'th~ poteil,tfalpiwt frdJll. crirnllial justice tb public health. solu.tibris;_ cfr the potential 
·to undep:mt btga~ed criminaJ ~ctiyity·iJitlie:illicit,:rnarRet., Jnd~e4, ·~url?l;m ,dwg telated.~violence .and 
<:orroption ,fo extraordinarily:imp_orta:iit fo!:realiting 'hrtrnan ri~ts practic<and a .. sense of jµstiGe for 
co:rwnt:mities .moSt deeply a'ffoctea by tllefa*g clrµg wat. · The. illicit diug ttad.e :st.ili represents theJa::rgest 

· global,soPJ;ce .of n~v::eriu~ fur· organize(}, criffie(Global Conini~sion :<)Ji Drµg PpJicy; 2016; ·:r:v.rcFariancl 
· S~chez-Moreno~ 2015). ·Butlegallzationyi:eserits rin,oppartunity to ao morethrui,siIIlplytecfoce·th~ flo\~,. 

.. ·.--.~ 

·9 F()r tno;qugh ~ep~~i~g ~nd-anatxsis on l'o;i:g;al's cirti&:Pp11~y reforms, see;: Green.~ald, G. (2009). D1ug decrinllnalization 
irt :Pqi:ttigal: L~ssons for _cre@ng Jai~ and ~ucc:essful drug polfoie&.. J'he GATQ InstiMe, Re(tje\ied, orr-09/29/11 from 
httpsd/\1'1>>W:e.at(}.org/Eublicat{6ruNth1te-uapei/drog-deci41til:naliiatiori~n01iugal~ICs:so~1s'-~r.eatjriri~fair~successful~dnfihbiicies. 
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of arrests. ,pr illegal. c-0ntr?-l:J5!)1:d. Jt ;pto'Vides <i· ii~'* reso~e .~n:viron:n;ren~ .fQ aild.r¢.ss th~ .';$:ncfute:d 
1nequa~itles resulting frofuand exacerbated by the failed war on i:kugs. . 

In: its 2016 report, the Globa~ Copjri)1ssfo!l on Prug Polley i~e~ spec~l care fo :caU .for ;r1atlons to go 
beyond :dectiminfilizatlou .to ,¢teate legal, .:t~gtilated J:natkets. d¢signe_d -a¢c6rdi:Ug Tu UJ~{ :Sustamable 

. Deyelopment Goals: [$DG].10 That is, legal markets' should l;>~; ·ciesigned in. o:rde,t cr~ate solutious fo 
related ,social j/r6bfoms, specifically incfoclli1g Syste:trric pqverty~ sftdctured'iireqgality(along. lines of race 
and gend~r'irrparticular)~,aJidtheneed for econorofoail.Y a:na: ec6iogically susta.lnabie citles!CommunitieS. 
The Qonnnission encourages leg?-lizatiofl, moiJ.e1s ·wJ,iere Jhe 1wnefits "J]lill;t <ippJy tcYevezy individual,. 
including :People 'who use :dnigs (GfobaiComri:llssfon on Drug Policy, ;2016, p. 27). Pl.if slinpfr, a hunimi 
fights :franiew.9r1csuggests _filli~Iegil markets arid cling policy ~ittltn<LHY:es $hou1Cii:ie d~signed in. order to 
Serve .and t'e·-invest ID the C01IIJ:l1i:rnities ari,d indiyjdl{als 'system!=!#C8:1IY \ii~<:Jn:fran_chi,seci by 50 yeC1rS of 
aggressive cr;in:llnat i:irohibl.tioJ;r. · 

Noted.in ptev1.ot1s reports (crcr,2002,:2004,20'04~.,200~. 2'ol2) and~sta:blished in at least 40 years of 
,crttical crimm9l()giQail'esew6h,11 the most dfoastrous 't'lffects ofib:$ dJligwar~fucludhig vastly disJ?arate 
enforcetnentisanetlon, 1nuiitive ~ent~nc:i:ug; ciyil pen,al:fies, subjection: to ch;ug .. abµse/addictio:ri. (and 
:associated thre.aJs to pu}~lib h~itb.): strbjectiort to ch:µg r~iated vi61ence, Toss: of property vaiueicoi:Iiruumfy 
;degrad.aiion.: loss of ajuc;riiQnaV~wpiqyme:q.~ opyortumtif)s, ,ag~ geogr,appfo 'disfoq_ation--have been 

, shouldered by 'the poor and.people of coior, African American and Latinx· populations 1n particular. As'. 
w¢·have, atte1npted tp. point 9vtii:LS'a:Q,F:rai:tdisco~African Am.~:ric::ans and tc) ~lesser e;il._-:teJ:Lt (Witb.:thf5 recent 
•trend ill'youth, arrests as ari exi:;eptio:rr) La'f:imi; r:esidents: Ji:a.ve been The most a,ggressi:v:elypoliced, arrested) 
and sanction¢d for a: dilig addfotimi an:d overdose death :ep'iaeri:llc dotrill:rated by :fu:iddie"'age ''llc:m-Latj::tio 

._ whites~; (CJCJ 201!,). J:ri aMition,. ;A.'fri~wi Amerfoan, girls~aJid. yo1111gw0Il1e11 \Vere -qii,tilrec·eutly targeteu 
for cri:trcinal laW errforcementat staggering tates iii $ah Etandsco, suggesting tbeit j:Ja:ymg of· a .h~vy 
pncefor failed enfor~enient:i;16~fo~e$j~f c(Jrrwa:tj:Soufo aJ.l_,ottwt derooW'liPhif JFOups itd:h~ city, . 

. : . . ··. . . : .· .. ' .• . 

Being targeted for cftug arrest and sanction: can tesu1t fu fill.Ynxiilibef,bf~hort· anCI 1ong term :-effects oh 
·jndfyiduals taJ:geted, as weU ~ tl:w:iJ .fa11111ies ~d. ComI1111llities. ''.The GJtjba,lQorb!pis#oP, 9nDrµg Policy 
(2016~ p, 17~ see·.aiso Chin, 2002-, pgs, 260."'.265) also recognize. that~ · 

;:LI,t the u~~ for ex~1ply;, f~lony c.oii,'v,icttons for 4rugs; -w]tlcli W,9111cl.~ possescii911. r:& -CQrtain 
Stibstances, caii.Iead to: extlrision fro:injuries; voter disenfranchisementitL·a:irum:ber· ofsta~es; 
·eyfotion qr e:~dusfo:g .fi:PP:l pub1iqJiO'usP.:ig~-refusal of flna:µdi.L &iQ, f"o~J:rigner' education; i:eV:9cation; 
or kuspension of a diiver' s 1icens;; deporfatitin and in Soti1e cases 'permailent separatiqn fro:mtheit 

· fanilli~s of'those c&lsidered"'.non~tifu:ensj" excllision from ¢e:t#ln)obs; mid 'denial of welfare. 
. .. . 

In addftion, ritudl.es of :Sajl 'Francisco and ,other. i~futogiessiv'c" U.S. citie8 .demonstrate: nmto-iical and' 
c()ntemp oJai:y co1111yctfom' beJWe~li- rada,tly cfuparate drug i~w en.foh}~n,iegt' {~d. ;adO:it!'oJ:ial ;fot_ms, ·of 
"order maintena'Qce" policmg) and J!9.liti,cs ofspaoe~incinding gentrification ~Lyiic~ M., M. Omurii A. 
-Rdu$sell, and J\if: Valasik, 1013). The fystematio t3tg@ng of: warkillit c1~ss peopie of co1o1'. for. 9iilg 
l3}'_;[.ests ~ OJ:l~ ofJhe m.ost b).;ti-ta1Jy e'X_}J~IJ.SiW hoU:sing n:tarketS In. the c.qll!ltry ~erve~ ··~··a; si111ciliral 'battier 

i;~'· 

10 SeetheU:N.,~ustainabfe tieveio;1)lent QOals :tl:oni_ 2otshere~ htlp!/Mww.un;orgfsust;:in:abledtivdot'JmcnJ/su~ainUhle-: 
<de·ve1dj?i:i:Jent.:.goais1; ' n n - ' 

ti For illiiiti;ations .see: Osfor±ag,and.Anna1ine;20ll; Jolirison: :and Bennett, 2016; Jensen1 Gerber an.dMosher; ''.20.0{ 
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fo the: ~stainal;i:ilify: of :w;o11d~g; e]ass ¢9~Unities of. cofor in th_e cjty. . TJ11{:impacts .(lf t:~ . 
prohl1Jili0ri: 'sliouid oe U,tidetstqod beyond the ln,dividiial ta encompass effects -on crilpDlfu:tit!es ·and the 
broade:rracial po@ts ofpJace faS:agFrancisco, . -

' '' 

A hmnaii ·:i-1.ghtS .frAfneWC)rk suggests.J:hat ~e·resoirr~s; i)pportun#iesl and c~st savin~ made available 
through)egal, xegUJaied·markets--like-the legal cannab!srnm:lcet emergent in Califoiulll:-:-b~ re~iµyest~d 
an the mdividualli and con:unu:riihes most:im_p~cted by the legacies -of a failed CI.rl.l,g; wffi'; From researc~ 
·w~ krtowtiiat these tenO:. w ·by :poqr commqnities of cofor~African. Am.ericf!Ils and La~ _populatjonsjn 
p;µ:ticular, with a:speqialfoc;us/)n African American, :wonie11 i'!IJ.d girls, Rf'.search on the effects of tb.e;drug 
Wat and mi mtematlonalbestpractices fot tefotm:sliggest th.at the llyW resource: envfronmei:rt c:reated via' 
o~i1l;IB.bis ~gd otlie:i: fo@s of' h~galization, in cities lilfo S_a11 Era11ciscp B4ould be: empl()-y~d to a<;],~fr~!>K. tb:e 
poverty, unempfoymerit;.. ·housfog histability, , Jne11ta1/phy,sical health; problems, - and geographic 
d.1$;Qfocem,ent o_f:the$e]1eaviiy il;li:eacte(lffi:cli:Yi\l-1;1?-ls and ¢9IlltllUIJ.j:ties, 
. · .. ' .... ·-.::·. .-.-<:·:.·· . 

. co~duSion · .::.:.,·. _::, . ~~- : :. . - -. . . . . . 
. . · .. ;~ . ·: .. 

In 1-eceriJ 'decades, -as San Fl:aticisco'13 p9p:i,1lli,tion. b.as grown a'n&become sqmewliat oid~r and wealthier, 
the city's African-American populationJia:s declined sharply :i:Lild become-pooter and, m;ore con.cengatep, ;ill 
.isolated distifots. • O:iie :·ane·cd.oful exp1auation fQt 1;he ;taciaLdisp@\les hait beeno the ease· offreqµent and 

: iliiiltiple an;ests ofdnig cfealer.s in opeu~atr;marj,c_etS ip. the po9t~r. afea~ of the city as_ opposed 'fo the more 
qifficult task ofp9licing the larger, moxe dipcreetdtu_gsupplyile{1,Vom serying·affiuent areas. 

B:lf'G!CJ's -:rep~te<:l. analyses, during):he;2000s, Sari: Francis_cq auth_o_Jities have nut respo!liJ.edJQ_ a,pp3,r_eµt,~ · 
·-serious and uniquely extreme tacia,l Qisparj_tfos ifi polfoirig o:(dflig;offenf;eS a,ttdJuiye gbt prq'vjd~drational 
:expl<!nati0l1 fc?r·the dispatjtj.es Oi' poli.ci.esi9 a:n:teli.ot(l.te;thenµ, Npr h_ave authorities explamed why' the 
city'~ drug policing, already racii:tlly:discri:µiinafo1Y, bec::ame·J;aciicall,y.nioi~ l?O $;om the earlyJ9.90s' to 
aroi:ind 200Q~ Jr.objective crimiriaijustice. goals and sta,ndards t.9 jiJ$Jify San. Ei:ancisco's>ariest trends 
exist, thi::i;i lo¢~1autb,ori:fies :would_ seem obiigatea; to provide d¢tailed ex:plaP,a:tion. . fu pru;ticul~r, wri.ai· 
ehan'.ged in the 19,~0s ,;an,d oiily in-Saii.Frimcisco, to· dramatically boostfhe fi:Xa,tibil on.AID.can An1ericans , 
iis_ the dfy's dl;ug:.ctfr&fh_afi? - . -

·tM· ami.lysis :Suggesfa. tfu1t j:in6r to 2oio, the.,Sfill Frandsco '.P(}lice, bepirrtment:·]riighthave been re-
ifu:estiii-g·fue' >~ajl').~ .Afiicilli-::J\merlpans·. oye,;; and' dyer;, thf3!1;te1easgi.g. ·t1ie; large ,}jiaj ot1ty,_ ;afld ·l'e~<trre_S,ting 
fl:tem agam. within a; sJ;iorJ: period oftlme~ The overall result of-this policy was to QOmbiue tlie \vorsfof 
both. worlds: lnjiisik'e-iuid ID:~fteqtuaJ}fy: ·C-o.:rralling AiJ:lcan Atde~ica:n drug deafors produced. :lmpressiVe 
aT:restn.mri1:Jers bµtwiis noteffecli":e policy to. prevent dtugabuse> S;ati Ftancisc.o?s al:re~dy excessive dru:g· 
overdose/abuse death riite~ontinuedto oli¢b through 2009 ,-thoµgb. ili fairness~ dtug toliS'have been rising 
~Isewhete '.ill Jhe sf~te an:d nati"oIJ, ,a~_ we1l More.over, 'While 11 ma.y have papitloned :drilg marketing 
v1olence: fo c;;ertaili areas ofthe city;_levelS -ofviolence<m t}lose:aj:eil,s t~main.·conceti,tr-ated an:d higb,."fli:e 
policy- did· appe~: ~:lfectiv:e at ofoatmg a :mtiitipie-:feiony ~oplii~tfori_ w-i.i:h~rto emj_:>loyme~ prospects; and. 
significa:ot cb.aiienges and lntrrie:rs to· Mccessjn: the :cop,1IDunity. Th~se bi:trriets arcise ·even tliougQ_ San 
Ii':tJlhgisco sent drugo.ffvnders t() sta:teprison ati rate less than half.the sta,feayeragec . • •· ' 

Whateveri:ts µhci~rlyl.rig i'Qipe;ra1ives~ the ci:ty's mug, filresf p_oilcy·prfor ~ta .recentiefq;rrhs hasyi6ia~cj,. to Ei 
· diama:tlc;; new $ituatlon a:ftet:refonns ameliorated' di:ug policing.-k ·majo:r ways from20l0 to tlie present. 
I,)rug ifu:ests h.avefalleli $0 9.ram.a:tiQ~Uy thatar(Aii1ca11.AJnerlcan in Sau, Francisco is:):iow less likely to 
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be' :a.ttesteil, for mugs 14@ ~ iloli-piack; i:esidep.t Vias 10-yeats :agq; Jiqv,rever> desplte il+e impressive 
reduction of 900/; or:more in thedmpact of drug 'arrests. on local coillmlmities siude 2009, tefori:n llas not 
:i;rrtt.c;h red.l.fcedthetacial Q:ispatities LU dtug poli!:;ing. African Americans are still 15 tunes niore ].ik'.ely to 
be a,rrested fo~ ·a: feli:my or ini::;aemeanot drug offense, :ip: Sarr Fran.Cisco th:~n other raqes; and neither the 
ptoportioiis of'hlackdri the City'.& poj:ntiatioii ( 6%) or dro:g,mortality toll (22%) even hegfus to JUKtify such ' 
a huge dispfility; . . . - . -. 

Whether. mtentionat or not; such consistent cllspatities ii;t drug war ·polidrig k San Francisco should be 
viewed· as ·a hmna.n tlgl:J.ts cViCilaiion. As ri_ot'e~ pn~yiqusly, fo:O;uaJ human, rights .dis,oouts~ defiP:es. tacfal 
discdinmatl.on notiri teri:ris of overt; eonsciOus racial arriillus, butm tenns of' its eyidenfeffects. The city ~· 
is · sµ.bjeGf t_o natf ohal, state; and local req1fa:emeilts fo ,enforc¢ la'ws )Ji.~ :iiofr'discrimlnatory fashion and is 
signat01y to in~inatioJ:J.aI Jium<'tli right§c accord.s im.poajng ~vep: sirict(!r non~discrimination standar.ds. San 
:Francisco's. o:trgojnz> eXtterrie raeia1 disparities in drug law ·enfotGeinent ::and ·authorities:' ·p&ntly$ m 
adc:Iressing them co.J]flict with the city'~ co!ll1Jiitl,nefit to .th.e egalit?,J.1fili ~dea11Lit champio~. $urther, an 
ilitematiomil humanrights framework provides :specific.guidance on h9w citie81ikeS<1,UFrancfrico·call. go 

'· beyond .;ha}:tihg racia)iy :disparate and largely ineffective c1+mii1al justice models· to. models_ focusing :qn 
J?l!blic Jiealth an<! susiainil:Jle sqtµniµnity-~e~ hrvestwe:nt . .. 

'Ill:LlghJ Qfthes~:pbs~rva;tioni;~ weresr.iectftijfy:;rec9mriien.cl th~San')!'ran~is~o.Boa:rd ofSu:pei;visors:.' 

1. liiitiilJe a.fiiuXli~ageiJ,cy jnyestlgatitm }iJ,to :sail Vxands'c<).'s pollci,ng policies and p_:p1rtjces f() 
e~lm:·e: p_o:tlcy ~e1:J.sion,s fh,at contribute tq Jb:ese tr.e11Q:s;. ·· · · · · -

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

• ~~· ;i.lequfre ij\e '$an :Jfl:'.aJicisc{) Police D~patffiifAf and all ot4el'. m·testiiig age:Ucle$ fo confornr to 
state ~randards obsexved by all othet· agenc:Les fu C-alifornia in reporting ·~tJ.:~sts by race and 

'.Latin:X:: etbrlicifyi 1.l):i.c1'fry specffk ofiense~tafhei,~ than. cfa.s~Ying- excessj.:\ie ca.tresi :Ilrtmber.~>~s 
'~othe~1 offenses~ · · · · , · 

. ., .... 
$. 'JJey~ol! ap,d. ;t4op( ~ ~_qn:crete p(an ·t<:, ;iild.re..s~ tfr~_e ra:cfaf cliscrel?~cies pi -S~n ;Fra_n~tS~o's 

,drng·arieStpxactices~ moniforedtfo.'.ough periodic~ resriUs'-based evah1ations~ 

.it )lea_ffi:rlll SJ1;nJfi.1U1clS'cpts ¢QtnnJltme.nt to :up4olifingits oh,Jlgations ilnde1: the .lnter:national 
C'onventiori fo End.RacfalDi:Scl7imiiiatloJ1. (XCERo) and the aliti-discdtnin~toty daitse. of th.¢ 
!Jite:ri:i~tl9I1~ Cii'.Y~:n~nbfil ctv!La'ilcl Political Wghts ~CCPR). 

5 .. As~ess tlie trends fu. drug !ihuse, iirug related. crhne~ ~~d other- driig-r~Iated ]¢al.th an'.d 
~~~ty ~ss1~es lµ S~Ji i?ia:iicisc'(1 .]Jy denwgr.l:i:f?llic anfo_the.r vari~les, . 

~6.- :tnciu_Cie ;a :t~ouit i'.Jtqili:ty J,>iatto;i;fufi' in tb:e design 'l.f- Ad.Ult Use- 9f·~rijTi~a fz\Pl\il 
:i;egol~tfo.ns· s11~h: t)J,ai: pppo1:tu.:ajties.; $~-vmgs., ill1ii1·e".enue from, the 1¢gal cannabis nJ.arket 
sery(\ fo b'enefit tli.ose systemai:icillly cfriliiliialiZ¢d and im,pacted hy the uJ.•.µg war Jn cSan' . 
. Jfr~~~iSco: \YQ_l':iµµ~ ~.ia;~s p{)opl_e ()f ~(>~m7; .AftiC:t\l\,i\)nej'.'i~a'°' wom.en:fu partjcufar. " 

;.·.•.· 

•t 
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aiitbpicl.~f _actio.il, c:rJ.ti¢.hl pecfo.gogy a~ci. lrafuifci@atiW~ '<tC:l$a.tifo1.; :meq~!'l)ity il)iiLyouth, p:ias~ Uicart~ratioil; arui 
drug policy re:fcniii, . rollow hl.:i wotk ~nd fii:e' SJSU Hi;rfu®' Rights ,Insthi.:ite ,and. Millar. Plogi&in un. 
1'wi~t~: :@.SJSUHumanRfabts · · ·· 

Eis :focent ptiliifoatjoliS fu_cfu&! Cif\V. AJ.inalm~:. PubJfo t!d11eatJ.on~agifili.tMplibel1\1 PAplt<tlism~ Sttategie$ find 
. opportunities; faSharinbn,·D •. and.J, Galle (Eds:), lhiehii~clf;llnmv ;Jµptoaches to Pec7agogv -and 'Plate~Bi:ised 
Eaiit:atlatt (2017, Prugi:ave~Macmillari). (2) W . .Atinaline,,b. Glasberi and J3, EmkaYast.hi Th~ li11mmi R.lw1ts 
;Enterpi·isi·: Political soci'oliHDi; stateeon~r, aiid ~'ociai1116vements (20I5, Polity Piess)~ (3) W>Armiiline; C, Veta . 
·Sanchez; ai;id M. Coi:rt:iao )lTlie B:!gg.est Garifi .ID.oaldand: Rethinkkg po11ce legitill1acy11;:(2Ql4, <foritemp_o;-qr_v ' 
Justlce RevreHi), · · · ·· · · · · ·· · · · · ··· ··· ··· · · ·· · · · ··· · · · ·· 



For more iliformatioil pleasi;:: contact; 

Center on Ju:veniie and Cthillna::f Justice 
4~13o~dma!l::Pia~e · · ... ·. · .... · ... 
S'-aiiErailiiiSco?. CA 94103 
(415) 621-56~1 
.cjcj~edia@cjcj'.org, 
www:,cjcj .org 

wWw..cjcj:·orglbli:Jg 
facebook.co:rll!CJcjroedia 
twittex.~oml(:JCJn1e4ia · 

.. • 
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;Appendix A 

Testimony to San Frandsc6. ]Joard o:f Supervisors })n JJ~propJ;rrti_onate A,r,i;est[Coµfutement of 
A.frkan::American, ~oung Wom~n {o~lh·ug Offenses · 

·Mike Maie$~ S:July 2004 
. . .. . . .: . 

The., attached ch.arts show tb.e ar;n~st rates 9(San Fra11ci:sco A:frican-Am.ericf,li;i juvenire gifts p.g~s 
1 o.:.i ?for several offeris~s cori:ipared to Afrieanc.Ameri(ian girls elsewhere in Califoni.ia, as;weillis fo San. 
FninciscQ gii:ls cif ()th<:;r races. They indic_ate that Sa11 F~·;:i11ci.S'~o .has ·va~tly di§pr()po:rtfol1aJe ~res_.~ 0( 
young black V!;ome:ii-eyen compared Jo the i·est o_ftiie stat~~ . . . . ·· . · . · .... ·. .. . ...... . 

. · · The jiglires fob:aj_ng the basi~ of1hese t~cula:fions, are ~tM latest for California -~d_Sii+.'i~·a+idsqo 
. jl:om the s_tate: Department. bf Justice's Crim.lnal Justice .. Statistics Center, (Cci_lifornfa, Crfmincil J-µs#ce 
Profiles~ at Jittp://ca?'.g,13fate.causlejsc/) ;~d ;Sari: J;i'rfillcisco Juve11ile• Probation Deparli:iient (ariiii.tal 
Statistic~· J:epoit} Population figures ru:e .ffom J;he: ~il-lifpDJia.iD.eparJ:m:ent,'of Eina:tJc~'.s '.J)ei;q:OgrapJ;clc 
Res_earchUmf(htip:/lWV\rw'dofcf;i.goY!'HTMLfDf:MOGiy\P,lpJ?Yhpai)rtrn), · .. . . . · · 

:.Excess'iv~ }1iack ain.ist ~ates. are· ceif co11cerii..·tl:iioughout .Califoriiia and >t:J:ie nation. 'No~ that.hi 
Ca:1lfornia,out:;ii~e. $.an Francisco, biac;k:: gll-~ are3_5 tlm;e~ ,'mqt~ i1l<;eJy to lie arte$ted for :feJg:µiesi• 4.(l 

. fim{!s mor:e.Jikely-to :be. aD:e.sted for assault, and Vi tinies ino~~- lDcdy fo be arrested for£e16riy. cirlig 
offeuses than California girls ofother. races, . . · ... . . .. . : · . . ·. . . . .. · 
. . . .. R.~chi ~.r!~~t -cgs~r~pal1Ci~~- ~~- sfarK et(oµ·gh; ~is~~ere. :~:~n i\'r~n~is~~'s ~ie• :Jl1~ss~y¢Iy 
worse .. JP_ S::tii Fi'aiicfac(l, bfack girls a}.'e H.A tilne$ .IJlof:e~~ely t() .be, ai,-rested foif felonies~ ro,(i full:¢s. 
njoi'·~ likely Jn {le .~1:i·ested for ·assault, ~nd 18.Q times moieJik~Iy fo b.e. ~.rres~ed. f~ff fel~r11y (i;p~g , 
v.ffen.ses than ai-e San Etan Cisco girls ofotherraces; . ' .. · · · ·· 
· Sau ::F:rilicisco whi~e; Latina, Asian, and -Otherln1ixed~ta0e (that is, noii:bfadc). girls. dispiay-a. 

yari~d, tb.ough·:i;elafively nonnalpat;te1i.1·of~b~ ap:-_e¢. fo{fe!qAi~s~a:pout.;3 Q% P.igher th~TI; th,~ ·.Statewide 
average for non-cb1Mkgfrls, iiiclridingfates slightly blgnetfor assault, s·figlltly"fower for property offenses-, 
2.8.tll:neshlglie;rforciU:Jgfelcmi~s~ an,dcbnsiderably.low~dot<lrug.1JJi11dewecm.o:r:s~ · ..•........ ·>•····· '· .. '. · .·· .·· -

This is not the p~se fi:ir .Sa~ Ftanqisco bl~ck girls;: who display. arr~~i rafes-4:3 f',zj.es J:tlgb,~:r f9r 
,fefo:tiies, i.5 t1fues higher tbrassault_, an.cf 29.2 times b.igllet rw cling .fefonies tltit:ii. BLACK grrl.S 
eTuewhere fo (falifomfa. · . · · . . . . . . . · 
. . .. io()iced at another wa:t; ,San Ft1niclsco. _has i.8o/~ of th~ state.'.s young bfaClt Women but 
atcomits fOi<Js.2% ofthe atr.ests. ,ofyouµg black wonienfot tlrugJeloni~, ~nd 7.5% fotaUJ'elonies~ '. 
fu the state. · · · ·· 
· · · · Withln the .Qity, bfacks comprlse;l.2.2%. ofSanifrandsc6;.s popruation Of girls fra.t¥ompiise 
61.4% ofSaJiFrandsco gh'.Js? arrests~for folonies, 66.7%for robbery, a;nif7:Z.,3% foi' gtugfe~on1es,. 
. . J3lacks ~cco11Ilt · f o:c57% gftotat · anests; -fwo-tlilids Qf the fel()P.Y petigo:rw. ~stq,i,ned; . 8,rrd three ill 
fi . i . .. . f; . 1iil .girl· .... th . ·.fy. . .. 
· Ve iricatceratiO:riso Juve e :fm ~ er , · . . . . . . . . .:.. . ..... ·.. . ... 
. Sa.ti F+~dsco '.s ·pattern .fonns a. gigantic !rnoma:ly foJJTI.(i :n:owheri~ :6~~. While (a) .san::J?p;igci~¢.o 

lmYEl ~f.alliaces, (b}San Francisco grrls'ofother.iaces, (e) Caljfcumabiackgirls~ and(d) Califoirifaboys 
fuid 'girls" ,ofaii races' ALL. sb:ow dG¢lliriirg J;a:tes of an;~Bt and iniptisonirip.ri,t ov.er the last de¢Me, ( e) s aij 
J,i'ran:_Cisco'.black gfrl,i; are·the 01'rltY y~u.th popu1a.tioµJn t:h(! st~t(}:shoWfug ~eyr9~I~13@gn1tes 9f 
.arrest and incarceration. . . · .. · . ..·. . . 
· · , FjJialJ.y} there is no• ev~Cienae"of a serious drug abuse probiem ahiong Stui FtMc~sco black grrls that 
WbuI4 ,'explafu therr massively excessive_ arrest rat~ .. Tii..e,cifY' s drug al:>:11sing popnlatfoµ js 1llC>Stiy white 
iJnd ovehvhelmfugly oye:r age30. The.drugstheyabuse are·ex.actlythe. same, ones implicated in Violel).ce,, 
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·among drug dealers: he:rDin, 6Cicaine, ·methamphetailline, i11icit &ug coillbkations, ana· dttigs :onxe<i"with 
a1co]iqJ.. . . . . . 

Tu the lasfseven years {1997 tlrr011gb. 2002), federal Drug Abuse Warning Network siiow2,260 
·deaths in th:e city:wer¢ drrec:tly related t0 illegal.,.drug a'buse. b:E these, J, 486 were whites (66%), and i, 193 
(79%} were ovei: ag~- 3·5. PA 'WN reports · alsd ~how a .s'4J.ggering .·52,400 San F,rancisp<tns treated in 
hosp1tal emergency foams for illeghl.cdiug abuse over fue Iastseven years. Of/these, 65% were.whlte, and 
88o/o were ov~:r age 30, ·· · · . · · 

Me:anwhile, none of the c;tty's c;lrJig ~bl!$e 9.eaths ~nd fewer th@ 2% .()ftlie ctty~s ~1ospital 
.en1etgency :tr~atments for urug ab.use W.ete yoilnger black women (age :tJ}..:z4), Emotional ~necdi:>tes 
·gracing the clty's me<lilJ. aside; .there ls Jittl~ evici~nce of a ~eri.ous drug abuse problem among 
younger AfricanAinfaican.S fa San Frandsfo, and espedally nofaniongyoung black }Yonie1L Thete. 
pas notbe~n a :d.t1lg 9yetdos~ d~athofany hnd bivolVing .a4~Afri{:ati~AmerieaJi fePJ.aleuµder age 2$iu 
Sali_francisco sinc;e 199() (figures tl,µ;oµgh 2002} · . · . ·. 

Compared.to their contribution to. the ~ity's wui(ahus'e'problem,·young bfacks· (ages 1s.:29) 
• are 60 tjmesi:.1wre1ik,ely to b~ a1·re~ted for drug$ tl;iat,'\-v.lj,ites oy~r age:3{t .• . . ·. . .· . 

· San Francisca may· pride itself on *c enligb,tenedp911,c1es :tow?-rd 41.ugs, bubn: ptimt of fact~ tlils 
city's citug ~itu&tion :ls Yr&Y <lktµibing. Thls' dfy ii failing ·tO .addte-ss 'bo~h its .mass:ive .dtcig abuse 
11ro.blell1.~111,ong {}lile.r "VVIiitey {tb,r~e fiµieso ih.e. ra~e of otJie.r- ~jties in .Califonrla} aiid its massiVely 
exce~sive diug · over.:artest problem of younger black worii~n (29 ;.futies :the tat¢ . elsewhere in 
Califcn;J:Iia),Xam peti;aillly not sitggesJ4tg arr~stmg :more pe6p1e of filly race fo:t drugs; :-the cit</s felony 
drug arrestrate iS ruready snbstanti3llyhigherthan the State's as awhole.TamsuggeStfug;amajorr.evisibn 
· rti. the way wt:; confr:On:t :drng abuse aiid Ia:W erif o:i:eemerit in light of Sari. Franci:Sc.o 's eX,ti:em~. ai':;;cfepitrtdes 
. with regard.to race; ge11cit:ir;a,n.a age. ' . 

. Arrests, Sanl"rancisc;o vs. Qaiif:otn±a: glils, 2090,-02 

AtTesfa per 100 ,Dbb p<;:>pufatfo:o. age''.( O'-i 1 
African, American ,girl~, '.f OOO~Oi · 
Rate · SanFrnnCis6ti Rest·bfCA 
F~lony · 6,Jl~ 1;54<{ 
.Assault 1,042 '401 
Rob be ·· · · · 926 138 .• JY .. . . ·.· 
P,i.;-0perty l,5Q8 · 799 
:Feidmg 2;362 s1 
fy.fi~d cirug ' 9~. 143 
lill drug : . 2;45.5 2;2.4 

f 

:Arrnsls, · gjr~ qfot~r:races 
Rate ·:San Francisco Rest of CA 
F~lony 587 440 
Assault 9.8 $1 
Robbefy 64 12 
:Prop~rty ~19 · 244 
Fel drug '125 44 
:ivfisd drµg ~5 i~3 
All drug 'l 6l 197 
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Arrests; all girls 
Rate San Fra:ndsco Rest of Ck 
Felony 1,334 52.5 
As8aufr 213 Vl 
Robbery 169 21, 
Property 387 287 
Fei drug 398 .47 

:ilv.fisd dr1.1g 42 15Z 
.A.11 drug · 441 199 

. . . . - J 

·TJiank you ~q~ymir qq~ideratiorr~ .. , 

'.M:ili:e Mates 
pociofogy:Oepcaj:ment,21.4 College Eight . ·.. . 
University.otcillifot.n1a, ~_anta Ci;uz;, CA95064 
tel 831-426.:1099 · 
·.~a.il ··. inm~les.@eiµthlink:'.net 

,_: 

· Jten;r 04()4.7{) willbe hearcl at. aJ.Jpi·oxiniafe~y 10 :45 atJ1 at the .. Boai:d of' $upen6§b;_s, ~~ec'fotie.~~ing Qtr.th¢ 
Jssue 6f the ovei-iirr!c:st . qf Afii~an .A,m.erlcan gl,rl$ li;i :San Francisco., The hearfug wm. be. ·al· the .·City 
:Setvice$ Cqmnil:tt,e~ rµeefuig on Thw:;;~Eiy, Jµiy 8 at City B:alL Supetv!sotsJV.tmt\~elt · :b~:('ty, Ali()to-Pi'c:;r, 
.Jyfa ".. ... . '. . .. ... . .. . ".. ..,:.> ". .. . . ........... · .. · . ....... ..... . 
B:eaii.tig :to :$.cilss the-Juveillle jttstfoe $tepi o«~ili regard, to the:. arrest aria rrrcarcer~tion :tires rif 
~dolesp~U:t girls; 1Q Q'Oll,.ilider t;hy crimm\tl justice prPgrii,mS serying tlllt> pqpti.li#fon, :ati,d, fb cbiisidei; why 
the art~st ap.d incarcetatio4 .%ates for yqun,g Afiio~n A.m.e.tiC~n. WQll).ep,· f!Ie tlie J:µgh~~f o;f a;ny. G:;ilifop:iiR: 
]P:d.sdl~tl"o~.. . .. .. . ,~: · .. · . · ...... ·. :.,_: .· . , . ~ ·.: :: . 
4/J3/04,JIBCEIVEDAND ASSIGNED.to City i3?$ce~ COrurni;®e. . . . . . .· 
4/20/04, REFERlIBD TO DEPARTMENT. Refe1red to Youth: Comm:lssion foi:cominent 
midrecoi:l1m:endatfon, . · ... ·· .. ·.. · .· ·. : · · . ~ · .. · · · , , 
hftp:H~.sfg<?y.()1-i~/~lte/,bdh~p\frs_i:>age;~sp?fd=2600g 
: :· ',. :·_. .::' · .... :·.;. : .· 

r~ .... ,: ... -:~':"~'"::".7.:.:-.-

··.· 
i-: 

''··. 
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Commission Secreta.7 
Human:Rlghts Gommissio11 . 
25Yan_Ness ,Avenue, S-qite 800 
'Sart:Fraricisco, CA 94102~6033 
.PJ:i.one:. 415:252.2500 ·· 
'Eax:415:.4315764 . 
-TDD~ 800.735,2922 
E-mail: b,rC'.inf q@sf gov~ org 

Deat CoII11ilissfone:ts: 

1 am.writing to ask for Coimicl.ssiOri Investigation of the excessrve' arrest a:u.d incarceration of P..filcaii"' 
A:m:erlcanjU:yemle females :in San Francisco, specifically for drilg o:ffenses.Ibeli_eve the exireri,tepattem: 

' documented below constitutes' ~e-based, racial a,nd ·sexual di$_c:aimina1fon. . 

t<:San 'f,i_:au.cisco Jaw enfotcement autliOrities arrest juvenile 'blade female$ :for :felony drug o:ff~ns.es at a 
!tirte far ex.c~eding that of:Califorriia as:a whofo~ and coD;xparable California cities. · 

The 2000 Censµs sliowi 3,016 bhck Iemai~s ag~ lo.,17 bi San .Fra11cisw~ 2.1% of the ,state's ti:>ia:l 
,population ofJ 46JH2 hlackfemales &g~~ 1D,. 17 . 

. · .. ·' . . . . . . 

Jn 2ob2, Califo:m:lo/ ~j]rrllnal)ustice StatiStics Center (Department of Justice) figures sliow thite Were s6. 
black juv~riile females -arrested_ for dtug fel9mes iri . San Frap_c~co, · 35.7% .of th_e 157' ~lac.k jµv~nile 
females arrestc_rlfordi:ugfeloniesinaUofGalifotnia,. . · - · · 

At l,857 per 'fQti,()O(J pgp-qlatibn, the' fii'rest ra_te fur blfl.ckjuvenile females i,n San Fl-anciScq is 26 'tiJnes_ 
'the rate bf arrestofbJackJnvemfe girls for drug foforues eJsewhere in the sta:te:;Nor iS 2002 an isolated 
Y-ear. lp_,f.Q() f ,, Sap_ F~nci340 b~ackg1rls coinprised,69 of the 19.1 arrests ofl:i1.~ck filtTu :s.ta~w.iM fhr pPJ.g 
felonies; also 36% Qf the-to ta],.. . -- · 

-.$~ F:rN1ciscP black gitis comprise tis% olt1ie.24,1l9]1tvenile:fema1_es ages Jl)~n ii\ Pan·_~:t_anci_sco~_-Jjrf.i 
70% -of the ':ru.Tests 9fjuvenile females :;for (}rug felDnies·. l:!iid 77%. of the petitions stistairied fot «kiig 
{blomes: (Sati ffqncisco )mrecile -Probatio11 D.e_parfineilt JthlJ.1laLrepon,2000)._T)ie drug felaey artest rate 
;for,~fa-11.EralJ.c:is.9() l:ilapJ,cgi+lsiS 15. thues the.mte:for other gir1s in the city (123/tper 1007bOQ poprila1;j_p:ri}, 
The drug felony conviction (petition sufui1ned) .rate for bia-ck girls is 2.3 times that of other gfrlS iii Sail 
:f&ciJ>c9. · · 

'.Z .. 'r.hei'.e 1s no :evidence o'.t ii ~dnig abusf pro b1~m 'apiCiiig San Fr_aricfaco Pi~c1c fffel's t11at:wouklj11stify s\tch 
~ dl:µg arr~St a11q inc~ceratj_9IJ; t)";\(:C,CSS. . . . . ·- - . 

In2001, black juvenile girls comprised none' of the dty';s 104 dp:ig_ uverd.o~e 1deaf1i~1 iiJ1d t ,of th~ pity•,~ 
'"""' 511 illeg;;il-drug-!elak;:Lhospital :em,ergency treatme.ftts--le~s than one-fifth .of 1 % of the.city's dffig, ablise · 

totai {calliorni~ C-enter.fnr·Healtb Staruitics~ and Epidemlolbgy and Iiljrtry Control, bepa±ttnent bf Health 
$eryices), · · - ·· ·· 



SJSU I HUMAJ\l R!Gi-ITS 

3~ BVery measme of dlug abuse. sho:ws the cit;r~ s diug abuse prob le~ DV~l'.V;lb.eli:ningly~ i~ white @d over 
age-30, · · . · 

. . . 

In;WOi,wJiiteS: over age JO comprised 81 ;pf 'the city's 104 drug overdose deaths~. and,.302 of the city's 
5 i 7 itleg[JJ-d;iug::telat<:d hospital emerge;ricy tr.eatment8--60% to 80% of the eitls drug abuse total. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

Federal P!U$ Abuse Wammg N~tw9rk :tL,,aures s~ow the sanie pa±te~ ·f~r all deaths and .h9spital 
cm~gencyroomJ~eatrnenis (Whether, actcident, srticide, or w1detennilied) classified. as directly related to 
abuse of illegal drugs. In2002~ p~rsbns over age 35 corn:pris.ed 84%; arid-whites 64%~,oftlie cify'.s 273 
drug abuse ~atalities. · · · · · · ... ,, · 

Yet despite th6it overwh~lillin:g contnbution to San Francisco's drug a~use foll,city··whitesovei· age 30 ... 
com.prise ]t!St i9.()% (1,571 ·o:f ~Q3S) Qf felOny arrests for drug offenses,. ~nd 24'8% (373 of 1,so4) of 
ri:iIBdemeari.o:r drug aiTests. Mean:wJiile; blacks under age 30, who· accpuµt for Just 1 % 9f the city's 91-u.g 
abuse d$ths, comprise.22:7% (1;827 of 8;Q3p) ·offelony, an,d_j2"6% (190 of l;504) of mis demeanor drug 
eff~l).S~~, · · · · 

Whites 9ver .age .$0 atfi filtestecf fat dtugs•·at arate. one-third cit~hatfaeit t:ohtrihution;tb ·sa11F~~ncisco; s 
'drug ~bµse toll wotild p~edfot, whJfo blai:;ks ·age$ 15~29 a'r~ an:~ite4 al a rate 22 :tim(fi; higfifit: 113.11 Jheir 
di11g· abi:ise. pfop6rtl0b: 'would Jiredict. Thus, corhparecl to their level cif drug abuse;. younger.blacks are 
mor:etha:n 60 tltnes. :mo.re likely to be arre;;tedfordrllgs than oldet whlt¢s. . . 

4 .• 'this ta¢i~l disparity ID. artest.'e)\_ists· f-0]: ad.ult AfrlcalJ. American women, though n~t'16'the.~eiri.e . 
yJ(t~ntas· forjuvenileJ~males. . .. 

Co1Ilpcislng · '.2.7% ·()f the b.lackfe:m~le population 'statewide, S.an E;~cisco bfa~k females· 6cnirpdse.tli¢ 
following propm±ions of arrests for drug felbriies of females fu iliefr ago ·groups statewide: ;11g~s. 18.'-l~; 
42%;, ageS 20"-29,. 34%; ages3d-<39,12%, andag~40~oider,J2%. . 

C!:imprising 8% to HJ% ofSan Friiridsco's female populatiori; blacks age 18~19 :eornprise 73o/o of ilie 
?l'.restK. lK-1.5> :year~old -Women citywl<:l.e for drtig felonies; 66°,tfi (or ·age 20-29, 56% for ages 30~39~ and 
10% fo;rt.hps~ tlges 40 i:ind older. · · · 

.;'t' 

5 ~ .Siili.Fi:anQisco1 s Jaw· ep:f'~:rt.cpm~nt policy towiJtd drugs; c~otb~jµstified on ihe woUn.$ of ptacticaJlty. 
It is of chib~ous effectiyeness in reducfu,g drug abiise, A{.)ciordiii.g to Dmg, Abuse \yai:ning Nefy;rorl$: 
tabulat:loti:s, :Sail Fxandscc{s .tat~ of (hug"re1atectmtinaiity (j1.2per100,000 -popuJation in 2001) 1s till:ee 
times }#gJ.iet ;than fgr Lo~ }illgeles (12.2}, ap.d Sru:t Diego (12.~), and. its :1,~ate of dmg .. rel&ted h9::;p,itai 
~~ergencytreatmenfs (l112L9 per lOO,OtJOt1opl;llatiouinc2Q02) is 4.~ times hl;gb.t?rthMJorLosf\ngeles 
(.f 50. 7) ®dA :~ .. tii:hes hi~Iier 1:h8J1 :for :S ap.))iep;9 (12)2) .. 

6. Tl:iis complaiiitdoes not allege a vfofa:tion of.c1vl,high~ hi. any lndlviduai case. R~thet, it ·a1foge·s that 
the extreme :nature of ihe:s.e stati~fiqs deariy shov,i;s tl:tat San.Francisco's patteni of dtugJaw enJ6rcejile1it 

·,;: res1,l111; lli wscrimination agafustyounger biackpeop1e, particularly younger bla:ck W()men, ~ati,d ex:C~$sive 
1ertl~Ji~ytoV\rarifoldef1¥fil~s-Whose <lfug:abuse is drivingthe Gify's illicit drug.use and dlstribution. Jhese 
ate, by far, the 1Tl0Sf:ra,ciplly ~)l.tremeJigureslJiave ~een .for any clfy stfrtewide. 

• : •• _· >- - : • • • 
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Although ptect'.>e '.[aqe-by-age :figures ·l.lre not 'aV:ailabie for :clties, San Ftan'cisco ~ested JJJ.Ote juvenil~ 
girls byuurr:tber .in 2002 for drug felonies (83) fb.an: th~ city of l,os Angeles (74) or alljurisdictioils m 
Alameda Cbbnfy (32).; the fatter of which have youth popttlatiolis _six and tlu:ee times higher-than San 
Fni.11cisCQ, respectively .. As seen? $an Frandscp; s atreSts ate 4isproporlionately ofbJacks.. ' 

- ' : !" .. 

7, :t hellt;:Y:~ San Erancfaco' s method <if enforcing drug 'iaws constitutes a ra:ce-, gender.,; anct age~based, 
l:mn1anrigltts yiu Jatio:n thaf:is 'Unfair 9:U ifs fo:ce agg which OfilUages. tile lives ofyoullgpeople V{hile failing. 
to address the City's serious di"ug abuse:pr6blem atn.ong older age gioups, l askthahhise~.tadal disparities 
be e:x.a-pJ.ined auP, that "th~ city pilrsue polides:: that ate more equitable arid ,effectf ve iu)ight of the age; 
race, and gender characteristics of its· drug·aquse problem . · · · . . -- . . . . . - - ,. ·-.' - -- - - -·-~ - - -- -.· - - ---- ·- .~· 

tJi~nkyouJoryo:ur atte:nfio;o, 

Milce Males~ PKD. 
Sociqlogy)Jep~rf±n@t; 

... 214 co1foge E1ght 
· Dniyetshy QI Qiiliforrdi:v 

San±a C . . ' CA'95064 ' ' ' .IUZ; ·" ...... ,,' .-

t~l -&31-426:.,70'99 
'etuaii mmales@earthlfuk.net 
:homepigt htt:P :/ ihoI1le.ea.tthlii:iknetl~iti:illi;i:1es 
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Appendiic 8~ [:uii iist oftannabfs SpecifiC:.statutes Reviewed 

Class 

felgny 

. -~' 

Statute 

Possession of'concentrai:ed tanrlabfs 
. ·-- - - . ._-,_ - - :-·-<·. - ··- .. ----

Cultivation .of ni_ar1jllan~ 

,11358(dJ HS/F Cu:ltivatf&n of marUirana with priors, 

f13$9(C) HS/F 

·113S9(cf:J'HS/i=' 

·:. <: 

'1H6Q(a}:HS/F >' 

'.:tL360(a)(3} ~S/F 

.... _ ... 
···- .. : 

li36:l(aj.H5/f: ' i:rn'p'Joymeni: of ~~min6rt~ ~eii 6r carry ~ad}uana ' ' 
···;, 

11363,,(i:))JIS/F 
· .. :•.: .. : 

."-·' 

il362.3(a)(6)_HS/f ' ' Matr.ufactufi!il~;·eJ:>nCentrated cannaJ:iis .usltjg'a volatile sohrentwithout-a 
·license; 

· 11;;157{b) HS/IV! 

.1i3Si(dJ H~/M . -

_p:os.se:ssfoh.otmariJoana mote than 1'8.5 grams Qr•tontenfr:ated'cannahis 
more than four.~r~ms . . . . · - . ' -.... -- --- ·-·-' 

Rbss.e'ss.ioJ:i. of .rriiltU ua h~ 2{l !~ .gfams·a rTefs§'Jir co ii:Cefrrr~ted ,9a,n ria_pfa 
· ··• Jo,(:ii"'granWdtlessat .~tlJ.b-qi ' · · -



!nfractiori 

.-.. 

· :ti357(e) HS/M po-ssessibn <tfmarl~uana upon.grounds of k" 12 school 

: ~5Z.5(.a) HS/M St!lling or distribcuting a syfitlieti~ cann.abirw!d compound 

,11351.S{b) HS/.l\li: llie orpbssessibn of a syn~h~tic canna~inoid cot.npotltid yvithpriot 
offense 

113:58{cj HS/M tultivatlbn ofrnarijliana 

ii35.9(b)' HS/.M f()ssession qf marijuana for sale 

11360~a)(;l) HS/M Tf;mspqrtatlon, safoand givlh.g awayof marijuana 

. . . . . . . . 
. 1.136Q(b1 HSJM Transportation of not-more.than 28Sgrarns of marijuana othertban 

concenttate.d cannabis 

:11362:3(aJ(S)HS/M . Posse5slon ofmarijuana·u_ponschqril gro1Jhds 

23222(bfVC/M 

· ll357(a) HS/[ 

fbssessfon of marijuana whil~ drhiin~. 

'operatrng;l business.in culj:jva.tioh ariq retail 'of marlJLiaha pr~duch . . . 

·. wtt[i.outapefmit: 

· pqsses$ioti·ofmaJijµana2&,.5,gratm-br less i'.lr coiiq~n1::r'1.ted·c;irn\al5is 
t<;itlr grams or l~ss 

1.1357(l:i} 1-1sj1 Possession of marijuana 2,8:.S.srams or less 

. - ·. . - - . 

. 1135y(h)(1} H?/I •. Miflr.frin poS:sess1011 of rrrari)uana rnorethan·28Sgt'<fms .Qr toh_ce,nttB:tE;d • 

;tannabisrnore:than fpurgrams 

· ii357{ d) 1-is/J • Miry.orfri·possession cifni£rjjuana2B.S·grams orlessot coric;efitrated.· 

11357~S(l:i) HS/~ use or possession ofa synthetic cannabinoi~ tom pound 

. ·:·: .... ·." ..... . : .: .. · ......... ·.-. 

,rnss(al Hsfr Cl.1ltivatipn oftr]ariJuan? 6~hl"riiinoru.n·cter is.. 

. ., .. 

. 1i358(b) Hs)t . Cultivation ofmarij[jana b~ii:fierson between 18am:L20)iears.-0f~ge: 



-._: 

iUS9(a} HS/i 

~Bfib{a)(l) lis/i 

Po~ses:s1on pftl)arijuariafor,!>ciLe by a minor under 18 

'transportation, sale and ~ving away ofmariji,lana by a minor u11der: 18 

Trahsportatioli ofnot more than 28.? grams ofmartjuana other than 
cQncehtrated cann.a bis 

.1136Z3(a}(1) HS/l Smoking marijuana in a prcihifiited public'place 

. ~i'.:\62:3(~)(2) HS/I ·· Smol<ing' marijuana where.tobaceo is prohibited 

·: ..... . . . . 

· l.:J,,362:3(a){3) HS/I Smoldhgri]arij~ana within i,000 feetofa school 

•. . . .. ,. . .. . . ... 
1 

li3623(a)(4)HS/l: .. ~osseS$jon6f~i1 qpen container ofmari}uana wbiieinavehide 

PossessioD uf tnarUµana.while ddving 

-~. 

.,: .. 



-1-· 



. ..r. . ./ ./ 

./: 

..{ 

,./ ./ 
i 
;.{ . 
,;;/ ...{ 

,f 

./ 

· . .,/-' 1 ./ 
I .,f 

I ;l 

.,/ 

..j 

ef J 

'...r 

.,/ 

:( 



,· 

;-, 

~- .. 



AppendikttExi!itlrtg Resource.S 

$ail frabclstei.has burrier6us existin~ resourc'esth?fcah serve as lmp_i?rtanttoo.lsJar Equity· Applicants 
and'the exist1ng_ihdustry, Whil ei.h.is fs nntm ea:nt"i:o s~rve as-a_11 e){h(JLl.Stive ltiventdry, tfiis se,ction. 
provld~s background for existing programs refereri_Ged ili-'l;_herepor.t These-are a few of the prpgrarris 
that can be leveraged to help create a.more 1nclils111e inffUSi:fy and ensure the success bf Equity 
}~pp.tiCants. 

.. 
·Gen¢ta7s~ppodfrorn the Offfce ofsfria!IBusines~ . . .. . . • _ · ._ .. 
Tfie;()fflce of:S1119tl Bus}11es?. ((js8) a119 ~he ?FJ3u.sines_s p.Girt~l serve as~·. c~ntrn(po1h~ ofirif~rmcitfqn and 
:j3ssista11ceJor s111allbusihesses an'dentrepren,evr~ f ocateci1n. San Francr~cb i3hd.provides one-to-one 
qis~)n~r'lagementassista11ce'induding:1hformatfononcequited license arid p'ermits,technkar 
ci:issistan:ce,. and other bu:siness.resources~ .. 
The QSB spedalizes in servicing -business cltentstltat are urr@,rnJllar or d:iallehged by language in · 
'tlnderS:tahdliig tbe busines$ regillafory enVir:ortm~nt a ii cl can help navigate b4smess tci'fecbnicaJ services 
managed by oth~rpprtians o'f6E\Nq: andsf:!f\fiGe p:r.9vlc)E:!_rs:. ·-- · 

Efusine.ss Ass/stanet~' .. . . . 
OfficfF of small B.usiness ~_ervic;:esinc.luck-prpvjding p:oiJ:!_11HciJ•operators wlHi.a customized r.:het~list_fof 
·starting -a btJ.sJn.ess.~ susin.es5 Registraticir\'Retjllirceriients; SuSiiiessLicense~ni;.l Permit lrifo;-:Zonirg& 
Land .Use Info~ Ass)st~11ce;Tec;h11i<:alAsslst<!nce Pr,e.V:iders. ~ Business $upport;.ADA ReqlJln:rn::ie:n.ts /and 
,A~gssments; i3µsiness C!as~es:a.nQWorkshops; [egaJResotrrt¢s for En.tr,ep_reneucs; Ei'nployer.:rvrandat~s--. . . . ... 

Hiring Ehlployees; ·sulldi11gPermitProce~s bvei-viav\IJ\tatioUs other Bi:J.s1ness·Resourt.e5 and Programs;: 

[egaJ AssistCinr;e 
The. Offke. of sma 1'1 8uslness can also refer to programs sus:h as tlie Sah 'fra ndsco Bar Association Lawyer 

, ffoferral and lofortnatfooaf Sery(ce~~Thi~qi_sts.approxhnateJy $35 fnr3o mlntjf~s: -- .... 

'lfl(M_an ltesouref!sAssiStancg 
The.Office ofsmall.Business CC!D als.d'tefe[lQ i~$0UrC:es $\lc.h ~rnthe Gci!Jforr.iia fl;l'ip!{Jyers AssodatiOn, a; 
notfor pi'bfJtemplciy~rs:.assodat\on,. . ; •' . 

. ,~ 

~;:;~!:ha;,tre~ted OReh iri.$FBnd ~.e.t ~·priorhy.tq.suppcirt1:b.~8p~()oo sr:riaH builn~·~~~sthat ~re ~t 
the cor:e of San Francisco;s Identity, econoITiyj and·~orkfbfc~, an°d to ~akett e~sforfo~San Franciscans 
t~ c;pf!b; operaie; of_g(pW a s~?H~~sfng~~; Th!'.! pt()g~~_n:\'is.ao inter1~ency :collabor~tJ0Jfthat prqvicf es 
direct SehiiceS'to ~:(ssl~JndiVidLialsin Sa.n. Fr~nbs'co whq ate\j,/orking· thro'.qgh.the.P?rmi~tLng process to· 
'()PE!ti a srci-a]l,bustnf:!SS,, 

. .. .. -· 
-First Soi!rc'e ,. 

. Th is program . req L(i r~~ c~hn~ bi~ hvsiness,es tb post a nyr1e~ ;Entry r eve lpbStf f 0 ns With Sa nf~(l·ncis~O's 
workforce system before postin(5' postti'oris publicly thtciugh other platforms. The city;s workforce. 

... 



··<: 

• .. 

•. 

-system Ts a r()bust,nehrv9rkb,t~otrtmunlty based cirg~hiz(ltionsAbb deyelopmentproviders, and. · 
vocationaltr.=iinin1tprograins working primarily yvith uriemployecl, tlncfor~rnployed, and Jow_;incom·e Sar\ 
Frandscans. -PartiCipants in :i:he workforce system dften .. actess this system beCi3Usethey represent 

popu.latlonstficit haye historksrllyfa.ced discrimination and.dlsenffanchiserneht_a.tA a°Sa rgsulflas;kfue. 
ptoJe~s19ri~I netwotks'that are so aitiCai to gaining a foothof d in a cMeer~ Tlie Workforce,system worked 
wltn over 8;000 pe.ople fast year, 92% ofwhkh represer)ted bousehciklsearnfngJess:i:han .SD%AfVilanq 
??'~ otw.hlGb· w~.fe .A.fricap A111sr1tan,·'rhewo rkfqrce.syste,_w fargets~pecirl¢ populations fhat _h(lve 

,. i.:!ffiq).ie barriersfo einployment, tnduding; formerlyJficarc~rated mtl:ivkluals; veteratrs! aridnewtyarrfved . 
1.miTJ.igrarifa. these are the 1JJdivic!uai:Stnatth~ c:annabis industry has rncic!e a priority and by · 
ln_~rp:o.rcrtf ng Fir'st5otirce hlr.irig pl'.<ictfces Info caJinabfs µtisinesses, btisihesses have a direct connection 
to the)o.b seekers that if is lookfngfor. rn San Frahcisco'stightJabcfr'.market; First·source.offers:atl 
"imraluable p9ol'pf:qualjfied entry-feveftalentthat small bus{n~§Sf!s c<irrstruggl~ to find. 

Nelg_hborhood Access Points 
.San Frarichcoflmds several Neighborhood and Speciallz,edAcC:e,ss·'Pbtntsfo order to conne-ctWorkforce. 
se'ryices'to spednc cominunitieswitl:\ d diSproportionate rate ·citunefupl~yment and/or poverty and for 
targeted p9pu(at!griswh9 facebarr!~rs to employnienfThe Ne]g_f)borhp()pAccess Points are 
~olnrni.Jnity~ has~dWorkforp:; ceb.tersthatoffur i:i~rtfcipants~support lti ~eeki.hg at:id co.nnectin'gto· 
,erilployment.IheyalSci partner witb. neighbo'ting buslhe'.55eswithlh ·a riommu~ify in.order toconhecf 
IP,c;al husfrtesse5't\J iocaJjqbse~kers. t.l:leSpedalized Access Points deliver c;ustomizeqWorkforce :services 
fot:pt;ipUlatlbri:S who o.fferi ~ace oarriets 1n finding employment; ftid4dir:ir; aRe-:-Enfry Ae&ss point,, to 
addfessthe speciffcjob readiness needs for ihdiViduals who have interfaced with the criminal justice 

· $ystei:n,. frrdu.ding those.with cannab'is'-related·convictions. collectively, these workforce ser\tices fuh:her . . . . . :- : -~ -.. -- . . . . . . -- ·-· . . . . . ·- . ' . . . . . . . - . . . - . . .. . . ... - ... - . - -.- . . . . . : - ' ·-. 

e)Cpand'pip~ll nes.of q1.ralified candrdates·for :train ing:ancl empkiVtneot DppoitLin1~1es and supporting· 
grovidng_industries,.aHhe m9rijuana-?edofr fnSan Frcincisto, 

. SkUi Bui/ding.Programs. . ... 
"• . "' ·".' 

.;-

Hospitality Academy.c.:''(he.Hosp]t~llfty Aea\ieniy is designed to coordinate tr.a\ningw.ith ein:ployment 

m:~pothin1ties 1!i 9r:der:t9"sUJ?pqttthegrowthOfci ciJverse andweU.:qµalitied hc;ispitalltY.secti)r:,workforce. 
iii::Sah Fra·ndsco. Jt makesiar~efod trainings avai,tab1$t.o pt~pare san:Hatidscoresfdehtsfor' 

~111P!9YrrielJ.f 9PPPrtUJit4€!,sJDthe h9~ptfalitysector-- frnm fqod PreP'lf~fio.11 ~na gu,est~~ry[c~s. t9 the 
m~ih:t~Aan'c;e i:lrlct Sf;~tJnfyneeds thathospifali'ty b\,lslnes$,es require, The Hospjtality Acaderny:Serves ~ci. 
fuffiH the hiring.,needs·ef ho,spitallty sr;ctor employers with qµaljfi~d candfdates.t_hat 9re johtea_dy, 

• w~s.€s.st]1eskili~~nd ?hi]iti.estb .bg.ancittrlb:uteto~trie.w9rkforc(:!,, andhqfci ki:fowletjge 'arid p_gssionfor 
the 1fo:fumy; Partfdpantssucces5funy_GQhipletlng prqgfaJ:flmlfigfrom the Hbspit~iityAcademy w6u1ct be 

. ~aturoJ'~ndlqate,s,for ~~t?if p~sftiQnS:; ~annabisfood business~S·j3S WeJJ <15 sec;urity gua;r(:lpcisitlc;ins. 

;.:.' 

· tttyBuJJ¢ A.cac:Jemy;a1m~tti rngeJ: th Et demands of the cqns:i:rudion lnd~?fry ;:ind,{l.Ur~yna;mit'e(;{)l'.iomy by 
·providing c9mprehenii\.,e pr~apprentii::eship andcpristructl6n admiil!S.traJiOr(trair:iihg;to .San Francisco 

tesidents. CifyBuild hegan·,rn 2006 as Bti effort tct"rnordinate citi-wide construction training and " 
employmentprograr:n~ <.in.dis .:iqnijhisteredby OPif~D in parl:rier~fop \i\ilt.h i;::iW Qollegg qfSanf.ran[:\sco, 

~ ,, . . . 



'yaribLis ~om:munity n0n-pfofit. qr~eniz.gtions, fabor L!n'ions, and 19(;'fust:rV,·en-iployers. C1tyBuild furthers 
the yty's socialjustice and e!);ipfoyrri.eijfeqtiify g:qals by recruiting disadvantagedJobseekerSc who race or 
}1ave: o,vercqmebarrfer~to emplc:ivmehtj lridti()Jng formerly [11carc:eratecl workers incomi:nunltles. 
rie_&~tiv_eiy itr}p<H.:ted by.:the fa'iied wa·rondn:Igs. CityBui1d g:raduai:e:~would be tiatural C:<indlacitesfor 
machine op~rator-positi6ns w1thln the cannabisinqustry <JS well as.the andl19ry}obswitb p;insfrµci:ion 
nrms. bui]ciing au~ new car:mabis: businesses~and at HVAC companies serv1ng these b~sJne:sses. Takih~ 
ihtb·accouiit emifrg1hg-caii:tiabis .app/eiiticesbip pro-grams such as the.Laborersi toca] 261 tanrf<ibis 

• . . I 

HorHcult[Jra·1 Aprfrenticesflip, with :sometime.and resouw"c: qty.Buifdhasthe potentiai to expand and 
cre~te t'lewpartiiershJp~ to pfoi!Jde pre-~ppr~nticeshlp and a proV.tin'pathwaytci errrpiovmentfor 
workers rnthe tulti\/'atlbh 'side ofthe industry as Well,. helping to ensure diversity arid-ted4ce barriers .to 

e:qulfable opportunlty.ln the growfog cannabis industry, 

JjeaTthcareAcademy 
Tf.i~ Heaifh Care:..AcaciemVls·design~d ctofmprove the: responsfui=_ness~cifthe w~rl<force_systern tome~t: 
tn~'deriland~bf~h·e-grd~ing health. ~are industry. The health. q;ire Industry has peen ideritified both ·. . 

rra:t:J(JliaJiy ailc:l lqtaHy as a prior(ty for W?rJ<force: investm~ryf <:!q~ tg stabJ~ and/otJncr~~sing,denian4 fpr 
fl_ew workets, r~j:Jla~e_rrjentofrntirE!_esj aocl th_e need.for ~kills deyefoprnent in respoiisecto new 
technologies anp treatm~nt optio.6s .. Be.cause: the healtb caresedor l::J11:0ll1Passesoccupatloqs iJl s11t.h ;; 
yvldevarietv. ofsetting5c ;:m~ re@irlngvarious levels of ec:lucation,and ;Skill, it presents .excellent- ' 
6pporturiiti~~.to.f ~~. Ji~6? tjj;pectr~ tti-df loc9f jobseeke rs, Wlth :the}\(:<) a~r.w ,off~ringbg~h dir\ic~! .~ nq. 
fiOQ.,.dfnica[fraining opportunities;. parthef$hlp Wfth the eIT)efg!ngrnariJU~m;;i $ectc:JrWOUfd enhe)nce 

~· 

Wqr@=ot¢eeffotts fotr:mpkiymentopp.oi:turiities as t~rou~J1 pharfli.ctcy technician (fill cind l'efill 
marijuana pfescic!ptions) and j:iatienta'ccess r'eps (tlinitai cu.strim er servii::e representatives that-are 
fra1ned vvith.Rrt?Vidingserviceto thos~With·m~9tcal;~ci.ndit1ohs} '· · . . , 

; . . . 

Apprenfrceshlp Programs " .· .. 
:i\pprerrtic~hip'isa me(ln~:.ofaddtess1rigthe:workfotce-n~r:d~ of9Lir.dynai11icecohomy1s'tore arid.. ' 
e~ergiffg industries bypm\'.liding, po id,_ orHhe::_job train!ngahd a structured pathway to career .. 
advancem:ent.;Participants in state-Certified a:Pprenticeshipprogtams earn specific wages and benefits 
th~t-f~creas~ a~i=mployment b9ul'.s·ate ~i::cwT1i:tlatr:d,Jesulting t~.tbe. a~ainmenf~fJoQrn-e~~level ~atus 
over· a period that l:ypk:all'(ran~es frofr'.rtwo fo.Jouryears. A.pprent(ceship is o keyfoun~ati.ph .of the 
C:i:t\Ts wotkfor~e qeyr:loprrientstr'ategy; .parffcuiafly·witli. resp~ctt~ tne c.;onstruq:lcn;. and,tet:;hriology 
sectors ... ByirWi:_stingln 'pre~apprehticeshhi prograp:is such asdtyBuild a,rid TechSF~ the Office of .. -
E(:O{lPtn_h:and Workfprce_Dei.r~loprneri~'·Provides an.opp,qftqnityfo; ecdf)on1l~flycll~C1c:lVan~aged, 
jeil;i~·i=:ekf)fS CJOd\&t:Jrkers t}iaf"f?Ce-or ):\aye;{)V€r.cdme ba[rjers to empfoyrnent'to becor:iie]ohready and 
s~cure life skills before they become·an apptehtiee. 8artnerih1fwitb·erriplc:iyers arid lab,0rorga11lzatfons 
whh1n a_'$pgc.;Hl9'sed~rfocn,Jffa pre-apprent\ces)Jip curf.jcLll1J111 :<!1HPWS OE\NQ to o..fferpre:-, 

appfentiCe~hrp gratj4ates guara:titet:d or pti°bdfy,ad:es?' to'~pprenljtesh!p:?nd .the career beni::fit~ that 
:a_waltastheywork-t9 beco~e jpurriey'-level workers in theirfief~ •. Capacity ;:ipq resources wtthln gui:• 
tr?ining pr;ogtaJJ:IS rna.Y.ri~ed to be ev.alucited d,epehdihg-ott howithlsr-r:io'deJ evolve~~- PoTlcyff'amework. 
fot<such ihappr'entkesliip. pfograin should be fobustenough foscile; bi:it should also recogilize the.·: 

nsi_ls,s~rice <if thi~ i,ndustry·ancj lack of data foraccurate predictioris,related to job creatfQ,h; 

,, 



t!eanSlafe 

tle~i:i s]<rte I~ ctPfbgr,c:im o:f the SaqFrnncfoco Pli~lk t1efentjers Office that caphefp IJ:eople itcr~n lip" 
their dimiilC!I re<;:ords.'Thetype ofcrasesthePublic Defenderharidl.es through:this program tntlltc:fes: 
fxp~ngerilents frnisdemeanor & fe10hy corwktions including; but nof.lirnitedto drunk driving, theft, 
prostitt,it{Of/,}>Li/glary, drug offens~s, doh')est1~ Violence, rubbery~ abd assault and battery) and-' 
Ber~ificates bf Re'fiahilifatioci such as State-Prison Cases. 

-•, 

fair¢hancf! Qrdfnaote {FC,o) 
The Fa1rCl:ianc~ Qrdinanc~ (FCO)Viienf into eff~cton)\ugUstB, 2014and regu!;;ttesthe use ofarrest 

.ar.ict·.c611vl~fio11 records i_n ~!TIPlc:>Yrnt!nt dec;:fsions f()r cert;;i.in employers, <ifforda'ble housing providers;_ 
;;i_r:id 'City:conttac;tors. Thi::i: rc:Q applies to pdvate employers that are located or'doing business in San 

Flandsta;cand tnaterr\pf6V 20• otmore persons vitorld~1de. This 20-persoh threshold includes owner(s), 
.i;nanagerrrent,a~d s.!JpE?rvls()rial gtflployeesJohple-c~me11t, retero:raJ agencies;cind ofher ~rnploy_rrient . . -

i:lmD.des ar.$ ¢Qhsicfared em[:Jloyers. Ybu tan ·1ea_tii mofe:abounhe Fair Chance ordihance here: 
)1ttbs://sfgov.org/cifse/5ites/defaultffiles/FileCenter/D~cumeiits/12136~FCb%20FAQ.5%2,DF1ri"2L'gtlf. 

FJndnda!Empowerment. 
The.Office: of Flitatidai.Empciwefmenf(OFE)~ housed Within the Offke of thE!Treasurer~ designs~ pilht:s 
and e}<pa:hds 'pio15rams ar}d poikies:thaf help low. iiicorrie fatnHies build economie:sectirity and hibhility, 

ProgralllS st;tcfras sm:art°M,_qp~y toa{;h}ngi whic.fi prpvide biie"on:.:011efinanqaLc;_oachir1g; could be 
expanded tbsp~clfi_taj]y s:ervethe hee):Js o(~mployees in the o_annabis industry. 
$mart Mangy Coaching provfdes.free financial c,o~ch!tig to fow income San'Frandscari{ af 27 .sites i.n. 
parfuer~hlfi yvith the H4rnan ~?rVii::es. Agency; the JVr?ycir;s Offlc~ o.f HousinK& C:omniunity 

· Deveiopfiie!1t!'the Offi¢e·ofEcoriomk: andWorkfoi.ce Development andtheHousingPMhority; 
fnfogt'.9ting <;:oachfpg.into e;,{[stingsoc;:h:ilserx/ic~ de!Jyery can. iwprov~both fim1ncfal anq programmatic' 
Q~tc;ci)nesy;:l~ w~llas frgip s'cale iii. hlgli tqfich ep~thi.ng service; 

·~ ' -·.·· .. . -· 
. .. . . 

Other ptograms·availaule.to'assisf ethpioyees 111.tht:!.cannabis iDdh~fr'{ include:~ 
!< 

• ·saveftife, an on1fr1e pfogfam thafrewards1riaividualsforto'n~lstentlysavingafleast:$2b ~ad1 
moi;it11. Th~ pr~graiJI ia~ts;fof-6 month? ~.nd. sayersta-n earn a maxirnurri of$60. · 

e f3;mkofrs::io HanciscahelpsYesic!enfa acces.s safe, ~ftordable·accottnts'Cltfes~ohsibie bankS ?l1d 
cre.cllt unfons. 

CoTJlml!Qlty Sus(ness;?rto_fjtyP1pcc>~s'ingfirogrqm " 
' T.he Pfonnihg Dep~rtm.erit ha·sassembieda desi_ghate·a stafflo helpnq'Vigate theapp/icationprocess.Thi:i 

.;.·Cornmurl1tyBusiness Prior1fyP,foceS$ing PrtigrartrJCB3P}* strecimlinesthe Conclitfo-nal Use reView 
prqce~sfcir certainc·siiii'!.ltand tnrd~sized business applications ang rjfo',iidE!s :a .simplified and effident 

system. to ~et help you ou'tthe do6fJaster ~nd'ciperi yotir hLisiness so-Oner. Projects that qua iify for and 



enrolrln t~ \:<83P at~ gtto:t~11teed.a Plan11i_ng Gomniission Maring date within 9o days offiUng a . . . 

complete appl!Caticin, ahif placetient orl"the ConsentCcilencfar.· Appiicantsforfhe CB3P musta} 
corr)p1ete ff cher~ktisbjogun.:r~11tlng eligil:)Hity forpartidpation; b) comp.l¢te:th~co11ditfonal Use 

appffcailon'apd provide assodated materials, c) conc!uct a Pre-AppljcatiohMeeting prior to filing; q.nd d) 
provide irrl:edorand .extetidrphotos, per'Resoiuflon'#19323.that ~sta'J;:ilishe~t&er.irograrrr.~ertain 
Jit:nltatlons do apply, and CB3P applications are-subfecrtothe'.sarrre levefof i:ielghborhood notice, th¢ 
same PL:irniirig Code prcivlsibhs, and the same (if applicabfe}CEQA rev]ew requtretnehts;:and may still be 
~piftec:f rromtonseriHo ~eguJarCalendarWreque.ste:d by a Plefnning tormnissionerormer:nbef. of th¢ 
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Appendix E. ··rcntation: State Structure & neview ofOtnef. Jurisdictions' T~ Structures 

New c;an1iabis :taxe~ ·ha.v~ 'c1lso peeii.auth.Odzed uriderProposltion 6iL Ali ~ahhabis fssubjectfo a 15 

percenfstcite. excise tax and local 15overnments inay also levy thefr own excise faxes, starydard sales 
'faxc=~ apply .ci!>wel1,.a.lthough inedfcin-al CC1nh~bis is ~empt from sales taxe$~ further, the·stat~ wnl 
tollecttaxes from ct.lltlvatofs at a rafe bf $9,25/oz forcannabfS flb'wers and $2.75/oz·for leaves. State tax 
reven:ue wiJT'fundcc:ih11ahls~related ~drninistrativ_e·and:enforceme11t cietivities -a:SweTI <JS new ptograms to 
suppc:ittlaW ~nforceiJle11ti enyfrohmentafimpact mhigatiori ofc;arlhabis C:1.Jltiyqtlon, UriiY¢rsity r~search, 

l .. ' , 

ahd community reinvestment graritS .. 

Anticipating hie ,passage'of Prop_ fif'l? over 3o. cities and to unties iri California put canhal:iis tax measures 
;beforecvot~rsJas( November; arid:ne;;idy all of these 111eilsqres pcissed, fhe average local tax rate on 
. - ·--- . . - . -.-. ·-. -· . . '·· . . . - . . -. . - - - . ~ -. . -· :·. -' . .. ·-· . 

cannabis l~~f6uri~10Eerpmt~which [s Jn~dditfon to the state'stax:Of1S percent. 

ln ,som~'clti~SJ 'i:hetax kyariable. In San [)!ego, for instance, fh~ ra't~:stcirt? a}:5 Pt:rcent, tncteas~s to 8 

perce_htiri 2019, andCjty Co Linell is al1thorized b? increase the ta>(by ordiriancetda maximum 15 

pe}cent ln tb~.Cfty ~fL'Q:S AMBles;vtfters',approved aJ.o petcetrt ta~ on Cl~~lt-11s§! i::cinnapj.S';;qld at r~tgil 
stores,<i 5 pe:r:¢ent:ta_x 011 medidnc.itcannabis, and lesser ta){es orkflon-retall cirnhabJs:buiines~es! ·.su:ch 
ilS-fosting and rnanufaC:h.trihg'; Al.I new Ioci:tPtaxesthathave passed since Novem ber2016 are generaf 
'f'qnd t13xe~; meati 1ngtaxrevenue iNHI support generarserViees)n eaphcityor co;unfy; r:a;therthar) a. 
d.e<lica:fod fl!nd·with ·sped fie spending teqiJi tem~nts .. 

Ldcaliy;lne citle~ of S~ri Jose, (J~l<Jarrd, and' Berl(eley havele~edta'xes qn tanha'blssales ·sinee 20iO, 
~!though priorto Pfopo~iffoh 64/ta'xes only applied to. medicinal: cahnai:lls.Each of these dtres will tax 
iidult.~LJS~ ~an n'abls. at lQ percen('fn d~akland ahd Berkeley; m.~_clici11al 1:;1'1 n nab.lsJs, tCl)(ed 9t fo'.W~nafes; 

Whfle San}nmcisco do:esnoiturrBntiytax carmabis l:JevondtMstaJH:far~ ,sale'5i.:Jx~lor;aL~:rffic.iaJs.cinq 
hfomb~rs of th~ pu))Ui: are _begfhnlJ1g to t:oflveneto de¢id~.qri 'at~X.rn¢<Jsutgto put ~efcmWgt~r~ ih ah' 
upco.rn!ng -election. 
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I. Executive Summary 
On September 5, 2917, 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 and the Mayor no later than November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unique needs 
of individuals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy 
options that would (A) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B} ensure 
medical cannabis patients continue to receive high-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 ~nown characteristics of the card holder community, 
and provides feedback given to the City through focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health. 
Finally, the report makes various recommendations for the City's consideration. 

II. Introduction 

California Medical Cannabis Policy 
In 1996, Callfornia became the first state in the U.S. to legallz.e medical cannabis, Legalization resulted 
from passage of Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act, which was incorporated into California1s 
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 sanction. 

Senate Bill 420 followed almost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and 
establish the right of qualified path~nts and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful 
cultivation and distribution of cannabis among members. These laws allowed for med lea I cannabis access 
and created city and county-based systems across the State. 

Between 2003 and 2015, the commercial cannabis industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn't 
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 (''AB-243, Medical Marijuana" 2015). 
Originally set to take effect on January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act was 
amended via the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016. This updated piece of 
legislature aimed to incorporate stronger environmental protection policies within a comprehensive 
licensing system ("SB~643 1 Medical Marijuana" 2016). 



On November 8, 2016, California voters passed Proposition 64; the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), 
legalizing the distribution, sale, and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medi~al 
Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act (MM RSA) of2015. In 2017, California sought to create one regulatory 
system for both medical and recreational L!Se. Therefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the 
Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation arid Safety Act (MAUCRSA) into law, reconciling the 
differences between AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crucial step towards developing a regulatory 
framework to facilitate C;l for-profit cannabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use. 

San Ftahclsco 
In 1991, Sari Francisco voters passed Pro"j:>osltion P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether or not San 

Francisco would recommend that the State of California and the California Medical Association restore 

"hemp medical preparations" to California's official list of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters 

1991). There were three paid arguments in the ballot iii favor of Proposition P, which provided quotes 

from physicians and cited scientific Institutions in arguing for cannabis' me·dical benefits (Office of the 

RegistrC;Jr of Voters 1991). Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco 

Public Library 2017). 

lh 1999, San Francisco's Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99, "Supporting the Development 

and Implementation of a Voluntary Medical Cannabis Identification Card Program" (San Francisco 

Departmentof P1;.1blic Health 2000). This resolution suppol"tl:ld the development of an identification card 
program for medical cannabis for Individuals who qualified underthe Compassionate Use Act as patients 

or primary c(lregivers. In 2000, the Board of S(!petvisot.s formally created. San Francisco's current 

identification program for medical marijuana (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2000). 

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01-2006, declaring San Francisco to 

be a· "Sanctuary for Medical Cannabis (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). They also urged: 

California law enforcement C;Jrid regulatory agencies to avoid harassing, 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 Marii'uana," on the ballot. The 

proposition was a declaration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supeniisors, District Attorney, City 

Attorney, and Department of Public Hea.lth to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and 
distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elect!ons 2002). Proposition S passed with approximately 

64-% of the vote (San Fnrncisco Public Library 2017). 

In March 2005, the Board of Supervisors 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 number of individuals enrolled in the city's voluntary medical 

cannabis identlflcati<;m program, "In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 individuals registered ... ahd 
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there are now over 5,000 or 7,000 individuals enrolled" (San Franclsco Board of Supervisors 2005}. The 

ordinance acknowledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis 
dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries. 

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisors unanimpusly passed Article 33 of the San Francisco 

Health Code, which provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating proceaures 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 hlstorically been responsible for the dispensary permitting 

· process. Following 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 comprehensfvely regulate med!cal and adult-use 
commercial cannabis activity in2018 . 

. 111. Medical Marijuana Identification card Program 
The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marljuana ldentiflcation Card Program 
(MMICP) 1 creates a State-authorizeq medic<!l marijuan;;i Identification card (MMIC) along with a registry 
database for card holders (i.e. qualified patients and primary caregivers}. The card provides legal 
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis In California, but the card program Is 
voluntary, meaning not ever.yone who uses cannabis for medical purposes is required to obtain one. 
Individuals and/or primary caregivers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of 
residency, and the San _Fran~isco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages 
this process at the county level. 

A, Application Process 

It ls important to note that the State program Is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH 
retains any personal, demographic, or medical information of program applicClnts 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 identifierthat the State assigns to every card holder and the cardis expiration date . 

. B. County.Level Medi:cal 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 W17 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department 
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards-one of the highest amounts across participating cou"nties. 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 
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CHSl/CDPH%20Document%20library/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 3,975 cards issued in fiscal year 2007, 1163,8 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year 
2016, and 580 cards ln fiscal year 2017. 

Figure 1. Number of MMlt Cards Issued In San Francisco by Fiscal Year 
Figure 1: Number OF MMIC Cards Issued IN Snn Frnncisco County BY Fiscal.Year 
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*Fiscal Vear 2017-18 reflects the number of cards issued through September 2017. 

c. Medical Ma~ijuana Identification Card Holder Data 

As mentioned earlier, the county does not retain general demogra,phic Information of applicants or card
holders. One data point that is available to SFDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a 
carcl 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 isx: 

This information ls useful because it provides insight into affordabillty questions for medical cannabis 
patients in San Francisco1 since the Medi-Cal program 'serves row-income individuals and families. In 
general, individuals and families with 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 Level. 

2 The full fee for each card in San Francisco County is currently $1001 with Medi-Cal beneficiary fee reduction 
bringing the.cost down to $50 dollars. See also California Health and Safety Code Section 11362.755. 
3 California Department of Health Care Services website, available at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/servfces/medi
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedi-Cil.asm;. 
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Figure 2. Callfornla Medi-Cal Income Eligibility 

Family size 138% Poverty Level 
1 16,395 
2 22,108 
2 Adults 22,108 
3 27,821 
4 33,534 
5 39)48 
6 44,961 
7 50,688 
8 S6A29 
9 62,169 
10. 67,9,l.O 
11 73;651 
12 79,392 
Each Additional Person Add 5,741 

Figure 3 below4 shows the pr9portlon of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee 
reduction based on Medt-cal eligibility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017. The figure shows 
that overthe past few fiscal years, over half of all card holders ln San Francisco made such requests. 

Figure 3. Proportion of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Redu!:tfon Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility 
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IV. Focus Group Narratives 

A. Methodolozy 
In order to provide the City's policymakers and the Office of Cannabis with a comprehensive view of the 
medical cannabis cost and affordability landscapes, the Department of Public Health conducted three 
separate focus groups where discussions outlined concl"!rns 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. 

The' 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 
o Medical cannabis business owners - store.front and delivery only 
• Public policy experts 

As part ofthe discussions, focus group participants also noted their experiences With homelessness, living 
with HIV, behavioral health issues1 living with a disabillty, and past military service. It is also important to 
note thatmahy focus group participants felt they represented more than one category above. 

Each focus group discussedthe following questions:· 

1. In your experience, how is the medical cannabis patient community reacting to State and local 
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework? 

2. What ls the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis ln the new 
medical cannabis regulatory market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into 
the diSCl1SSion? 

. 3.. What is the genera) feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis identification 
card? Db people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated 
With obtainihg it? 

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address concerns you've 
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San 
Francisco? 

The following information, in no particular order, is' a compilation of the main discussion pol(lts 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 
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework? 

2. What Is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis In the new regulatory 
mar.ket7 How does the addition of the adult use market factor int9 the discussion? 

Responses to the.above questions are noted below. 

Preserving San Francisco's Compassionate care Model. Focus group participants affirmed that patients 
use cannabis as an alternative to prescription drugs, a 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 not have been possible without the steadfast 
deciitation 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 frqm an increase In available products as new dispensaries enter the medical market and 
iowered prices due to increased market competition, further notirig that in the newly regulated market, 
patients can also expect to benefit further frorh'guide.fines designed to make cannabis and cannabis 
prqducts 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 individual believed that 
these feelings would remain until State and local medical and adult use legislation and regulations are 
finalized, and· that the longer that process takes, the more uncert~lnty the cannabis industry will 
experience. 

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law5 does not allow for 

compassionate care to continue in San Francisco in the way that patients have accessed It in the past, 
access it currently, and envision· it for the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue is not 
addressed, the City runs the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether. One meeting participant 
noted that,. though the pending State medical and adult use cannabis regulatory systems should be 
stre(lmlined wherever possible for efficiency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical 
cannC!bis markets shopld differ significantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were 
as follows: 

• Cost/or Patients. Participants in each focus group highlighted the Issue of cost for patients in 
the newly regulatedmedlcal cannabis market, especially for low-lhcome and indigent patients, 
immobile patients, .and those experiencing homelessness. To some participants, the cost of 

s These concerns would also apply to ahy provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the 
releyant State law provisions. 
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medical cannabis ls 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, where the regulatory cost would likely be passed 
on to consumers. There was also concern a.bout the added burden of State and (possible) local 
taxi:!tion structures. According to some, patients generally prefer regulated, iab-tested medical 
cannabis, but orie seriqus consequence ofexorbitanttaxeswould be a proliferation of the illlcit 
market1 where medical cannabis would likely be cheaper, State law does exempt medical 
cannabis patients with the aforementioned State-issued card from State sales tax,6 but there 
was consensus across focus groups that this 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 
activlty.7 This has been interpreted to disallow the giving of cannabis samples and 
cannabis/cannabis products at discounted or no cost to individual consumers and/or other 
businesses, which are current practices in San Francisco's medical cannabis market. 
Partit::fpants across the focus grciups were strongly opposed to these State law provisions since, 
according to them, such practices are critical for maintaining a functional compassionate care 
program. For example, patients rely on samples to test products in hopes of finding one that 
alleviates symptoms, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase 
each item at full price atthe outset. 

Further, State law also requires that all cannabis and cannabis products be tagged with a 
uriique Identifier, known as a "track and trace11 system.8 There was a concern that this could 
conflict with any local policy allowing for donations or samples, since those cannabis 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 then 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 Elitnfnation of the Collective/Cooperative Madel. In establishing a State•regulated 
medical cannabls market, State law . also eventually phases out the current 
collective/cooperative medical cannabis model.9 According to focus group participants, this 
would eliminate a critical community-sharing element of San Francisco's current 
compassionate care practices. 

6 The Adult U~e of Marijuana Act-Proposition 64, Section 34011. 
7 Medlclnal and Adult-Use cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26153. 
8 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act- Proposition 64, Section 26170. 
9 Medical and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 11362.775 
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• · Product Type a.nd Dpsage Inflexibility. Current State law limits edible cannabis product TrjC 
content to 10 mllligralils per serving size in both the medical and adult use markets,10 and 
previously proposed State regulations11 limited the total THC amount per package to 100 
milligrams.The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milllgram THC limit on non
edible cannabis products.in both markets.12 Focus group participants Identified two main 
problems ·with this approach. First; there is often a need for. patients to consume higher 
dosages than individuals in the adult use market bec~use medi.cal condition treatment plans 
and canmibis metabolism rates differ per lndiVidual, and, since State law does not currently 
allow·for patients to obtain cannabis at little to no cost, this limitation would require patients 
to purchase multiple products to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohlbitive. 
Second, some participants noted thatthe pending State c;:mnabis regulations would likely limit 
the types of edi~le cannabis products that cari 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. 

• Can.mi bis Lic¢hse Fees.~ Some focus group participants dtecl State and (possible) local c;:inn!lbis 
permit fees1~ as a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to 
continue providing cannal:>is and services to low-income patients in San Francisco. 

• Medical Cannabis far Patients Under 18. State law currently prohibits the production of 
canpabis products that are considered appeallng to chiidren.14 Focus group participants noted 
that some children Who 4se 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 that there were not enough existing spaces in .San Francisco for this purpose. 

Driving Under the lnflt;ierice Determinations. There was concern in one focus group about the process 
the State and City will undertake in determinlng'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 

10 Medicinal and. Adult-Use Catmab1s Reg.ulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c). 
11 See California Department of Publlc Health.Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
,bttps://www.cdph.ca.gov/Progra111s/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Docuinent%20Library/Cannabis%20Comrnents%2Q1Ji11 
al%20on%20CDPH%20letterhead l .Qd f. 
12 See California Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
httgs://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%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 llcense fee. 
14 Medldnal 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 Consumption Information for Patients. Meeting participants noted that safe consumption 
information currently varied across dispensaries; which could lead to misinformation and unsafe 
patient consumptibn practices. 

c. State Medical Cannabis Identification Card - focus Group Responses 
3. What is th;gen-~~-1-fe-el-in-g ai;;~ng-p~tie_n_t;-ab-o-ut-t-he-State medical cannabis ID card? Do people --] 

~-g_e_nera_lly know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtain!~~~ 

Responses to the above.qliestions are noted l:ielow; 

There was general consensus across focus groups that many patients in San Francisco are currently 
unaware of the State .card program and/or how to obtain cl card. Participants noted that some current 
businesses wen~ not a,ppropriately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients 
who possess the card, and :that this would likely continue without widespread educ;ation about the 
program for business owners, thei(emptoyees and medical cannabis patients. One participant suggested 
that the Health Department lead this educational effort and increase accessibility by also educating 
providers that qo not <;:omrrionly lnteirec;t with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with 
program guldeUnes, 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 cibtaln cannabis in the adult use market 
due to public stigma. surrounding medical cannabis use, as well as misconceptions about the type of 
information that Is stored within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may 
affect cim!=nt/future employment opportunities and the ability to purchase a firearm.15 

In contrast, one participant ncteq .that it was difficult to 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 ~randsco~based adult use retailers In early January, 2018, may significantly increase State card 
utilization. Others feit that.adult use legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the· 
medical market and card utillzatioh, since more people woald be comfortable with cannabis use In . 
general. 

15 The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives issued a memorand4mto aU firearms licensees In 2011 
clarifying that federal la.w prohibits unlawful users of controlled ~ubstances, as defined by the federal Controlled 
Substances Act, from receiving or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureau memorandum, available at 
http :li:Z1,1_:1,.,).134/share/PDF /ATFOpenletterQ921 ll.pdf. 
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D. Ideas and Suggestions - Focus ~roup Responses 

4. Do you have Ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've 
IY!enttoned? For exainple, what wot.1ld the elements of a compassionate care program b.e 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: City to advocate eitthe State level to allow: 

• . businesses to provide.cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted 
cost to medical ca11nabis patients 

• anonymous donations to compassionate care locations 
• busihes.ses t.o produce high dosage products for medical cannabis patients 

Focus group patticipants felt that such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the City 
in Its current forin. 

Establlsh a Citywide. Compassionate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level 
advocacy, focus group p;;irtit;lpants thought the City could creat~ a program with the following possible 
characteristics; 

Program Eligibility Crlteda .. Uslhg Income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with 
medical cannal:lis need who are enrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify if they applied), low-income 
seniors (I.e .. ihdividuals ov~r 50), immobile patients, and veterans would qualify for the City 
program. To capture as many individuals as possible, the City ~ould also consider enrollment in 
other existing programs servlng low-Income San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care 
program eligibility. To limitthe risk of federal intervention and adverse consequences for patients 
who receive federal assistance, the City could use the. current MMIC application process as a 
r~cord retention model. Focus group participants also highlighted the importance of discretion 
and preserving the confidentiality bf those accessing the program. 
·Program Elements. Focus groups: put forth the following possibilities: 

o Program participants would be able to purchase medical cannabis and any medical 
cannabis produc;t at cost of production. 

o Program participants would be. able to access current compassionate care services at 
individual medical cannabis dispensaries; e;g. samples, cannabis and cannabis products at 
little to no c;ost. 

o San Francisco could create event permits for compassionate care events across the City, 
where patients and businesses could provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis 
products, anq provide free or discounted cannabis to program participants. 
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o San. Fn:ihcisto cou.ld allow curreht medic9I cannabis collective/i;:ooper~tive .businesses to 
continue their operations as they currently exist. 

o Any reduc¢~ cost policies the City establishes for patients would also apply to adult use 
cannabis and t.annabis-products, 

0 Some participants specifically referenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
. resolµtion 1a th.at ehcowaged cannabis dispensaries tq establish compassionate care 
pr~grams; noting that it ?tlready includes many principles that the City could codify 
Citywide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans). 

Citywide.. Compassionate Care Card. Separate from the State..:issued medical cannabis 
identification card, a county-based card could be issued to Individuals who qualify for the 
program. Some focus group participants referenced a previous Sari Francisco county medical 
cannabis identification ¢ard.progr.am that was deactivated with the establishment Of the State
issued card, suggesting that the City;s card program could. be reactivated for this purpose. Focus 
group members.-also felt the card should pe issued at little to no cost to program participants. 

Progrl:ltn FundlnkMethanisms, Focus group partidpants suggested that a fund be established to 
support the City's Compassionate ca·re 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 
creµtethe fund .and that a stakeholder group that inc;ludes cannabis ~usinesses oversee the fund's 
revenue allocatfon process.Some focus group participants suggested that the fund also be used 
to subsidize the llcensfngfees for compassionate care businesses'and/or the operating costs of a· 
tompassion9te care community. tenter suggesteq elsewhere in thls report. Focus groups 
suggested three maln fun:ding mechanisms: · · 

o Round-Up Mechanism. At the point 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 tcinsutn~r purchased a cannabis product at 47 dollars, the total price 
could be rounded. up to so dollars, With the remaining three dollars donated to the 
program. 

o Busines$. contributitJns, Under this model; c.annabis businesses would be. required to set 
aside a portion of their profits to fund the program, or the City could instead make such 
contributions voluntary, some partidpants preferred a voluntary option to a mandated 
contribution. 

o . Business Program Start.Up Funds. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute 
immediate funding for the program, with the City then assuming rnsponsibllity for 
continued funding after'the initial contribution. . · 

16 See San Francisco Board Of supervisors 2007 Resolutio'n. urgrng Medti;al Cannabis Dispensaries to Implement 
Compassionate Care Programs ,to Ser-ye Low and No Income Patients, avallable at 
http://sfbos.org/ftp/u pload edfiles/bdsupvrs/reso lu ti on s07 /r0623-07 .p df. 

13 



City Advpcacy at th~ State Leve/to SupportAdditiond/ Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of 
discussion, focus group. participants .highlighted other areas where advocacy .would be needed to 
further support compassronate.care goals.· 

. o . Exempt Medlca!Cannabis Cultivators from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax 
exemption for medical cannabis cultivators would incentivize them to donate to 
compassionate care programs and increase cannabis availability for patients. 

o · bonate 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. Rather, It could be donated to the City's 
compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients. 

o . Create Canhabls Product Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City 

should allow cai:uiabis products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those 
with 111edica·1 need~ 

o Expand the typ~s of cannabis products to include healthier optfons. 
a Discourage the narrowing of qualifying condftions. The City should view individual 

Interactions between patients and physicians as the primary mechanism for determining 
whether medlcal ctinnabis use is warranted: 

o Create employment protections for medical cannabis card holders and compassionate care 
program particijwnts. 

Establish a Municipal Growing Framework. SomeJocus group partlc1pantsfelttheCity should consider 
municipal cultivation as a way fo provide cannabis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed 
Proposition S· in 2002,17 which urged the City to explore this option, and the aforementioned focus 
group participants would support further discussion and action on this issue. 

Cteatr;:: Adciitional Consumption locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for 
9dditronal medical cannabis consumption (i.e. smoking, vaplng and product ingestion/use) locations 
in the City, especially if federal law continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some 
participants advocate.d 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<in 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 c:enters. 

:P See Proposition S language and ballot-results at https:Usfpl.org/pdf/maln/gic/elections/NovemberS 2002.pdf 
and https:/{sfQLorg/index.php7pg=2000027201&propid=1683. 
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Prioritize Delivery Servfces. for many immobile patients; medical cannabis delivery services are critical 
and should be prioritit.edvoilthin the City's cannabis regulatory framework. 

Reinstate Historical Compassionate Care Locations; Acc:ordlng to some focus group participants, a 
nurnber of compassionate care locations were closed in the past due to federal intervention or an 
inability to thrive within the City's Medical Cannabis Act (Article 33) framework. Those participants 
felt the City should assist these businesses in re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to 
strengthenthe compassionate care. network. 

Reduce Fee}orState Mw:Jioal Cannabis identification Card. To increase affordability, the City should 
towerthe current cost ofthe State-issued medical cannabis identification card. 

Establish Patl~nt Advisory Cbminittee. The City should establish an advisory committee, consisting 
primarily of.a diverse set of mi;idical 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 inforrnation should be 
9istrlbuted to patients1. and this Information should be st~nd;:irdized across dispensaries and 
c;ornpasslonate care locf]tions in the City, PhysiCians must also be properly educated <;ibout how to 
provide cannabis recommendations that allow dispensaries:to provide the correct cannabis treatment 
optiqns. 

A successful Comp<1sslohate Car:e. Framework in San F~ancisco ~ Focus Group Responses 
Focus g,roups also discussed the need to ensure that San Francisco's compassionate care framework is 
successful, and rnade·the followln.g suggestions for how success could be defined: 

• Patients with Rea( Meclital Need are Able to Access Cannabis at Afford.able Cost. Here, focus 
group participants advised the City to establish a robust educ.ational campaign for the 
compassionate care progra!T) tha.t uses a variety of communi.cation outlets, including television, 
radio, and newsprint, to promote. the prqgr<Jm and ensure tha.t there Is widesprE:lad. and far
reachlrig patient participation. Participants also suggested that the City develop a survey that 
woulq provide useful :foedback for the City as to medical cannabis. accessibility; Finally, it wa,s 
sug~ested that the City c::oosider mechanisms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure 
that patients with actualneed are ableto 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 
reqtJfrements on businesses of varying size and .avoid creating a system ~hat rewards non
compliance or places an undue burden on smaller business.es that will find it mare difficult to 
absorb 1ihe cost of hew State. and local rnedical cannabis busin$ss reglJlations. Jh<it individual 
went. on to note :that 'l;!st~blishihg a comp;;issionate 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 program and how businesses can comply will be critical, 
espe·ciaily duri~g the 1nftlal ltnplemenfatlon period. 

Some focus group_ participants felt thatthe aforementioned patient advisory committee could be tasked 
with providing ongoing guidance to the City in this area .. 

V. Findings·& Recommendations 
Based on Focus Group comments and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds 
the following; and makes associated recommendations: 

Finding 1- Continued Access to Medical Cannabis: The City has a long history of providing medical 
cannabis to p<1tients1 and this access to should continue in 2018 and beyond. 

Recommendation: 
A. The City shouid require all retallers to maintain medical use .as a condition of their permit. 
B. The City should further prioritize permit processihg for medical only applicants. 

Finding 2 ~Cost Concerns: There are concerns that patients, particularly low income and Indigent 
patlent~1 wlll notbe able to.afford medl.cal cannabis. 

Recommendation: 
A. Compassfon programs should be targeted to low Income and Indigent populations, veterans, 

and patlentpopulationswho can identify_ need. 
B. The City should rE)main thoughtful about thEl tax.burden on the medical cannabis supply chain 

and patient consumers when crafting a local tax structure, 
C. The City shot,ild a)low sample~ in certain circumstances, to allow p11tient consumers to test 

products before having to purchase products at full or reduced cost. 
D. The City should advocate for. dosage flexibility for medlcal products at the State level if higher 

dosage levels are not addres$ed ln emergency regulations this November. 

Finding 3 - Clarity and Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like 
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Francisco's values. 

Recommendation: 
A. The City should advocate to the Stateto allow counties to maintain compassion programs, and 

provide clear reg~lations related to. compassion programs within the M-Type supply chain. 

Finding 4 - Preservaticm of Compassionate Care Model: The compassionate care model has provided 
patients with access t() medicinal cannabis, is an important harm reduction tool, and these programs. 
should be maintained. 
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Recommend~tlon: 

A. Similar to the mandate passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors in File No. 071505 
(2007}/1·8 the ctw shoo Id create a compassion program or allow for retailers to establish their 
own compassion program. Descriptions of these programs and liow the program wilt meet track 
and trace requirements should be detailed in their application for an Article 16 permit. 

B. The City should consider the creation of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care programs in 
2018. Thi.s could include contemplating a lower license fee. 

· C. The City should. allow forflextbility in implementing µ Compassion Program. An example of this 
is the City could create a Compassion Fund admlnister~d by the City. In lieu of creating an onsite 
program, retailers could provide a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset 
licenslngfeesfor future nonprofit permit permits and costs of products. 

Finding 5 - Determine Eliglblllty: There Is a need to create eligibility criteria that is discrete and 
confider1tial to ensure patient privacy. 

Recornmendat.lon; . . . . 
A. The (:lfy should leven1geshould leverage its existing programs, such as the Medical Marijuana 

ldentlflcaflon Card (MMIC) ptogram, as a pathway to a) determine eligibility and 2) provide a 
method by which patr!'lnts· can prove their eligibllfty 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 qrnnabis can be a social experience, 
therefore, patientswould like spaces to be provided that allow for social consumption. 

Recommendation: 
A. The City ~hould en~ourage the retention of existing Me<;llcin<!I Cannabis Consumption Space. 
B. The City should. disallow retailers from mandating a certi'lin amount of product be purchased in 

order to access ~he onslte 'smoking/vaplng/consumption lounge. . 

finding 7 - Safe Consumption Information: Patient consumers would benefit from having access to 
consistent education related to safe consumption, 

Recomniendation: · 
A. The Department.of Publlt Health should create fact based information to be provided to all 

cohsum(:lrs including patients at the point of sale. 

Finding 8..,. Advoca¢y for Patient Ct>mmunity: The City would benefit from continued advice from . 
patients, patlentadvocates,·and businesses. 

18 San Fr;uicisco Board ofSupervisors, Fiie No. 071505, 2007. 
JlliQJM~ os. orgLfu:i/ uploaded files/bdsupvrs/resol uti ons07 /r062 3 -0 7. pdf. 

17 



Recommendation: 
A, The City should amend the Cannabis State Legallzatlon nisk Force membership to ensure a 

broad set.of stakeholders representing pc.itient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the 
body, and can further inform .and advise future task force recommendations, notably about the 
evolution of policy related to compassion pr.ograms. One of these members should have 
experience in running c.i. non-profit compassion program. 

Finding 9 - Data.& Accountability: The City needs to gather data and report out on if regularly to 

ensure we are iterating o·ur policies and meeting our goals. 

Recommendation: 
A, The ()ffke of Cannabis al'ld the Health Department should cpntinue to monitor the ·effects of 

cannablsJegalization on medical cannabis. use in San Francisco, 
K Pata collection should b.e consistent with patient privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated 

Into the O'ffice ofCannabjs' overall dcita management strategy, 
C, ·The Office· of ca·nnaois In collaboration with the Department of Public Health should provide a 

reporf and recommendations to further lhform the City's patnforward with medical cannabis by 
December 31, 2018. 
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t •. Executive Summary 
On September :5, 2.017; the Board of Supervisors LJnarilmously passed Ordinance No, 170859i 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 iildivlduals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy 
options that wc:iuJd (A). preserve ;!lffordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B) ensure 
medica.1 cannabis patients continue to receive high"quality, appropriate care and (C) providing 
uninterrupted access to mediq;il cannabis patients .. 

This report studJ.es the cum~nt.state of medical ac1;:ess In San Francisco, provides background on the 
Medical Mariju?ha Identification tard Program and known.characteristics of the card holder community, 
anci 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 consideration. 

II. lntroductlo.n 

California Med(tql Cannabis Polity 
In l.996, California becan'Hfthefirst$tate In the U.S. to lega)iz.e medical cannabis. Legalization resulted 
from passage· of Proposition 215; the Compassionate Use Act, which was incorporated into California's 
Health and SafeW Code (Sec. 11362.5). Its purpose was to a) ensure that ser:iously ill Californians have the 
r:ight to obtain and use marijuana for medlcal purposes where the medical use Is deemed appropriate and 
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person1s health would benefit from 
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma1 

arthritis, migraine; or a1wother Illness for whjch marijuana provides relief; and bl ensure that patients 
<;1nd their prlt.n~ry caregivers wh(;l obtain a(l~ use marijuana for rpedical purposes upon the 
retom.mendatlon of a physh,::ian are not subjectto crlmlm1I prosecution or sanction. 

. . 

Senate Bill 420: followed airnost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and 
e~tablish the right of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful 

. cultivation and distribution of catinabis amongmembets. These laws allowed for medical cannabls access 
and created c;ity and county-based systems across the State. 

Between 2003 and io1s·, the commercial cannabis industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn't 
until 2015 ahdtMe p,assage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established 
a legal framework to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries {"AB~243, Medical Marijuana" 2015). 
Originally.set to take effei;t cYn January 1, 20161 the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act was 
amended via the Medical Cal)nabis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016. This updated piece of 
legislature alm~d to Incorporate stronger environmental protection policies within a comprehensive 
llc~nsing syst'i!tn ("$B~643, Medkal Marijuana" 2016). 
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On November 8f. 2016, Callfomi.a voters passed Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), 
leg<11izlhg t.he qisVibutfori, sal~,. and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical· 
Marijui:1n·a Regul~tloli aj1d Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015. In 2017; California sought to create one regulatory 
system for bothmedkal and rec;reatlonal use. Therefore, this.last.June, GovernorJerry Brown signed the 
Medidn1:11, and Adult Use tan11al:>ls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA). Into law, reconciling the 
differences betWeen: AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crudal step towards developing a regulatory 
framework tq:facllitate a for-profit cannabis sector for both medidnal and adult-wse. 

San Francisco · 
In 1991, Sarr Frandsco voters passed ·proposition P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether or not San 

Francisco would recommend that the State of California and the California Medical Association restore 
"hemp medical prepwations" to California's official list of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters 
1991). There were three paid arguments in the ballot in favor of Proposition P, which provided quotes 

from physicians and cited scientific institutions In arguing for cannabis' medical benefits (Office of the 
Registrar of Vote'rs 1991). Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco 
Public Library· 2017). 

In 1999,San Frand~cb's Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99/'Supportingthe Development 

and lmplementatJon of a Volul'itary Medical Cannabis ldehtlfication Card Program'' (San Francisco 
Department of Pu bile Health ·2000). This resolution.supported 'the development of an identification card 

· program for medical. cantiapis for Individuals Who qualified under the Compassionate Use Act as patients 
or primary .caregivers. In 2000, the Board of Supervisors formally created San Francisco's current 

Identification program for me'dical marijuana (San Frarlelsco Department of Public Health 2000). 

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01•2006, declaring San Francisco to 

be a "S'lnctuary for Medkal· Cannabis (San Francisco Board of supervisors 2005). They also urged 
California law enforcernen.t ·and regulatory· agencies to avoid· harassing1 !)rresting and prosecuting 
physicians, dtsp~nsar1es, patients or caregivers who complied with the Compassionate Use Act. 

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors plciced Proposition S, titled "Medical Marijuana," on the ballot. The 
proposition was a declaration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board .of Supervisors, District Attorney, City 
Attorney, and Department of Pt.ibilc 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. 64-05, "Zoning- Interim Moratorium on 

Medical Cannabis Dispensaries'' (San Francisto Board of Supervisors 2005). The ordfn'lnce expressed 

concern over the significant increase in the number of lndlviduals enrolled In the city's voluntary medical 
cannabis ldentiflcatlon program, "In 2002, there were approximately 2i200 Individuals registered ... and 
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there ate now over s,ooo on~ooo Individuals enrolled" (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The 

ordimince ackhbwledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis 

dispensaries and therefbre imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries. 

On November 22, 2d05, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisco 

Health Cod.e; which provid~s coc:jes, rules, regulations, and operatfrig procedures for medical cannabis 

dispensaries (San FrantiscoOepartme,nt of Public Health 2005). 

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 11censed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco. 
Though the Department of PubltcHealth has historically been responsible for the dispensary permitting 
process. Following the passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco's ;'Budget and Appropriation Ordinance" 
for the FlscaJYear 2017-2018 establlshed the Office of Catinabls and tasked the.Office with coordinating 
various city departments and state agencies. efforts. to comprehensively regulate medical and adult-use 
commercial cannabis activity iti Z018. 

m. Medlcal.M:ari)uana ldentificatlo11 card Program 
The California Department of Publlc Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program 
(MMICP)·1 creates11:State;:-a1,ith6rized medical marijuaha Identification card (MMIC) along with a registry 
database foi'" c:ard holder:s (i,e. qualified· patients and primary caregivers). The card provides legal 
justification for, the possession a.nd use of medical cannabis in California, but the card program is 
voluntary, m,eanlng .not everyone who uses cannabis for medical purposes is required to obtain one. 
Individuals and/or primary caregivers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of 
residency, and the Sal) Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages 
this process at the county level. 

A:,.Appllcation. Proci;;~s 
It is important to note that tl'le State program is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH 
retains any personal, demogrc;iphic, or medical Information of program applicants and/or card-holders. 
The identifying and medical Information that appllcants provide a.s part ofthe State application process is 
returned to the app\kant atthe time the card is issued. The only inform;ltion 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 C<1rd Program Data 
In terms of liull'!~er of c~tds issued by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health 
report notes that, frorn July 2005 through Septemb"er 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department 
of Public Health issuecl 22,740 cards...,-one of the highest amounts across participating counties. This Is 
not to say that the.re are currently 22,740 patients using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card 

1 See corH Medical Marijuan<1 Identification Card Program report, available at 
https://www.~dph.ca.go~/Progmms/CHSl/CDPH%20Docum~ot~:?OLll;irarv/MMPCouotv%20Card%20Count%20~§.1 
tember%202017-18revADA.pdf .. 
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must be re~iss·ued on an .annual basis. ft is also important to note the fluctuation in number of card holders 
over time; with 3,975 cards issued, in fiscal year 2007, 1,638 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year 
2016, and 580 cards in fiscal year iOi1; 

Fi~ure i. Nu_mber of MMit Cards Issued In San Francisco by Fiscal Year 

Figure l: Number OF MMIC Canis lssut!d IN San Francisco County BY Fiscal Venr 

'1975 

3118 
2817 

2.173 I "'" I ii ti70 652 

II II 
5BO • 115 

FY 2005- FY 2006· FY 2007- FY 2008- FY 2009· FY2010· FY 2011- FY 2012.- FY 2013- FY 2014· FY 2015· FY 2016· FY 2017· 
6 7 l! 9 iO 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 1l!I 

*Fiscal Year 2017-18 reflectsthe number of cards issued. through September 2017. 

c. Medical Mar,ljmma ld~n~lflcation Card Holder D.ata 
As menti<;>ned earljer, the c9unty does 'not retain g¢neral demographic information of applicants or card
holders. One data. pointthat is available to SFDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a 
card fee reduction ·as a Medi-Cal program baneficiary. Per State law; Medi-Cal beneficiaries receive a 50% 
reduction in the fee for the State identification qird.2 The current amount is X. 

This lriformation is useful because lt provides insight .into 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 betow3 provides more lnform.ation about Income levels at 138 percent 
of the Federal Po1rerty Leve.I. . 

2 Thefoll fee for each card in San f;ranclsco County is currently $100, with Medi-Cal beneficiary fee reduction 
bringing the cost down to $50 dollars .. $ee also Cal(fornia Hea{thand Safety Code.Section 11362.755. 
3 California Department of Health Care Services website, available at http:Uwww.dhcs.ca.gov/servlces/medi
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMed\-Cal.asp)(, 
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Figure z. California Medl~Cal Income Eligibillty 

F~niily Size 1~a% 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 proportion of Stat~ card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee 
reduction based.on ryfedi..-cal eligjbjllty from.fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year Z017. The figure shows 
th;:it over the past few.fiscal years1 over half of all c;;1rd holders in San Francisco made such requests. 

Figure 3. Propor.tlon of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medl·Cal Eligibility 

FIGURE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLD.ERS 
REQUl;STING FEE REDUCTION BAS.ED ON MEDl"CAL 

ELIGIBI LITV 

FY 201,2·13 FY 201'r·14 FY 2.014-15 ·FY 2.015·16 

-4 SFDPH flies. 
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IV. ·Focus GroupNarr:atives 

A. Methodology 
In order to provide the City's policymakers and the Office of Cannabis with a compre·hensive view of the 
medical canna!Jis cost and affot,dapility landscapes, the Department of Pul;ilic; Health conducted three 
separate focus groups where discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to 
alleviate those concerns~ Where individuals were unable ta participate in person, the Department 
collect.ed.respohse~ Vi~ phone and emali. ov.er three focus group sessions,. the Department interviewed 
sixteen individuals. 

The focus gro~ps indw;:leq representc:ttives from the. b¢1o.w stakeholder categories, and Department of 
Public Hea Ith staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual orlehtation within each focus group. 

· • Medical cannabis patients 
·. • Medica_I cannabis patient advocates 
• Medical cannabis: business owners - storefront and ciellvery only. 
• Publi~ po,ltcy experts 

As. part of the discussiOns; focus group partidpai:its also noted their experiences with hotneless·ness; living 
with HIV,. behaviarcil health !ssuesj llving'With a disability, and past military service. It Is also Important to 
note thatmatW'focus group partidp.a:nts felt they represented more than ·one category above. 

Ea eh focus group discussed the following questions: 

1. In your experience, how is the medical cannabis P,atient community reacting to State and local 
chctnges tq the medical cannabis regulatory framework? 

2. Whatisthe general feel!'ng among patients about the cost of medical cannabis iii the new 
medkal. Gannabis regulatory market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into 
the disc-usslon? 

3. What is the genetal feeling among patients about tbe State medical cannabis identification 
. card? .Do 1teople generally know how to apply, wher.e to get it and that there is a fee associated 

with obtaining it? 
4. Do you have ideas and su.1;mestions about how the City could address concerns you've 

mentioned? For exan:n>le, What would t.he elements of a compassionate care program be in San 
Frandsto? 

The following fnfol:m~tion,.'in nq P&rticular order, 1s a compilation of the m<,iin discussion points from all 
focus groups, ~nd Where then~ was gener;:il c;onsensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted. 

1 • • • . ' •• . 
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a. 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 
. . . 

changes to the medical cannabis regulatoryframework7 
2. What ls the general f~eling among patients ·abm,it 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. 

Preserving San Francisco1s. compassionate Care Model. Focus grou·p participants affirmed that patients 
use cannabis as an alternative to prescription drugs, a harm reduction tool, and as an importanttreatment 
option for a wide variety of conditions, and thatthe State and qty needed to appropriately recognize this 
as a signlficantbenefltto.iridividualswith m~dical needs. Participants also noted that the current medical 

cahm1bis structure. arid future. ~dult use system would not have been possible without the steadfast 
d~i:Ucation ofthe current medical cannabis community, and, forthat reason, the city sho_uld elevate those 
needs. 

. . 

With regard ~o ihe (:urr.E;!nt .aflq fi..iture lands.capes, one participan_t noted that patients are currently 

benefitting from an increase in available products as new dispensaries enter the medical market and 
lowered prices due to Increased mar!<etco-mpetition, further noting that in the newly regulated market, 
patients can :also expect to benefit fµrther from guidelines designed to make cannabis and cannabis 
products scifer. This partrclpant .stated that. p<:itients 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 individual believed that 
these feelings would reniaih until State and local medical ·and adult use legislation and regulations are 
finalized, and. that t[le l<;:>nger that process takes, the more uncertainty the c<1nnabis industry will 
experience. 

One olierarch~n& concern across focus groups, was that current State law5 does not allow for 

compassionate cate to continue in San Frandsco In the way that patients have accessed It in the past, 

access it currimtly, an.d envision ltfor the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue ls not 
addressed, the,dty runs the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether; One meeting participant 

.note.d 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 medlca I 
cannc~_bls markets sho.uld di_ffer s,lgiilflcc;ihtly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were 
as follows: 

. • . Costfor Patients. Participants in each focus group highlighted the issue of cost for patients in 
the newly regulated medical cannabis market, especially for low-Income and indigent patients, 
immobile patients, and those experiencing hotnel.essness. To some participants1 the cost of 

5 These concerns would also apply to any provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the 
relevantState Jaw provisions. 



me.drtal cannabis is :already at unaffordable levels for many, and patients and patient 
advocatesin .each focus.group were concerned about the ability for themto access the market 
in theJac;e.of new State a:nd !oca.I regulatiot)s, where the regulatory cost would likely be passed 
on to consumers. There was also concern aboutthe added burden of State r:ind (possible) local 
taxation structures. According to some;.p1;1tlents generally prefer regulated, lab~tested medical 
cannapis, but oneser.ious consequence of ex9rbitanttaxes would be a proliferation of the illicit 
market, where medical cannabis would likely be cheaper. State law .does exempt medical 
cannabis patients with the aforemerit)oned Sti;lte-lssued card from State sales tax,6 but there 
was cQnsensus across focus groups that this ex.emption does not go far enough to reduce cost 
barriers for patients. 

• Prohfhitidn against Samples, Free and Discounted Cannabis. State Law currently prohibits the 
· giving-aVira\i qf craniial:)i's ahd tahriabls !)rt>dt;H:ts as part bf a business promotion or commercial 
activity/ This has . bee'n · lriterpreted to· 'disallow the giving of cannabis samples and 
carinabisic11n11abls prod~citS ~t d!sc6urited or no cost to Individual consumers and/or other 
bus1he$ses, Which are current practices in ~,San Fraridsco's medical cannabis market. 
Partidpants across the focus groups were strongly opposed to these State law provisions since, 
accqrdlhg tothern; suc;:h pr.actites·are critical for maintc:iining a functional compassionate care 
program .. For examp)e, pa~i~nts rely on samples to test products in hopes offlnding one that 
alleviates symptoms, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to inste.ad have to purchase 
each i~er'l)_ at fu!I price cit the outset. 

Fl!rther; State law also requires that all cannabis and cannabis. products be tagged with a 
unique identlfler,knciwn as a "track cind trace" system.8 There was a concern that this could 
conflict with any local policy allowing for donations or samples, since those cannabis Jtems 
woultj not be m9ving through the commercial system the way State law currently envisions. 
For example, some medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and 
canpabis product donations that they then distribute to patients, and such a track and trace 
system. would deter those donors from continuing a practice that, in their vleWi facilitates , 
continued and affordable access for low:income patients. 

• Phased Eliinincttion 'Of the Collective/Cooperative Mqdel~ In establishing a State~regulated 
medical calinabis market; State law also eventually phases out the current 
coilecth/e/c.oQp€!ratjve rne~ical cannabis model.9 According to focus group participants, this 
would elimi.nate a cr.itlcal community-sharing element of San Francisco's current 
compassionate care practices. 

6The Adult Use of Marijuana A~t-Proposltlon 641 Section 3401i. · 
7 Medici.nal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regµlatlon and Safety Act(MAUCRSA) Section 261~3. 
8 The Adult Use of M<lrijtla_na Act- Proposition 64; _Secticm 26170. 
9 Medical and Adult-Use Cannabis R~gulation and Safety Act{MAUCRSA) Sect,ion 11362.775 
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• Produet Type and Dosage lnflexibilfty. Current State l<;lw limits edible cannabis product THC 
content fo 10 nrilllgrams p.er serving site in both the medical and adult use markets,1° and 
previously proposed State regulations11 limited the total THC amount per package to 100 
milligrams, Th.e proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-mllligram THC limit on non
edlble cannabis produtts In .both rnarkets.12 Focus group participants identified two main 
problems. with this approach. First:, there Is often a need for patients to consume higher 
dosages than indivi.duals In the adult use market because medical condition i:reatmehf plans 
and cannabis rnetabolis.m rates differ per individual; and, since State law does not currently 
allow for patients to·obtafn carmabis at little to no cost, this llniitation woU.ld require patients 
to pLJrchase multiple products to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive. 
Seeohd, some partitipants not.edthat the pending State cannabis regulation's would likely limit 
the: types Of edible ·canna6is products that can be produced, whieh they felt would proviqe 
primarily for preservatlve~heavy and sugar-laden products, lead to high caloric intake among 
patients if theymus:t consume multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result. 

• Cannabis License Fees: Some focus group participants cited State and (possible) local cannabis 
permit fees13 as a potential cost barrier for true comp(lssionate care businesses that wish to 
continue providing cannabis and services to low-income patients In San Francisco. 

• Medical CannaiJ!s for Patients Under 1~. State law currently prohibits the production. of 
cannabis products that are considered appealing to chlldren.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 Dec;llcated (':olisumption Spaces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medical cannabis 
patients, consuming their medieine Is ofte~ a social experience that is important for the healing 
process,. and :that there w~re not enough existing spaces In San Francisco for this purpose. 

. . . 

I'Jrlvlng Under the thf/ue.nc~ Deform/nations. There was concern In one focus group about the process 
the State and City will uhdeiti!ke in determining whether an individual Is driving under the influence. 
A process thattcinsiders only whether THC is present in the system, and not whether driving ls actually 

1.0 Medieinaland Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c}. 
11See.Californfa Oepartmentof Publfo Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
https://www.cdph.ca.goviPrograms/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Docunient%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20(Fln 
al%20on%2.0CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. 
12 See California Department of Publlc,Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
https://www.cdbh.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Library_/Cannabis%20Comments%20{Fln 
al%20on%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. 
13 Local cannabis permit fees have not yet been determined; but focus grouv participants thought they would likely 
be a cost barrier once established1 especially when considered alongside a State license fee. 
1~ Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c), 
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· il'r)paired as ~ result, will negatively affect patients/ especially those who require relatively high THC 

doses as part of their treatmehtplans. · 

Safe Consumption Information for Patients. Meeting participants noted that safe consumption 
Information curr~nt!Y varied ·across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe 
patient const,1111 ption practices. 

c. Statf!! Medical .. Canna6is Identification card -Focus Group Responses 

3. What is the general fee.ling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people 
generaily K,now how to apply; where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it? 

Responses to the· above-questions 9re noted below. 

There was :general cohsensus acrnss focus g~oups that many patients In San Francisco are currently 
unaware of the State card program and/or how to obtain a card. Partieipants noted that some current 
businesses were not appropriately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients 
who possess the card1 an~. that thl_s would likely continue without widespread education about the 
program for business.owners, theft employees and medical cannabis patients. One participant suggested 
that the Health bepartme·nt lead this educationai effort and increase accesslbility by also educating 
providers that· do not commonly Interact with medical can ha bis patients and may be unfamiliar with 
program guidelines, and develo'ping 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~nnabls patients may byp'crss the medical market and instead obtain.cannabis in the adult use market 
due to public stigma sur.roundlng medical cannabis use, .as well as misconceptions about the type of 
information that ls store-ct within the medical cannabis identification· program database and how that may 
affebt turrent/fUture·.employtnent opportunities and the ability to purchase a firearm.15 

In contrast, one. pcir~idpant not~d 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 Francisco"based adult use retailers in early January, 2018, may significantly increase State card 
utilization, Others. felt that ar;lult us·e legalization and consumption wo.uld have a positive effect on the 
medical market .and card utilization, since more people would be comfortable with cannabis use in 
general. 

15 The Bureau of Alcohol, .:fobacco, Firearms and Explosives Issued a memorandum to all firearms llcehsees 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, avallable at 
http://71.11.3. 134tLhare/PDF/ATFOgenletter092111. pdf. 
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D. Ideas and Suggestions - Fo~us Group Responses 

4. Do.you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've 
mentlone·d:r Far example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be In San 
Francisco? 

. . 
Responses fo the above questfons are noted below. 

City Advocacy at the State LeveftoPreserve Current Compassionate, Care Programs. Ecich focus group 
highlighted the rn:!ed for the City to advocate at the State level to allow: 

• businesses to.provide cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge arid/or at a discounted 
cost to medical cannabis patients 

• i;\nonymous donations to compassionate care locations 
• businesses.ta piociuce high dosage products for medical cannabis patients 

Foq.1s group par~lcipants feltthat.such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the City 
in its currentforni. 

Establish a Citywide·Compa$sl0nate Care Program, Within the context of the aforementioned State level 
advocacy, focus group participants thought the City could create a program \tVlth the following possible 
characteristics~· 

Program Eligibility Criteria. Using income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with 
me<:lical cahhi'lbis .. need:wht:iare enrolled in Medi-Cal (orwould qualify ff they applied), low-income 
s~nlors (i.e. individuals OVf#r 50)1 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 ·eiii&ting programs serving. loW"i'ntome San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care 
programeligibility;To.limltthe rlsk·offederal ihterventioh and adverse consequences for patients 
who receive·federal:assistance, the City could use the current MMIC application process as a 
rec<;>rd retention model; Foci.ls group participants also highlighted the importance of discretion 
and preserving the· .confidentiality pf those accessing the program. 
Program gl_ements. Focus groups put forth the following possibilities: 

.o Program tiartlcipants Would be able to. purchase medical cannabis and any medical 
• ca11nabis proquct.at cost of production. 

o Program p,artlcipants would be able. to access current compassionate care services at 
individµal medical cannabis dispensarles1 e.g. samples, cannabis and cannabis products at 
little to no cost. 

o . San· Francisco cpuld create event permits for compasslont1te 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 collectfve/cooperative businesses to 

continue their operations as theycurrently.exist. 
o Any reduced cost pciliCles the City establishes for patients would also apply to adult use 

cannabis an~Lcannabis products. 
o . .Sqrriei parfidparits spe_cifically r~ferenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

res91ution16: tf)at encouraged cannabis dispensaries to establish compassionate care 
programs, noting that It already includes many principles that the City could codify 
Cltvw.ide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans). 

Citywide Compassionate Carei 'Card. Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis 
identification card; ·a county-based card tot.ild be issued to individuals who qualify for the 
program; Sqme fo"<;us group partldpants referenced a previous San Francisco county medical 
cannabis identification card program that was· deactivated with the establishment of the State
issued card, s4ggestingthatthe City's card program could be reactivated for this purpose. Focus 
grqtlpmembers Cllso feltthe.card should be issued at little to no cost to program participants . 

. Program Fu_nding Mechanisms. Focus group partidpants suggested that a fund be established to 
support the tJty's Compassionate Care prog. ram 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 anc,ith.at a stakeholder group that includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund's 

·revenue allocation prbcess. Some·focus group participants suggested thatthe fund also be used 
t0 subsidize the licensing fees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a 
compas$iohate care· community center suggested elsewhere in this report. Focus groups 

·suggested three main funding. mechanisms: 

. o Round~Up Mechanism. At the point of sale in either the medical or adult use markets, 
consljniers coulcl choose to do hate to the funq by "rounding up" the cost of their purchase. 
Fpr example; if a consumer purchased a cannabis product at 47 dollars, the total price 
coL1ld be roond,ed up to 50 dollars, with the remaining three dollars donated to the 
program. 

o . Businc:ss canttibut,ons. Under this model, cannabis businesses would ,be required to set 
aside a portion oftheir profits to fund the program, ·or t.he City could instead make such 
contributions voluntary. Some partlClpants preferred a voluntary option to a mandated 
conttibl:Jtibh. 

o Business Program Start Up FuJJds •. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute 
immediate funtjing for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for 
·continued funding after the initial contribution. 

16 See San .Francisco 'Bo;:ird of Supervisors 2007 Resolution urging Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Implement 
Compassionate.care Programs to Serye Law and No Income Patients, available at 
http:// sf bas .o rg/ftp/ uploaded file s/bdsupvrs/resol u tionsO 7 /r0623-07. pdf. 
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City Advdcpcy aNhe State ~eve/ to Support Additional Compassionate Care Aspects. ln the course of 
discussion, focus group participants highllghted other areas where advocacy would be needed to 
further supp9rt compa$siohate care gbals. 

o Exempt Medical Cannabis Cultivators from Taxatfon. According to some, establishing a tax 
·exemption for medical cannabis cultivators would lncentivize them to donate .to 
compassionate -care p·ragrams and increase cannabis availability for patients. 

Q Dor:iateSeiled Cann,ap/s and Cannabis Products to Compassionate Care Program's. When 
cannabis is seized as a result of law enforc;:ement intervention, some focus group 
participants feit, 'it ~houJd not be destroyed. R~ther, it could be donated to the City's 

' compassionate .care program and sub:iequently redistributed to patients. 
o · Create Ciinnabis Product Exemption for Children with Mc;idfcal Cannabis Needs. The City 

sh91.!ld'all0,w canm1.bls products that may'be appealing to children to be provided for those 
wltn m~dical need. . 

o Expand the types· of cannabis proc/ucts -to Include healthier options, 
o Discowdge the· narrowing of qua/ifyinQ conditions. The City should view individual 

interactions between patients and physldans as the primary mechanism for determining 
whether medical cafinabi~ lise iswarranted. 

o Create employment proteationsformedlcaJ cannabis card holders and compassionate care 
p,roi;Jrain pati:ii:lpants. 

Establish a Municipa/G~owing Framework. Some focus group part1clpants feltthe City should consider 
municipal cultivatio'n as a way to provide cannabis· at lower cost to patients. City voters passed 
Propositlon . .S In 2002, :t7 which urged the City to explore this option; and the aforementioned focus 
group participant~ would support further discussion and action on this Issue. 

Create Adltltlonaf Consumption Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for 
additional mediCal cahnabis. consumpti9n (i.e. smoking, vaplng .and product ingestion/use) locations 
in the City; especially .if federal .law- continues to prohibit consumption ln public housing. Some 
p;:irticipaht:> ~dvoc;ated fbr $eparate medical use consumption spaces to pre$erve a treatment~baseq 
environment for patients, adding. that such spaces should not require a miniml.lm purchase level in 
order to. 9ccess the consµmptlon area. Others underscored the need for community centers where 
patients can poth con.sume their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities, 
suggestin~ thatthe City. reserve spaces in the City where such community centers can thrive and 
subsidize operational c-0stSJcir those centers. 

17 See Prop·osltion S language,and ballot results athttps://sfpl.org/pclf/main/gic/electlons/NovernberS 2002.pdf 
and. https:/lsfpl .org/i ndex. php ?pg=2000027201&propid=1683. 
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PriorltizeDelfveryServ/ces. For many Immobile patients; medical cannabis delivery services are critical 
and should be prioritized wlthin the City's cannabis regulatory framework . 

. Re/f]state Hlstorf9a/ CQri'Jpassi¢nate Care Locations. According to some focus group partidpants, a 
i 

number oJ compassiohate.care· locatloris were closed in the past due to federal intervention or an 
inability to thrive wlth1r:i the City's Medical Cannabi.s .Act (Article 33) frameworl<. Those participants 
feltt~e City should assisrthese business.es in re·estciblishlng themselves lh San Francisco in order to 
strengthen th'e compassionate care network. 

. . . . 

Reduce Fee for State Medical Cannabis ldentijii::ation Card; To incr~ase affordability, the City should 
lower. the c.urrent cost of the.State,..issued medieal cannabis identification card. 

£.stablish Patient Adv;sory Cqmmittee. The City should establish an advisory committee, cons!stlflg 
primarilyof a diverse sefofmedical cannabis patients, and possibly. businesses, to oversee the process 
of establishing anq maintciining. p compassionate care program. 

EdvcatiOn jot Patients and Recommending Physicians. Safe consµmption information should be 
distributed fo. patients, and this information. should he standardized across dispensaries and 
comp!;ls$ionafe care· locations in th(;'! City. Physicians must also be properly educ·ated about how to 
provide c~rnnahis tecommend~tions thr:1t allow dispensaries to provide the correct cr:1rinabis treatmeht 
options. 

A Successft.il Corttpa~sionate Care Frart:1ework in San Francisco- Focus Group Responses 
Focus groups- also discussed the-need to .ensure that,San Fr~nc;iscds compassionate care framework is 
successful, and :made the following suggestions for how success could be defined: 

• Patients With Real iyiedfcq/ Need ar(J Able to Access Cannabis at Affordable Cost. Here, focus 
group participants advised the City to e~tablish a robust educational campaign for the 
compassionate care. program that uses a variety of communication outlets, including television, 
radio; and riewsprint, to promote the program and ensure that there ls widespread and far

reachlng patient parti~ipation. P~rtlclpants r:1lso suggested that the City develop a survey that. 
would provide useful feecJback for the City .as to medical cannabis .accessibility. Finally, it was 
suggested that the City consider mec-hanisms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure 
that patients with actual hee:d are able to easily participate. 

• Ccmna.bts Bu,sinesses of Varying Size are· Jl.ble to Pctrflcfpqte in the Program. In this regard, one 
participC!nt encouraged the City to consider the impact of any compassionate care program 
requirernknts· on businesses of varying ~ize ahd avoid cre.ating a system thr:1t rewards non· 
compllanc.e or plates an .undue burden on smaller businesses that will find It more difficult to 
absorl). tb~ cos.t of n~w .state. and local medical. cannabfs business regulations. That individual 
went on to note that E!S.tt1biishing a compassionate care program would likely be an iterative 
processi since there is uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in 
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San Franeisco~sotransp~rency aboutthe prngr;,:1m t1nd how businesses can comply will be critical, 
especially during the initial implementation period. 

Some focus group parti_c;ipants felt-that th.~ aforemE;?ntianeq patient advisory committee could bl? tasked 
with providing ongoing guidance to the City in this area. 

v. Findings ~Recommendations 
B;:.i$ed on Focus Group comments and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds 
the following, and makes associated recommendations: 

Finding l ~Continued Access to Medical Cann~bls:The City has a long history of providing medical 
cannabis to patients, andthi's access to should continue In 2018 and beyond. 

Recommendation: 
A. The: C:itV.$hould requira al.I .retailers to main:ta[n rO-f:'.dical use as a condition of their permit. 
B.. The-Gity should fqdhef prioritize permit protessing. for medical pnly appli'cants. 

Finding 2- ~~St·Conc:erns:T.here·are concernsthat patients, p9rticularly low income and indigent 
patients, will not be able to afford medkal cannabis. 

Rec0mmendatfon: , 
A. Compassjc:m programs should be t.argete~to low income and indigent populations, veterans, 

and patient populations who can identify need. 
B. The.·City:shotild remc;iiri thoughtful .aboutthe tax burdel') onthe medical cannabis sypply chain . 

arJd p<itient consutners;·ifilheh crafting <1· iocal tax structure. 
C. The City should allow samples in certain circumstances, to allow patient consumers to test 

products pefore having to purchase produi:;ts at full or reduced cost. 
b. The City ~houlo advocate for ddsage flexiblllty formedlcc;il products atthe State level if higher 

dosage ievels are not ad~re·ssed In emergency regulations th ls ·November. 

Fi riding 3 :- Clarity and Advpca.cyJor State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like 
the City to adVoc~te for C<;>fn passJoh Program$. that reflect Sa'ri Franciscds values. 

Rec9mmendation: 
A. The City should advocate to thE; State to <1llow cou11ties to maintain compassion programs, and 

prov!de deaY-.regula~ions relc;ited to compassi9n programs within 'the M-TYpe Sl!pply chain. 

Flnding:4 .:_Preservation of Compassionate Care Model: The compassionate care model has provided 
patients with access to medfdnal cannabis1 is an important harm reduction tool, and these programs. 
should be maintain~d. · 
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Recomh1endation: 
A. Similarto the mandate. pass.ed 1,manimously b.V th!!) Board of supervisors in File No. 071505 

(2007),18-the City should create a coh1passfori program or allow for retailers to establish their 
own cempassion program. Descriptions of thEise programs and bow the program will meet track 
and trace te(j~fremehts should be detailed in their application for(:m Article 16 permit. 

B. The city should consider the creation of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care·prograrns in 
2018; This could include contemplating a lower license fee. 

C. The City should allow for flexibility in implernentiog 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 could provide a per_centag(:'! of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset 
. licenslng'.fees'for future nonprofit permit permits and costs of products. 

Finding$ - Determine EliglbHitY: The.re is a nE:!ed to create eljgibility criteria that is dis.crete and 
confidential to ensure patie·nt privacy. 

Recon)mendatiori: 
A. The clty$houlq leverage $holili;l leverage its existing programs, strch as the Medical Marijuana 

Identification Card (MMIC) program, as a pathway to a) determine eligibility and 2) provide a 
met.hod by whlch patients ci;\n provetheir eligibility td r~taffers or potential nonprofits. This 
resource should be. provided at little to 110 cost to the patient. 

Finding 6 ...;. cons1,1mptlon Space: Consumption of medical cannabts can be a social experience, 
therefore~ patients would like spates to be provided thatallow for social consumption. 

Recommeni;latlori: · 
A. The City should encourage the retention of.existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumption Space. 
B. The CitY.shciuld disallow retailers from manda.ting a i;:ert;:;iin amount of product be purch;:;ised in 

order to access the onsite smoking/vaping/consumptlon lounge. 

Finding 7 - Safe Consumption lnformatiom:Patierit consllrners woUld benefit from having access to 
consiste11teducatkm related to safe consumption. 

Recommendation.: 
A. The Dep~rtrriehtof Public HeEJlth Should.create fact based inforrhatloh to be' provided to all 

consumers including l'latients at the point of sale. · 

Finding 8 - Advocacy·for Patient.Community: The City would benefltfrom continued advice from 
patients, pat1ehta'dvocate.s,.and businesses. 

18 San Frahtis~o Board of Supervisors, File No. 071505, io01. 
http ://sfbos.org/hp/upl6adedfiles'tbdsu pvrs/resol utions07 /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 fnform and advise future task force recommendations; notably about the 
evolution.of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have 
expetlence in run11ihg a non:-profit compassion pro~ram. 

Finding 9 - Data & Accoutitability: The City needs to gather data and report o.ut on it regularly to 
ensure w~ are· iterating our policies c,1nd meeting our goals. 

Recommendation( 
A. The Office of Cann~bls and the Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of 

. canm~bis leg~lfaat19n.on medic;;il c~.mnabis. use in San Francisco. 
B ... Data ,eoJlection:sbould be cqnsistentwith patient privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated 

into the OJflC;e ofCanriabls1 overall data management strategy; 
C. The Office of Cannabis In collaboration with the Depart merit of Public Health should provide a 

report and recommendations to further fnform the City's path forward with medical cannabis by 
Decemb~r 31, 2Q'.).S. 
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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 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

October 31, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
City Hall Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE: BOS File No. 171041 [Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation] 

CITY Ar\ID COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

REGINA DICK-ENDRIZZI, DIRECTOR 

Small Business Commission Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors: Approval with one (1) 
recommendation 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On October 23, 2017, the Small Business Commission (SBC) voted (6-0, 1 absent) to recommend that the 
Board of Supervisors approve BOS File No. 171041, with one (1) recommendation: 

Retain the 600 ft. radius requirement regarding distance from a storefront retailer to an existing school, 
public or private, as proposed in the original draft of the legislation. 

State law specifies a default radius of 600 feet from schools, unless a local jurisdiction specifies a 
different radius. As written, the proposed legislation specifies a 600 ft. radius and only allows 
consumption at a medicinal cannabis retailer, cannabis retailer, or cannabis microbusiness. By definition, 
"consumption" means eating, drinking, chewing, applying topically, or otherwise ingesting; it does not 
include smoking or vaporizing. Smoking and vaporizing options are even more limited under the 
proposed regulatory ordinance. 

A radius above 600 feet would be overly restrictive, relegating cannabis retail to a few parts of the City. 
Conversely, a lesser radius opens up additional options throughout the City and allows for more 
dispersion across districts and neighborhoods. As on-site consumption would only be allowed in 
storefront retail locations, dispersion of retail throughout the City benefits districts that are presently 
underserved. Storefront retailers provide a legal and private place for.consumers to use cannabis; without 
this option, certain districts are likely to experience undesirable effects of residents and tourists 
consuming in public places. 

The SBC also made the following recommendation regarding pipeline applicants: 

Clarify the registration process for pipeline applicants. 
It is unclear how applicants who have not yet obtained the MCD permit from the Department of 
Public Health will .be able to obtain a temporary permit. Some applicants will not have received the 
MCD permit by the time temporary permit applications are due under the MCD conversion process 
(Section 1605(c), page 13-14; also summarized below). Others have paid the MCD permit fee (which 
includes the recovery cost of Planning Department/Commission approvals), but are not able to show 
that they meet the eligibility criteria under Section 1605(d)(3) for a temporary permit. 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS • SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

(415) 554-6408 



The Director of the Office of Cannabis has already addressed this recommendation in the substitute 
legislation introduced on October 24, 2017, clarifying that these pipeline applicants will be able to move 
forward. The SBC is supportive of corresponding changes to the Planning Code to be consistent with 
BOS File No. 171042. 

The Small Business Commission made additional recommendations to expand consumption options, 
which are detailed in its response regarding BOS File No. 171042. 

On a general note, the proposed policies - including the radius of 600 feet from schools - are already 
fairly conservative. The conservative approach simply does not correspond to the election results. San 
Francisco had the highest percentage of "yes" votes of any county in the state of California (74% ). For the 
sake of comparison, the next highest percentages of "yes" votes were in Santa Cruz County ( 69 .9%) and 
Marin County (69.6%). The table below shows the number of votes per district and the percentages of 
voters for ("yes") and against ("no") Proposition 64. 

Table 1: Proposition 64 Election Data (by district) 

Supervisorial District Number of votes Yes(%) No(%) 
1 34,567 71.4% 28.6% 
2 43,246 77.0% 23.0% 
3 30,990 75.6% 24.4% 
4 33,254 61.3% 38.7% 
5 45,087 84.5% 15.5% 
6 30,283 78.2% 21.8% 
7 39,044 66.8% 33.2% 
8 50,938 84.4% 15.6% 
9 34,559 77.5% 22.5% 
10 28,109 69.6% 30.4% 
11 27,554 59.0% 41.0% 

All Districts 397,631 74.3% 25.7% 

In light of the very strong voter support for Proposition 64, amendments should move the legislation in a 
more liberal direction, rather than toward more conservative regulations or land use policies. 

San Francisco has been a trailblazer in other policy areas. Considering the history of cannabis in the City, 
it should be a leader and innovator in developing progressive, common-sense policies. It should engage in 
thoughtful dialogue to develop policies that are rational and appropriate for their intended objectives (for 
example, to prevent youth access to cannabis), rather than allowing antiquated and unsubstantiated fears 
about cannabis to dominate the policy-making process. 

The SBC respectfully requests that you amend the legislation to address the issues above and approve. 

Thank you for considering the Small Business Commission's comments. Please feel free to contact me if 
you have any questions. 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS • SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
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Sincerely, 

Regina Dick-Endrizzi 
Director, Office of Small Business 

cc: Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Jeff Sheehy, Board of Supervisors 
Mark Farrell, Board of Supervisors 
Aaron Peskin, Board of Supervisors 
Katy Tang, Board of Supervisors 
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis 
John Rahaim, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Mayor's Office 
Francis Tsang, Mayor's Office 
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Erica Major, Land Use & Transportation Committee 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS • SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
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Zoning Provisions: 

*'~~ 
Cannabis Delivery , 

- I 
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 Provisions: 

District-Level Controls: 
• Residential and NC-1: 

Prohibited. 
• RC Oistricts: 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: 

The Planning Department proposes that the MCD definition be maintained 
for the following four reasons: 

11 Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a 
· clear path for conversion. 

Less lmp.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. 
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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 

11 Would require 
notification i 

Are still 
·Appeals. 

'~ 
Would need to b 
December 31, 201 

s where neighborhood 

nary Review, , and the Board of 

i 8 and approved by 



P~anning Commission Action: 

NII The Commission voted 
to keep the 1000' buffer 
around Schools: The 
Ordinance proposed a 
600' buffer. 

!ill Increasing the buffer 
significantly reduces the 
number of store fronts 
and neighborhoods 
where MCDs and CRs 
can locate. 

iii The Commission voted .. !i!l 

~ 
to remove the 300' ;.: 
anti-clustering rule and ;_, 
replace it with the Orbit · • 

"· 
Option. j 

Iii The Orbit Option allows .. 
a new retail cannabis J 
location if there are no~ 1;'IA.~ 
more than two others 

"' within 1000'. 

The Commission voted 
to include NC-1 District 
in Sup. District 4. 

This will allow retail 
cannabis locations west 
of Sunset Blvd. ~ 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

Cynthia Crews <cynthia.crews@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 06, 2017 11:51 AM 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Fewer, 
Sandra (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS); Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Montejano, Jess (BOS); Angulo, 
Sunny (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Rubenstein, Beth (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Law, 
Ray (BOS); Mohan, Menaka (BOS); Lee, Judy (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval, 
Suhagey (BOS); Boilard, Chelsea (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS); 
Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Choy, Jarlene (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, 
Alisa (BOS) 
RE: Cannabis Regulation Legislation [#171041 and #171042] 

I am writing today to urge your caution in blindly barreling forward the proposed ordinances for cannabis 
regulation. There are many issues outstanding, and as introduced, ordinances #171041 and #171042 would 
create a flawed framework that is hasty at best. 

The legislation proposed in Land Use and Transportation Committee and Rules Committee misses the 
opportunity that was key to 2016's Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA). In an October 2016 article by The 
Root, Deborah Peterson Small notes that Californians had "a unique opportunity [with Proposition 64] to strike 
a significant blow against the war on drugs and begin the process of repairing communities harmed by decades 
of racially biased drug-law enforcement." 

While taxation of recreational cannabis dispensaries could be seen as a great opportunity to generate revenue for 
the City, this is not the value of AUMA - the value is reparations. Opening the floodgates to adult use permits 
without an informed framework misses the opportunity to create equity in permitting. Why is the Mayor 
proposing legislation that's being fast-tracked through the Board of Supervisors without proper public input? 

The equity components of ordinance # 171042 fall short of the Director of Office of Cannabis' stated goals 
which include equity and restorative justice. The draft social justice task force recommendations by the City's 
Cannabis State Legalization Task Force are lacking in the areas of opportunity that were key to the success of 
AUMA in the November 2016 election. The public seats on the task force failed to include communities that are 
directly impacted by mass incarceration from the "war on drugs." Where has the task force had significant 
dialogue with impacted communities? Where has the task force created robust business opportunities and the 
framework for equity and inclusion in impacted communities - the framework that would be apparent if this 
legislation was comprehensive? This gap in inclusion, I believe, is apparent in the legislation to permit 
dispensaries before you this week. 

You're not there yet, and moving forward without pause creates knee-jerk responses that seek to limit permits in 
commercial corridors and districts. These limits create clustering, shrink the green zone, clog the market with 
venture capital, and edge out communities that should be given the first opportunity to benefit from AUMA. 

Equity doesn't look like pairing a general applicant with an equity applicant as proposed by the task force. 
That's equality. Equality gives everyone an equal level of opportunity. Equity refers to justness, which could 
mean that equity applicants are licensed first. 
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This legislation is premature, and I L!-1.ge you fo pause to allow time to engagt- ..:;ommunities in all areas of San 
Francisco. I urge you to hold off on restrictions that limit the green zone. I urge you to push back against the 
Mayor's rushed legislation. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia Crews Pollock 
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Somera, Alisa {BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Chris Schroeder (Somatik) <chris@somatik.us> 

Monday, November 06, 2017 10:47 AM 
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) 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office of Cannabis 

(ADM); SBC (ECN) 

Public Comment regarding Cannabis Land use, rules and regulations 

Hello Committee Members and Supervisors, 

My Name is Christopher Schroeder and I run a small cannabis edible company in San Francisco called Somatik. 
As a member of SF Made which promotes local manufacturing and as a small business owner who's worked 
hard to become part of the San Francisco community I'm wiring to support my position on a few policy 
recommendations which are supported by the Small Business Commission to amend the Regulation of Cannabis 
Businesses BOS File No. 171042. 

I want to emphasize: 

Separate the registration process into 2 steps. Existing businesses which have not had the time or 
resources to find permitted space can do so. And allow these businesses to continue operations during the 
interim while they move towards compliance. Allow businesses a certain amount of time (12-18 months) to do 
so. Some of us would be unable to afford operating expenses without revenue and may go out of business; 
therefore, a pathway that would allow them to continue operating as they work toward compliance would be 
optimal. 

Allow shared spaces for manufacturers. As rent in the city is prohibitive for most people it's even more 
prohibitive for small businesses. It is imperative for small manufacturers, especially those just starting out, to be 
able to share the expense with others. This mirrors traditional practices in San Francisco's non-cannabis food 
manufacturing. 

I also want to emphasize: 

Allow facility tours. The current proposal bans tours through 2019. As a member of SF Made I've been able 
to see the impact of showing people how something is made. As the industry is working to come out of the 
shadows, allowing manufacturers to show their process will demystify it, and create advocacy through 
education and exposure. One of the cornerstones of SF Made is touring local manufacturers to showcase the 
diverse industry and I think operators should legally be allowed to show people their space as part of our 
ongoing storytelling, brand building, and industry awareness. 

Local hiring requirements. The current proposal requires the 50% of our workforce live in San Francisco. 
We currently have 5 employees and 3 of them live in Oakland. Consider expanding the local requirement to the 
8 bay area counties, or reducing the requirement to 30%. Our industry should mirror other industries, and while 
I fully support hiring locally I also recognize that our Bay Area is a fluid community and mass transit systems 
like BART make it easy for employers and employees to seek out the best candidates and opportunities and still 
quickly and affordably get to work. Our employees were already working in San Francisco or are students here, 
and it would be detrimental to our business to have to let them go, or, hire more people before we could afford it 
to meet a specific % requirement. 
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Cooperatives. Allow for someth111g similar to the state's new business enthy type called the "agricultural 
cannabis cooperative". This entity type allows for cottage and small producers to join together under one 
umbrella entity and use that entity to apply for licensure, lease property, process, distribute, etc. This would help 
with the real estate and economic problem. 1 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

-Chris Schroeder 

Founder, Somatik Inc. 
www.somatik.us 
415-342-3565 
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Somera. Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Friday, November 03, 2017 11:50 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
FW: require SF green environmental freindly certified growing for import to SF, critical 
for marijuauana permits 

From: matt500-'98_98@yahoo.com [mailto:matt500_98_98@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 7:32 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: require SF green environmental freindly certified growing for import to SF, critical for marijuauana permits 

Honorable ladies & gentlemen, 
Please think about adding responsible growing for cannabis imported to SF. As you know indoor or outdoor .cultivation of 
marijuana is often associated with violation of local, state, and federal environmental laws and pesticide regulation, 
threatening to harm local waterways and groundwater quality and depletion and endanger the public health & safety. The 
rural foothill counties are having a difficult time with growers. Most counties are lucky to have one code enforcement 
officer for the vast areas under cultivation (many illegal). If SF could adopt a method of certifying growers, particularly 
outside SF grow warehouses, meet the best practices (meet local county grow regulations, abide by all laws (suspend 
permit for infractions) and eco sustainable practices. 
Thank you 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Somera, 

Stefanie Schneider <schneideragain@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, November 01, 2017 7:31 PM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Opposition to removal of the existing MCD ban in District 11 

I am single professional woman who owns and occupies a single-family residence in District 11. I am vehemently 
opposed to additional medical cannabis dispensaries (MCDs) being opened in this district. We already have three, and 
these existing dispensaries should be more than adequate to support the needs of the district. Their existence has 
already caused traffic issues (double parking), loitering, and brought more unsavory elements to this already struggling 
district. I don't want to see this district decline further. We are already fighting illegal gaml;>ling dens, gangs, and other 
illegal activities. Allowing this neighborhood to become a haven for MCDs will doom this neighborhood and its residents. 
While we need to recruit businesses to District 11 to round out the business district and remove the blight of boarded up 
store fronts, we definitely do not need more MCDs. 

Please stand up for this neighborhood by supporting the existing ban. A vote to lift the ban would be a disservice to the 
entire district, especially homeowners, as values will be sure to plummet. 

Sincerely, 

Stefanie Schneider 
125 Curtis Street 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Grace Breyley <breyley@mac.com> 
Thursday, November 02, 2017 1:38 PM 

!'1104/ 

Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, 
Alisa (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Andrea Ferrucci; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Stephanie Cajina; Joelle 
Kenealey 
Additional comments for 11/2 Land Use Committee Meeting 

Thank you for continuing to uphold the ban on MCD and Cannibis Retail In Dll. 

At the hearing this afternoon Jane Kim asked to keep the 1000 foot buffer to protect schools and child care facilities. She 
also asked to better understand the definition of child care facilities. We would also like to better understand this 
restriction and expand it to include child oriented services and retail businesses. 

In D11 we have several establishr:nents which do not currently count as child care but would not have come into our 
neighborhoods if cannibis-related business were already present near their locations. These martial arts schools, music 
schools, the YMCA, and counseling services for teens should also be considered sensitive locations. Additionally we have 
one of highest numbers of in-home childcare facilities in our district that would also be affected by this definition. Given 
our high concentration of families in our district, we want to make sure we are building our commercial corridors for 
success to cater to these patrons. 

- Grace 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear All, 

Jean Francois Houdre < houdre@sbcglobal.net> 
Thursday, November 02, 2017 11:30 AM 

/7/0L/11: 1'11042 

Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
STOP THE POT CLUBS IN DISTRICT 11 

PLEASE DO NOT repeal the Land Use Ordinance on banning the 
Pot Clubs in District 11. We are want the same quality of life that 
other communities have in SF. There are currently THREE POT 
CLUBS we do not want/NEED any more in District 11 ! 
Thank you ... DO NOT REPEAL PLEASE 
Nancy Houdre 
139 Ney Street 
SF CA 94112 

1 
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San Francisco Community Empowerment Center 
2798 San Bruno Ave. San Francisco, CA 94134. 

Telephone/Fax 415-467-1929 www.sfcec.org Email: info@sfcec.org 

Email and Hand Delivery 

October 17th, 201 7 

Dear all Board of Supervisors and Government Representatives, 

On behalf of our children, youth, families and our community, I want to take this time to thank 
all of your time and dedication serving our City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). I 
specifically want to thank all of your feedback during the public hearing on 10/03/2017 
regarding appeal permit for 2505 Noriega Street. We, residents who are impacted by 2505 
Noriega Street within 1000 feet, expressed clearly to all of you our voices and our concerns, stay 
away from our children and minor under 18 years old. We deserve to live a happy, healthy and 
safe neighborhood. 

We are informed all current 42 medical cannabis stores will be converted into recreational 
cannabis stores, plus 7 pending permits, plus many applications for new permits. We don't know 
how many more cannabis stores will be opened after January 15

\ 2018. 

As you may know, we have about 95,000 students with the SFUSD systems did not have a voice 
to vote because they are under 18 years old. We have many immigrant residents did not have the 
legal status to oppose Prop. 64 due to immigration statues. Only HS. Citizens can vote. In 
addition, we, Asians "label" as model minorities in America. We want to continue this model for 
our next generation and generations to come. We hope each one of you do the right thing to 
respect our voices and cultures from different districts, help up set up new recreation local 
cannabis laws to protect children, youth and minors under 18 years old. We hope each one of 
you can be on board to protect our future assets - children and youth. 

On behalf of our children, youth and no voting right immigrants, we suggested the following 
items for you to considerate, help us, to protect our children, youth and anyone is under 18 years 
old. All of you make history in SF to protect our children's future. 

1. If medical marijuana is 1000 feet already, then recreational marijuana should be minimum 
1,500 feet away from children, youth and anyone under 18 years old. SFUSD has about 95,000 
students. Our community strongly opposed current suggestion change from 1000 to 600 feet. It is 
not a good government practice. It does NOT reflect our community voice. It does NOT protect 
healthy people's interests to protect children and youth. We want all of you to be on board to set 
up better and strong laws to protect our children, 1,500 feet away from children, youth, plus any 
neighbors strongly opposed. We know cannabis is a federal drug administration regulated 
alternative drug for patients who are sick such as pain, HIV, AIDS, cancer and other health 

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550 
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources 
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San Francisco Community Empowerment Center 
2798 San Bruno Ave. San Francisco, CA 94134 

Telephone/Fax 415-467-1929 www.sfcec.org Email: info@sfcec.org 
problems. We support safe access for patients. We opposed recreational cannabis stores near any 
facilities that serve minors under 18 years old included day care, pre-school, after school care, 
private and public schools, etc. 

2. We opposed your 300 feet from one store to another. We opposed the removal ofrequirement. 
We proposed to all of you, any new recreational cannabis stores should be at least 1,500 feet 
from each other. We voted for the Mayor, all of the Board of Supervisors, to be good leaders for 
our city. You are elected by residents. We, the people should be included in this new recreational 
cannabis policy planning process. You are the representatives for us. We asked you to set up 
laws for the new applicants that is 1,500 feet from one recreational store to another store. SF 
planning should NOT even accept their applications if any store is close to any facilities near 
minors under 18 years old, included day care, pre-school, after school care, private and public 
schools, etc. 

3. We want to be informed and notified of your public hearings on recreational rules and 
regulations, date/where/when, so we can have representation to participate. We want to be heard. 
We want to be part of the process. We need six languages to be outreached to neighborhoods 
in English, Spanish, Chinese, Russian, Vietnamese and Tagalog. We believe it is the 
immigrants' rights. Many of our immigrants have not right to vote yet. But we are residents who 
pay taxes to support government employees' pay checks. The government has the responsibility 
to provide six languages to outreach to each district, to educate residents about the good and the 
bad impact on recreational cannabis use, cannabis and products should have labels to inform 
consumers. 

4. You and I know that CCSF has many social problems already: car break in, property crimes, 
safety issues, health care problems, homelessness, lack of affordable housing, etc. CCSF does 
not have enough public services workers to address already existing social problems. We don't 
need more problems from this recreational cannabis in specific neighborhoods throughout the 
city, where residents strongly. We were very shocked to hear that Mayor's officer New Cannabis 
Director Nicole Elliott said that her new Office is doing everything to expand recreational 
cannabis stores in Chinatown and all neighborhoods. If people like to smoke cannabis, it is their 
choice. But our choice is clear to you, stay away from kids age 0 to 18 years old. We deserve a 
healthy, happy, cannabis free and safe living condition. 

5.We believe the CCSF, 5 to 10 years from now, our health care service will get worse, our 
crime will be higher, our jail systems will be packed, and many social problems will associate 
with this mass recreational cannabis business everywhere in the city and in CA. But if you can be 
good leaders for our children, youth, setting good example to protect them: 1500 feet minimum 
away from any children facilities include: day care, preschool, after school programs, etc. All 
kids have the same equal right for protection. A good government practice is focus on 
prevention instead of intervention. We've learned from the Tabaco industry and sugar era. 
We, are now paying for the consequences such as cancer, diabetes and many health issues 

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550 
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources 
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San Francisco Community Empowerment Center 
2798 San Bruno Ave. San Francisco, CA 94134 

Telephone/Fax 415-467-1929 www.sfcec.org Email: info@sfcec.org 
related. We banned sugar drinks from schools. We banned smoking cigarette from public 
areas. 

We hope you can help children, youth and parents to create better government practices and laws 
to protect our children, youth and future leaders, plus local residents' health, happiness and 
safety. Thank you. 

Sincerely; 

~ 
Teresa Duque, Executive Director of SFCEC 
Ellen Lee Zhou, Family Social Worker 
Audrey Leong, Community Coordinator 
James Eng, Senior Advocate 
Hazel Lee, President of S.F. Shanghai Association 
Marlene Tran, President of Visitation Valley Group 
Howard Woo, S.F. Community Police Advisory Board 
Bill Zhen, Sunset Resident Support 
Jim Chow, Pastor, Church Support 
Sally Xu Plants, Parent Support 
Raymond Huang, Chinatown Huang Family Association 
Many other groups throughout S.F. 

CC: 
Wilson Chu, President of Chinese American Democratic Club 
Angela Chan, Advancing Justice 
Chinese media 

2798 San Bruno A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94134 
Office Tel/Fax 415-467-1929 
24/7 contact 415-829-9550 
WWW.SFCEC.ORG 

Mission: Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available 
resources. 

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550 
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources 



HELP! OUR LOCAL RESIDENTS' QUALITY LIFE HAS BEEN TAKING AWAY! 
WHERE CAN WE FIND SOLUTIONS? 

Dear Neighbors, Friends, Parents and Workers, 

You are invited to join our community, our voice RALLY against illegal activities(@l) near 
children, youth and families. Prop 215 or Prop 64 does not force minors to watch nor take away 
local residents' quality life. Prop 215 or Prop 64 does not force neighbors to accept something is 
not residents' cup of tea. Prop 215 and Prop 64 are for better regulations! Those who needed 
can have safe access. Also for those who refused to smoke or use cannabis can continue to 
have their quality life. Where is justice for local residents and families? 

Per DPH(@2), currently there are almost 50 cannabis (@2) stores in San Francisco. The 
politicians who have the power to make decisions continue to force local residents to accept a 
federal drug administration regulated alternate drug for people who are sick. The City 
representatives continue to support permits to open cannabis stores against local residents' 
will, violated children's rights and violated neighbors' right to peace. Healthy people being 
forced to watch illegal activities (@1)! 

Every resident has a choice to live a happy, healthy and safe life. Majority of local residents 
against cannabis stores open near children centers, pre-school centers, day care centers, youth 
centers, youth recreational centers and residential areas. But local government representatives 
continue approve permits to operate cannabis stores disregard strong opposition. It is about 
time to say No means NO! Enough is enough! {such as 2442 Bayshore Blvd., 5 Leland Ave. 3015 
San Bruno Ave, 2505 Noriega St., 2161 Irving St. and many more to come, etc.). Forced 
healthy local residents to accept and watch illegal activities (@l) near their homes each day. 

Come join us and voice your concerns! Support our children, youth and families! Healthy 
families create healthy community! Healthy communities create healthier city (@3). Come 
spend your lunch hour for a good cause! Thank you. 

Date: Wednesday, November st\ 2017 

Time: From 12noon to lpm (Come stand up for our future leaders) 

Location: One Post Street, Near Market and New Montgomery 
(Dianne Feinstein's Federal Office, San Francisco Downtown) 

@1. Cannabis is an illegal drug defined by the federal, no growth, no sell and no smoking. Cannabis 
business: No loan, no bank account, no insurance will cover. Federal agents can come any time to arrest 
illegal cannabis activities. Local government representatives willfully supported illegal activities. 
@. 2 Per S.F. Department of Public health,# cannabis stores currently open, pending to process. 
@3. This RALLY is supported and sponsored by local residents from 11 districts throughout San Francisco. 
This event also supported by local children, youth, families, merchants and residents impacted within 300 
feet, 600 feet and 1000 feet near cannabis stores. 



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! 

-Cannabis 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 amei1.d the Planning Code to include land use re~ations 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 Corrtmercial uses in Table 145.4. 
2. Change "Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery'' to "Industrial Agriculture" in Code 

Section 846.87, the SAU district zoning control table. 
3. Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2. of the proposed 

-0rdinance: 

Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use located within ±00()600 
feet of a School, public or private, er a Publie H:eility, Cemmunity H:cility, IJf Pmate 
Cemmimity Facility that primarily serves persens under 18 yea.rs of 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 applicabie" 

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); 

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" outlined in in the staff 

report, +5 -1 (Hillis against); and 
7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Super\risorial 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 Fl!ANCISCO 
.PLANNING Df;PAF!.TMENT 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Executive Summary 
Planning Code Text Amendment 

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 19, 2017 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 40(} 
San Franciseo, 
CA .94103,.2479 

90- DAY EXPIRATION DATE: JANUARY 1, 2018 Reception: 
415.558,6378 

Fax: . 
Project Name: Cannabis Regulations 415.55U409 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] 
Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-futroduced 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 

Approval with Modifications 

Planning 
lnformatron:, 
415;558.6377 

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) establish regulations for land uses associated with the adult 
use (i.e. nomnedical) 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. fu 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 Deparb:nent 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 lim.lts 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. Industrial (PDR) Districts: Allowed only in conjunction with a State Microbusiness 

License; 213 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. Commtlnity 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: 

SAit 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); 

Pi.ANNING 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 departnients, 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 

SAf'I FRAllC!SCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations 

The Adrrtlnistrative 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 
i:he 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. 

SAn FRANCISCO 
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Executive Summary 
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 understanding of how the cannabis industry will take shape. 
Staff's main reasons for maintaining the MCD definition include: 

1. Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a clear path for existing 
MCDs to convert to Cannabis Retail. If we do not keep MCDs as a ~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 Impactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for doctors that recommend cannabis will 
change in three significant ways: 1) The doctor recommending cannabis must be the patient's 
attending physician; 2) the doctor recommending cannabis cannot have a financial interest in a 
dispensary or be an employee of a dispensary; and 3) the doctor recommending cannabis has to 
perform a proper examination before recommending cannabis, lest issuance of the 
recommendation be deemed unprofessional conduct. Further, the law also has a provision 
directing the Medical Board of California to consult with the California Marijuana Research 
Program in order to develop and adopt medical guidelines for the appropriate administration 
and use of medical cannabis. Presumably, when these guidelines are adopted there will be a set 
list of medical conditions for which doctors can recommend cannabis. These changes are highly 
likely to significantly reduce the number of customers for conventional medical-only 
establishments, making them a less intensive land use. Cannabis Retail, on the other hand, will 
not only be used by medical users, but also by a range of adult users, both locals and tourists. 
Further, since Medical Canrtabis 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. 
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At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed a dissatisfaction with 
the proposed 300' minimum distance between various retail Cfillnabis 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. 1bis 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 114 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, enco:rnpassing 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 dear 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. 1bis 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. 1bis 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 on-site 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 establisillflent' s employees and customers. A concern has 
also been expressed regarding mixed messages with regards to smoking tobacco and smoking cannabis 
by allowing later, but prohibiting the former. 

Department Staff has significant concerns that if the City fails to allow at least some on-site vaporizing or 
smoking, patrons will undoubtedly vaporize and smoke cannabis on streets, sidewalks, parks, plazas, 

· and other public places. ill these places, it is not only prohibited by state law, but where the likelihood of 
youth exposure to cannabis is dramatically higher. While the Department understands concerns about 
sending mixed messages, tobacco and cannabis are not analogous. One can smoke tobacco on the 
sidewalk if you are walking and at the curb if one js 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 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. 

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 mee,tings 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 the OOC in 2018. As of the date of this report, the Department has not 
received a letter from the industry outlining their concerns over the proposed ordinance; however, we 
expect that one will come prior to the Planning Commission hearing. 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed Ordinance. 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: 
ExhibitB: 
ExhibitC: 
ExhibitD: 
ExhibitE: 

SAli FRAflCISCO 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Board of Supervisors File No. 171041 . 
Matrix for Non-Retail Cannabis controls. 
Map showing the existing ai1.d proposed "Green Zone" 
Map showing the approval process for Cannabis Retail 
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Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 
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415:558.6378 

Fax; 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnjormatlon: · 
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 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 JO CANNABIS RETAIL 
ESTABLISHMENTS; 4) ESTABLISH LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDlTIONS FOR 
CANNABIS U$ES; 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 FJNDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE 
EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION 101.1, AND PUBLIC 
NECESSITYr 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 "Board") File Number 171041, whkh would amend the :Planning 
(:ode to 1) regulate ~annabis 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 distr:icts; 3) establish i;l 
land use process for the conversion of existing Medkal Cannabis 'Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail 
es:tabli$hr1:1ents; 4) establish location .and operating con:ditiOns 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, 



Res.olution No. 2.0029 
October 19,: 2017 

CAS.E NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulation 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on October 19, 2017; and, 

WHEREAS, The Department determined that the proposed amendments are not defined as a project 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the 
environment; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the 
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the .custodian of 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves with modifications the proposed ordinance. 
The Commission's proposed modifications include: 

The Following are dericai 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 SAU district zoning control table. 
3. Delete 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 Public facility, Community Facility, er Pri@ate Cemmunity Facility that 
primRrily sen;es pe1'Sens under 18 years ef «ge 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 Departinent of Public Health, as applicable" 

The Following amendments were proposed by the Commission and added with separate votes: 

5. Increase the 600' buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against); 
6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the "Orbit Option" outlined in in the staff report, +5 -

1 (Hillis against); and 
7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial Dis~rict 4, +5 -1 (Hillis 

against). 
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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 THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Policyl.3 

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The propos~ ordinance locates commercial and industrial activities according existing zoning districts by 
utilizing well establishedPDR zoning categories for non-retail activities and by aJ,lowing retail cannabis in 
commercially zoned districts. 

OBJECTIVE3 
PROVIDE EXP ANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 

Policy3.1 
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 neivly emerging cannabis industry, which 
provides employment opportunities for unskilled and semi-skaled workers 
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OBJECTIVE6 
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS 
EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS. 

Policy 6.1 
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in 
the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the clistricts. 

Policy6.2 
.· Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business 
enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and technological 
innovation in the marketplace and society. 

The proposed ordinance seeks to bal.ance the need to fiecommodate the emerging cannabis retail industry, 
which includes small business enterprises and entrepreneurship with the need to preserve ndghborhood
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 and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

T11e proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood seruing retail uses and will 
not have 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 housi'ng. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit servi:ce 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 an the City's Landmarks and historic 
buildings. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access 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 1HEREFORE 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. 

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 state 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 authotity of the Office of Cannabis (OOC). With respect to 
Planning Code amendments, this lettet 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:1lifomia 94102-4689 • (415) 554-6968 
fax (415) 554-6909 • TDD!ITY (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: Jcff.Shcchy@sfgov.org 



Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation 

1. Conversion to Cannabis Retail: Expand Notice & Consolidate Appeals 
As introduced, an existing MCD that seeks to add adult cannabis could face five separate 
appeals. The issuance of a land use permit and an operating permit are 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 tl1e 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 of M CDs 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 Supervisor Safai made a compelling case that 
policy choices to lli:nit 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 noted 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 relax or constrain placement of cannabis 
retail in their communities. I expect amendments in some neighborhood commercial 
districts based on these unique conditions. 

Thank you for 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. 

~Abl~ 
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: 

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 t.he 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 expec·t 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. 

c=J 
_/ef;UF~ 
Edwin M. Lee, 

{la:f:/f!a:= r__,A/ vv-t E /L# 
Nicole Ell'ott, Director, Office of Cannabis 

~' Director, Department of Public Health Jo 

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, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Proposed Local Cannabis Ordinance Introduced September 26, 2017 - File Nos. 171041, 171042 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors, 

As members of the San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force, we have worked diligently for 

the last two years to present recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. 

During the most recent October 18, 2017, Task Force meeting, the Task Force spent a considerable 

amount of time reviewing the proposed cannabis ordinance·introduced on September 26, 2017 - "Local 

Ordinance." We revisited what Task Force recommendations were included, what recommendations 

were excluded, and what recommendations did not need to be addressed with legislation. 

We feel that some of our Year 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. 
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• 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 structure 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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Recommendation Sub-Category: Public Safety 

Driving Under Local policy guidelines for driving under the influence should 

the Influence 1 be developed that are based on behavior testing until science-I 

{DUI} based testing exists. NL 

Neighborhood 

Safety 

San Francisco 

Police 
Department 

{SFPD) 

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. I NL 

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. 

5 1
cannabis businesses should be like any other business in San 

Francisco in appearance and manner: well-lit, clean, 

appropriate hours of operation, guidelines for security, etc. 
Three top considerations for the San Francisco Police 

Department {SFPD) when it is developing its criminal 

enforcement and training strategies are: 

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 commercia I neighbors located within 50 feet of the 

Cannabis Business the name, phone number, and email address of an 

onsite community relations staff person who may be contacted 

concerning any problems associated with operation of the 

establishment; {ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk and/or 

alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; {iii) 

Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on 

the Premises advising persons of this prohibition. 

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 be 
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 outdoor events. As with the smoking of tobacco, 
passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children, nonsmokers, 
and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and the City 

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 legisltltion, 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 locations 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 Document-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 
.. 

Education 

13 
The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) should be 
involved in developing age-appropriate cannabis education 
for San Francisco schools' health education program. NL 

The SFUSD has an existing educational model focusing on 
wellness centers and health-based classroom education that 
should be used as the foundational framework for age-

14 appropriate cannabis education. This framework should be 
analyzed (via data review) to identify gaps and revitalize the 

curriculum to effectively educate schoolchildren about 
cannabis use. NL 
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis 

15 education programs should also capture children outside of 
the SFUSD system. NL 
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# 

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 

Propositi.on 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 market after the 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 
Decrimina lizati 
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 '""'"'I r1di11-1::.1-u ::.11uu1u \.UlldUUI dlt:: Will I ::.Ld"t::llUIUt::I::. LU 

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 - 10/16/2017 

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 other than 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: 
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# 

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 
implementinE; 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 ~nsure appropriate training occur:; 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. 

8 



Recommendation Sub-Category: Land Use·· 
Non-Retail I ISan Francisco should allow non-retail adult use cannabis uses 
Uses 

1 
(i.e. cultivation, manufacturing, distribution) and utilize the 

existing Planning Code framework to establish land use 

controls for those uses. 

Retail 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 I 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 rather than 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, but are not limited to: 

YfFS 

Yes 

Yes 

Partial 

No 

9 

ThE;? 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 Plan.ning 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 
the present 1,000' minimum separation would be reduced to 600', 

of "sensitive uses" and expand locations in which new 
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 Neig!iborhood 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 
generally require neighborhood notice; Downtown Districts would 

Downtown or industrial districts. 
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. 

10 
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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 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 allqw retail locations in areas other than 
In areas with floor-by-floor zoning controls, cannabis businesses would 

the ground floor, such as space's 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-Catego i'y: Social Justice/Workforce· Devefopment . ;: 
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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 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 onnortunities 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 antj 
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 on line 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 canna):iis workforce, such as job fairs, 
services team can support communications strategies to increase 

public education campaigns, or other pipelines. 
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 
trainings. Once certification and licensing standards for employees are 

the capacity for testing cannabis products, and San Francisco 
established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving 

should invest in this capability. 
NL industry-recognized credentials. 

13 
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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 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 yvorking 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 enter the 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 Supervisors 

Partial this fall. 

e) Use of existing small business support structures and The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will do a survey of 
programs as models, such as the Mission Economic all of small business support structures and programs, and this survey 
Development Agency (MEDA), Minority-owned Business should be able to identify which programs cannabis businesses are 
Enterprise (MBE), Women-owned Business Enterprise (WBE) eligible for today and where there may be any missing pieces. OEWD 
programs, and others. can then work with the City and State to identify potential funding 

NL sources for additional programming that may be needed. 
Due to federal cannabis prohibition, cannabis business 
owners cannot easily access banking services, and therefore, 
must operate on a largely cash-only basis. Thus, business 
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 funding and/or local credit unions to provide 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. 
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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 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 for the 
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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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

# !Recommendation 
San Francisco and the San Francisco Police Department 

should collaborate with community policing and diversion 
30 ' d b . . h . . f h programs to e ucate usinesses on t e trans1t1on rom t e 

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 th.e Proposition 64. 

San Francisco should develop a local adult use cannabis 
1 /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 1
° 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 j(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 activities 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 forthese 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 to 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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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I R!!commendations 

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,AUCRSA) 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 

4 
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. Jn-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, 

orders. The driver should possess an order manifest that 
and 5) delivery address. These requirements have been contemplated 

includes patient name, order date, delivery date, business 
in order to meet state regulations related to delivery. To-date, 

name, items ordered, and order time. However, delivery 
MAUCRSA requires delviery personnel to carry a physical copy of the 

address should not be included, as inclusion of this 
delivery request requires the delivery personnel to make it available 

information may pose a safety risk to consumers. 
upon request of the licensing authority and law enforcement officers, 
however, the City expects that mandatory manifest information will be 

further clarified in the State's emergency regulations. To discourage 
"mobile delivery" the City is requiring each order have a specific 
destination prior to departure from the nonstorefront retail delivery 

Partial location. 

San Francisco should allow permitted medical cannabis 
The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to meet 

dispensaries that currently operate delivery services to 
certain application requirements and operating standards to be eligible 

continue to provide deliveries. 
to deliver. If the retailer meets these requirements they may continue 

Yes tb deliver cannabis. 

The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to seek 
authorization to peliver, 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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Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
t 

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 adu_lt 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-Category: 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 

priorities not already funded through state taxes or other 
jurisdictions that allow for non-medical cannabis use to survey their 

funding mechanisms. 
taxation and fee methods, to incorporate lessons learned. This 
cannabis tax working group will make recommendations for a local 
ballot measure to tax commercial cannabis activity. These 

NL conversations have just begun. 

If San Francisco decides to implement local adult use 
cannabis taxes, the City should consider up to a 1% excise tax 

16 
or gross receipt tax. The State will impose a 15% excise tax on 
adult use cannabis. Therefore, the local excise tax should not 

While a specific percentage has not been settled on, the City sesks to 
exceed 1%, to prevent consumers from purchasing from the 
illicit market due to taxes that are perceived to be too high. 

ensure a rate that does not shift businesses and consumers back to the 
NL illicit market 
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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 
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 lln developing an appropriate 1oca1 regulai:ory ana regu1ai:ory 

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 {DOC) 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 
departments" and each department maintairis existing permitting and 

Department of Public Works. The cannabis regulatory role of 
each agency should be distinct and not overlap. 

inspecting responsibilities {except for the proposed sunsetting of DP H'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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Recommendation Sub-Category: Technical 
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 micro businesses. 

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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R<>commendation Include R<>tion<>le 

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 recommendation 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. focal permit and state licensing 
NL approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review. 

Security and Federal Government: Local Licensing agencies should 
do everything within their legal power to prevent disclosure of 
sensitive business and personal information to federal agencies. To 
reduce the risk of theft, local licensing agencies should keep non-

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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RPc:ommendation lndud0 Rationale 

Existing local.and State laws and regulations cover many of the 
desired requirements for 
non-retail cannabis businesses. As such, the 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 should ensure compliance with Operators will be required to havean annual inspection, and they will also be 

State and local regulations and good standing with the Board of required to update all information on file in their application prior to 

Eaualization (BOEl. 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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lnclucl<> 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. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice. ·. 
.. .. " : -:c 

.:· 

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 Aq:ess 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, c;ind other key 

status. 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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1t !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 

. ...... -- .. Ill Ar-r<i.A\ ,..,...._..,,.,. """-~ 

Include IRationali> 

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. 

27 



San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document- 10/16/2017 

# !Recommendation 
San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and 

16 lprocess for businesses to acquire non-retail licenses, and existing 
businesses should be allowed to operate for a period of one year 
San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies' non
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San 

171
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. 

Stakeholders I !The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned 
social justice-focused 
efforts: 
• Neighborhood associations 
• Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other 
local business 

18 lassociations 
• City College of San Francisco 
• Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs, 
including formerly 
incarcerated people, women, and people of color 
• Landlords 
• Office of Economic and Workforce Develooment (OEWDl 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement 
Strategies 

San Francisco should develop cannabis non-retail business operating 

standards to form part of the non-retail business permitting process. 
These standards should ensure that cannabis businesses are "good 

191
neighbors" to the communities in which they are located. These 
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies 
in a non-discretionary manner (e.g., standard set of rules and 
consequences, such as citations or notices of violation if rules are 
broken). 

Cannabis non-retail businesses, when located within 300 feet of a 
Residential or Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, must 

20 I conduct a pre-application meeting as part of the licensing process 
and notify all residents within '300 feet. The licensing entity would 
oversee this process. 

lnCli.Jclellfationale 

28 

Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are 

Yes leligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018. 

Non-cooperation is not specifically called out in this legislation, and the 2017 
legislative session has concluded. During the session, AB 1578 was ordered 

No !inactive. 

NL 

Yes 

The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of 
stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social 
justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way 
precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. 

Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and 
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process. 
The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and 

commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the 
name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations 
staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with 
operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk 
and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii) 
Prnhibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the 
Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation+ permit 
suspension and recovation (+appeals pathways) are contemplated in the 
legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these. 

While this is not contemplated in the legislation, the Office of Cannabis is 
considering amendments to incorporate more community outreach as part of 

No !the application process. 
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# RPr.omm•=>ndatinn lncl"..ie Rational,. 
The Office of Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a plattorm 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 

21 
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. 
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 

22 regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to and other stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure 

California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. appropriate training occurs so that empl.oyers and employees understand 

~est practices related to responsible service of cannabis and cannabis 
NL products. 

23 
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-reta ii: 
• Businesses 
•Residents 
• San Francisco Department of Public Health 

24 
•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 

re!!ulatorv a!!encv NL commercial cannabis activity in 2018. 
San Francisco should create a certification program for non-retail 
tour companies in alignment with existing tour bus regulations. 
Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be established 

25 
for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to mitigate 
traffic congestion, safety concerns, noise, odors, and waste as a The legislation contemplates allowing for tours of certain facilities in 2019, 

result of tours. Regulations should also set an upper limit on the but only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as 

number of visitors and tour frequency in order to maintain the non- those outlined here: mitigating neighborhood impacts, address potential 

retail nature of the facilitv. Partial congestion and parking impacts, etc. 
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# IRecornrneridation 
Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations} should 

261
be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required 
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the 
tour. 

271
Tour companies should be required to designate a community 

liaison to address concerns and resgond to community inquiries. 

NL ISee above. 

NL ISee above. 

Youth 1
28 

INon-retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and 
Access and disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth. 

The leg!Slation requires a waste disposal plan from all operators, aild requires 
trash to be contained and disposed of purusant to garbage and recycling 
receptable guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include locking 

Exposure Yes (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 lsale of cannabis as ar;i 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 Partial 

30 

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 path.way for the thoughtful 
implementation and regulation of accessory use retail in the future. 
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IR<>romm<>nd::ition fnrl11de Ratinn:>I<> 

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 a. We allow Cannabis Retail in all zoning districts that allow commercial 

districts where their conventional equivalents are allowed to activity, except for NC-1 zoning Districts. Only retail operations with a 

operate. microbu~iness licenses can operate. in PDR districts. 

b. Establish a buffering distance between primary cannabis retail b. the ordinance established a 300' buffer around cannabis businesses. 

businesses. c. In most commercial districts cannabis retail will be allowed as-of-right, the 

c. Allow cannabis business that are in compliance with requirements notable exception being NC Districts. For non-retail, most of the cannabis 

"as of right" in activities are allowed as of right. 

specifically zoned areas. d. In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCRs are subject to 

d. Add cannabis retailers to the formula retail list. Formula Retail controls. 

Yes 
Cannabis businesses should be subject to review by an appropriate Businesses will be subject to review by multiple referring agencies to 

agency to determine the determine conditions of their permits. These agencies include DPH, SFFD, 

conditions the business would need to comolv with. Yes SFPD, and OOC. 
San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path of 

travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to parcel The legislation proposes to continue to use straight-line measurement; other 

measurement. "Path of travel" is defined as the shortest legal methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty and 

distance travelled on foot from the doorwav of the business. No controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike. 
........ 11 11a 1 ...... , ......... ...., ,:,11uu1u i.. .................... Liit:: Ul.'.:>LCll11 ... 1... 11 .......... ~.11111chJ1y l\J1,,ullt:l::i \..dll 

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'$ 

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 
The required minimum distance would be 600', which is 400' less than 

sentencing, i.e. harsher 
sentencing for sale of cannabis within school zones. 

presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some 

•Some Task Force members supported a distance less than 500 
sensitive uses. As proposed, existing operating MCDs' locations are 

1~ I - - - -' Partial grandfathered. 
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Recommendation Include Ratinnale 

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-access_ory addressed legislatively at the time if/when accessory use permits are made 

uses. NL available. 
1 ne proposed ordinance includes a prov1s1on tnat a11ows existing IVILUS 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 their 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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Land Use 
Landscape 

#-!Rec:ornmendatfon 

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 
Appl1cat1on as they closed in good standing) to have priority consideration in the 
Stan.dards adult use approval process. 
Recommendation 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 

1 1
best practices for cannabis permits and/or licenses. This means that 

4 
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 

15 
I 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. 

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 15 unclear in the context of toaay:IFils 
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 prior to permit approval and issuance. 

33 

The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for 
cannabis businesses, however, community engagement reqLJirements 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-eontemplates application requirements ana 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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Recommendation Include 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 

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 
• 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 

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 
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 were forced to close due to federal 

processing recommendations. Yes intervention/enforcement. 

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 forthe forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the 

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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Recommenaatinn Include Rationale 

San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of adult 
use cannabis retailers. 
Strategies mayinclude: 
• Use of "buffer zones" around other adult use retail locations. The 

dista nee 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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RPcommendation lncludP Rationale 
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, or 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 lnsP.ection 
(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: Wa~te 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 holderto 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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RPcommendatinn lnclun"' Ra-tinnale 

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 oe restricted to areas where people are 21 

On-site consumption should include nightclubs, bars, cafes; hotel or older, it may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted 

roof-tops; outside spaces area, and tobacco and alcohol are not allowed on the premises. San Francisco 

at buildings; music festivals/parks (e.g., Hippie Hill); private has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is 

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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Rornmmendation Jnr111dE! 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 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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Recommendation lndud1> Ration"1" 

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. 
~vii I I (JI l~oJ~v .:>llUUIU iJl IUI l••~v Liit; lv"v. "'5 .:>LI C•vo•~J 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. -· ·--..J 

San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and 

process for businesses to 
acquire retail licenses, and existing businesses should be allowed to 
operate for a period of 
one year while a permit application is in process, including issuing a 
city licensing Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are 

compliance process guide integrated into the SF business portal. Yes eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018. 
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# .. IRecoromenda_tlciff______ _ __ . ---· _.------- UncludeJRationale 
San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies' non
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San 

301
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. 

The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned 
social justice-focused 
efforts: 
• Neighborhood associations 
• Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other 

311
1ocal business 
associations 
• City College of San Francisco 
• Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs, 
including formerly incarcerated people, women, and people of color 
•Landlords 
• Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) 

NL IThis is not currently contemplated in this legislation. The city intends to 

The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of 
stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social 

justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way 
NL I 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 

standards to form part of 
the retail business permitting process. These standards should 
ensure that cannabis 

businesses are "good neighbors" to the communities in which they 

321
are located. These 
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies 
in a non-discretionary 
manner (e.g., standard set of rules and consequences, such as 

· 'citations or notices of 

violation if rules are broken).*(Reflects Year 1 PSSE recommendation 
4.) 

The regulatory agency or agencies overseeing the cannabis industry 

33 1
should make cannabis business regulations ciear and accessible to 
the general public so that the public is informed and aware of the 
regulations. 

40 

Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and 
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process. 

The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and 
commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the 
name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations 
staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with 
operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk 
and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii) 
Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the 
Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation+ permit 
suspension and recovation (+appeals pathways) are contemplated in the 

Yes I legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these. 
The Office of Cannabis has a website-arid will seek to use it as a platform to 
disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full 
transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The 
website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for 
comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members 
of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a better tool for 

Yes ltheir use. 
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Rernmmend,,tion lnrilude Ratinna(a 

As mentioned for this recommendation in Year I, there is no known model for 

All employees of ret<1JI 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 
• Resid.ents 
•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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RPcnmmendation Inr.lude 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 
should collaborate with key stakeholders, such as culinary and 
hospitality organizations, to develop strategies for increasing these 
opportunities for restaurants and other food establishments. 
Strategies could include: 

• Developing, proposing and pursuing a state legislative approach 
that would 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 
busin~sses 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 
mitiP-ate traffic conP-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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Rerommonrl"tinn lnrl .. .i~ R"tinn"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 Jines, 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 o{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 Jocked receptacles prior 

Yes to pickup. 
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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. 



November 11, 2017 via Fax 

SF Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place 

· San Francisco, CA. 94102i 

RE: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary on November 14111 agenda 

Dear Supervisors: 

I am writing to you to urge you to vote no on the subject proposal for 2161-2165 Irving St .. This site is 
only 4 blocks or so from a school and library. Also, school students are attracted or congregate on that 
stretch of Irving St. In addition, it does not fit in with the family oriented retail nature of the businesses 
in the area. Marijuana's smell is repugnant and offensive to the senses for many people. This would 
detract from the many wonderful businesses on the block. Finally, I do not believe that are any 
scientifically valid studies showing any positive medical benefits from the smoking of marijuana. 

Sincerely, , 
Afi,dl;],u~ 
Bill Quan 
2526 Van Ness Ave., #10 
San Francisco, CA. 94109 

SFBoardOfSupReProposedCannabisDispensary-Nov 11-2017 
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San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations 

Henry Karnilmvicz 
President 

.Maryo 1'1ogannam 
Vice President 

November 9, 2017 

President London Breed 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Vas Kiniris 
S<'crt'lary 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94103-4689 

Re 

Cannabis regulations 

President Breed and Supervisors, 

Keith Goldstein 
Treasurer 

The San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associatoins, representing a wide 
variety of local enterprises, seeks to protect and promote small businesses in San 
Francisco. Thank you for all of your efforts crafting regulations for the rapidly
emerging cannabis industry, which we believe can be a valuable and sustained 
contributor to our local small business economy. 

We would like to offer our recommendations on two of the major cannabis issues 

remaining to be decided in your deliberations. ·These recommendations are 

notably similar to those offered by the Chamber of Commerce, California Music 

and Culture Association, Golden Gate Restaurant Association, Cannabis Retailers 

Alliance, and many others. 

I.Consumption: Create stand-alone consumption permits and more retailer 

consumption permits to benefit small business corridors. 

a.San Francisco residents and tourists need safe, legal places to consume. 

b.Without designated consumption areas, cannabis use will occur in parks and on 

sidewalks which may upset neighbors and hurt existing merchants. 

c.Consumption lounges will promote foot traffic for existing merchants. 

d.Cannabis retailers should be allowed to have on-site consumption if the facility· 

has proper ventilation and the odor does not permeate the surrounding area. 

e.Stand-alone consumption permits will create a new small business model that 

can incorporate music and food, and will attract more visitors to commercial 

corridors. 

II.Buffer Requirements & Sensitive Uses: Maintain the 600' buffer established by 

the voters of California, and do NOT include childcare centers as a sensitive use. 

a.The proposal to create a 1000-foot distance requirement, combined new 

sensitive uses including childcare facilities would prohibit the healthy growth of 

our local cannabis industry and block new small businesses in corridors that would 

benefit from them. 

b. We recommend a 600-foot distance from schools, as passed by the voters of 

California and overwhelmingly by the voters of San Francisco. 

The San Francisco Coundl of Merchants' Associations • 1019 Howard Street San Francisco, CA 94103-2806 • 415·621 ·7533 • www.sfcdma.org 



San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations 

SF CDMA 

Herny Karnilowicz 
rresitiem 

Marya J\otogannam 
Vice Presiclem 

Vas Kiniris 
S(·nett\ry 

Keith Goldstein 
Tteasurc•f 

There is no evidential basis for including childcare centers as a sensitive use. Three-year-old children will not wander 

off to buy marijuana. Please do not legislate based on scare tactics. 

111. Minimum local hire. Requiring of minimum of 50% of local hire. 

With current unemployment in San Francisco of around 3% many businesses are finding it difficult to find experienced 

and reliable staff. By requiring that cannabis businesses hire local at a minimum of 50% there will be competition for 

non cannabis businesses and may impact them to where they may not be able to survive. 

We are eager to welcome cannabis businesses into the numerous local merchant groups citywide, and are excited for 

their contributions to our community and commercial corridors. Thank you again for all your work on this important 

topic. We are available any time and happy to offer suggestions or answer questions. 

Sincerely, 

Henry Karnilowicz 

President 

415.621.7533 office 

415.420.8113 cell 

henry@sfcdma.org 

CC: 

Mayor Ed Lee 

Nicole Elliott, Director of the Office of Cannabis 

Barbara Garcia, Director of Public Health 

John Rahaim, Planning Director 

Planning Commissioners 

Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

The San Francisco Councll of Merchants' A<soclations • \019 Howard Street, San Francisco, CA 94103-2806 • 415·621 ·7533 , www.sfcdma.org 



VIA EMAIL ONLY 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 

Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

November 10, 2017 

RE: CANNABIS LEGISLATION/WEST PORTAL 

Dear Board: 

We are writing on behalf of the West Portal merchants to support Supervisor Yee's efforts 
at restricting cannabis dispensaries in District 7. West Portal Avenue maintains a commercial corridor 
between Ulloa Street and 15th Avenue and on the intersecting blocks of Ulloa, Vicente, 141h Avenue and 
15th Avenue, as well as the parallel Claremont Blvd., and is bordered on each end by schools, the K-5 West 
Portal Elementary near the Ulloa end and the K-12 Waldorf School on the 15h Avenue end. There are also 
two additional nearby K-8 schools, St. Brendan and St. Cecilia, as well as a Montessori pre-school and a 
number of businesses catering to young children, including Peek-A-Boo Factory, Tutu School, Coder 
School, Kumon, Sylvan and C2 Education. All of these child-focused ·locations are surrounded by 
residential neighborhoods largely comprised of families and retirees who have lived here for decades or 
generations. 

While we understand the City's excitement to generate tax dollars on the newly legalized 
cannabis sales, we cannot support the existence of a retailer in West Portal. Virtually every block of the 
West Portal corridor is saturated with services for children and the entire neighborhood teems with families 
day and night. There is no appropriate place in our neighborhood for a pot shop. 

As we are advised that an all-out prohibition is unlikely, we will alternately support the most 
severe restrictions possible, including a 1000' buffer around children's educational institutions or services. 
To the extent there is a proposal for sales only out of upper floors in retail locations, we must insist that 
those locations are completely zoned for retail. Many of the buildings on West Portal have residential 
zoned second and/or third floors. It would be unconscionable to allow a pot shop to open adjacent to a 

WEST PORTAL AVENUE ASSOCIATION+ 236 WEST PORTAL AVE #313 + SAN FRANCISCO, 

CALIFORNIA 94127 



residence. Further, allotting 1 location on West Portal Avenue and the above referenced intersecting 
streets that comprise our corridor should be another bare minimal part of legislated restrictions. 

We have heard the complaints of cannabis supporters regarding our West Side 
"NIMBYism," of the needs of those wanting "medical" marijuana and the "social justice" opportunities 
wanted for those previously oppressed by the criminal justice system. Each of these arguments is 
transparent in its nonsensicality. 

Just by way of example, for years, anyone who has wanted pot has been able to easily 
acquire a medical card for their "condition" and shop cannabis to their heart's delight on nearby Ocean 
Avenue and dozens of other locations across the City. There are now a number of services that will literally 
be delivering cannabis to your home as easily as ordering a pizza. We have had a series of billboards and · 
Muni bus advertisements helpfully advising our neighborhood of these services for the past year. Just as 
some might like a Whole Foods on West Portal doesn't mean it will fit; we still have to drive to Ocean 
Avenue or order lnstacart. And yet we survive, as will any local cannabis consumer. 

We are confident that you are capable of dismantling any ridiculous argument that 
permitting a pot shop in a neighborhood where it is strongly not wanted is anything but shameful pandering 
to elected officials' sponsors. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, and do not hesitate to let me know how we can 
further support restrictions on cannabis sales in West Portal. 

Sincerely, 
Deidre Von Rock, 
West Portal Merchants Association, President 
dvonrock@vonrocklaw.com 

cc: alisa.somera@sfgov.org 

WEST PORTAL AVENUE ASSOCIATION+ 236 WEST PORTAL. AVE #313 + SAN FRANCISCO, 

CAL.IFORNIA 94127 



November 6, 2017 

The Honorable London Breed 

President, Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 110 

San Francisco; CA 9.4102 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

RE: Cannabis Regulations, Board of Supervisors File Numbers 171041 and 171042 

Dear President Breed: 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, San Francisco Travel Association, the· Council of District Merchants 

Associations, Golden Gate Restaurant Association and California Music and Culture Association are again 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 are pleased that significant 

amendments have been made that will encourage this industry to come out of the underground economy, some issues 

remain and new hurdles have been added. 

As was pointed out in our letter of October 30, the vast majority of San Franciscans expect our elected officials to 

legislate a clear path to a safe and reasonably regulated adult-use cannabis industry, which will be looked upon as a 

model for other local jurisdictions. While some progress has been made, much remains to be accomplished over the 

next week. 

We urge the Board of Supervisors to enact the following changes to the draft legislation: 

1) The city 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 Board should 

consider a "non-conforming use" process for these locations. New permits under the equity program should 

include the right of existing small cannabis businesses to apply for such permits. And many of the employment 

provisions added to the regulatory ordinance are simply unworkable for these small businesses. 

2) Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in January of 

2018, the 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. 



3) Reasonable "Green Zones" where cannabis retailers can conduct business is critical if we are to reduce 

clustering and meet demand that will certainly exist in every neighborhood. Excluding locations within 600 feet 

from a school, as originally set forth in the draft ordinance, is reasonable and should not be increased. Adding 

child care facilities as sensitive uses makes no sense. Who is being protected; the infant or toddler or the mother 

.·or caregiver? This is just a backdoor way of limiting neighborhood commercial access for this business. 

However, if the Board of Supervisors stays with the 1,000-foot limit, we urge you provide a conditional use 

option so a retailer could make the case for a location between 600 and 1,000 feet. Alternatively, using the 
. . 

"path of travel" which measures distance by distance walked, would be another way to work with 1,000 feet. 

4) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by apartment tenants and visitors, almost impossible. As 

was pointed out by many speakers at your various hearings, 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. 

5) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within San Francisco. 

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. In addition, the legislation in section 1622 {b)(lO) fails to allow the deliver industry 

to make use of electronic manifests, but rather requires specific orders to be filled at the business location, with 

a pre-determined route; This provision should be amended to allow for the use of electronic manifests, which 

could greatly reduce delivery miles and eliminate the need to continually return to the business location. 

6) The Board has been presented with a great deal of testimony explaining why the 20% limit on transfer of 

ownership, section.1608 {t), is unworkable for an industry that must seek cash investment in the absence of 

access to banking. A 40 to 49% limit is needed if permit holders are going to be able to grow their businesses in 

San Francisco, while still protecting the primary ownership of the business founders. 

7) Section 1618 (ff) places an unfair, if not infeasible, hiring requirement on small businesses. Requiring an 

employer to certify that 50% of the business' work hours are being performed by local residents {or seek a 

waiver from the Office of Cannabis) fails to consider the nature of the San Francisco labor market. With over 

700,000 private sector jobs and another 100,000 government jobs, there is no way employers can run a business 

(or a government service) if they have to fill new positions with at least 50% residents. The business community 

as a whole barely fills 400,000 of these positions with San Franciscans and over 100,000 residents commute out 

of the city every day. The 50% requirement cannot be met across all cannabis industry types. We suggest a 

starting point of 20% with a study in two years to determine compliance and challenges. 

8) All applicants who have applied and paid the fees prior to the date of the first reading of the ordinance at the 

Board of Supervisors should be considered being in the "pipeline" and allowed to proceed to their hearings. 



9) Finally, there are numerous conditions placed on permit holders that either are unworkable or should not be 

applied to private businesses, whether a hardware store, wholesale flower distributor or cannabis business. 

·Section 1609 (b}(25), Labor Peace Agreement, may belong in contracts where city funds are expended, but 

certainly not in a business permit ordinance. And certainly not at the micro business level of 10 or more 

employees. And the requirement to have an energy use plan for a cultivation facility is one thing; to require all 

cannabis businesses to contract for CleanPowerSF, section 1618 (cc), seems, at worst to be a shakedown, and at 

best unworkable for businesses that may riot control the power provider decision at their business location. We 

urge that this section be deleted and replaced, for all business types, with the energy provisions contained in 

section 1609 {c}(8). 

The San Francisco business community looks forward to continuing to work with 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 

Jeremy Siegel 

California Music and Culture Association 

cc. Mayor Lee; each member of the Board of Supervisors 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, November 07, 2017 9:43 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
FW: smoking in dispensaries 

From: Carol Denney [mailto:cdenney@igc.org] 

Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 11:13 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: smoking in dispensaries 

"Plan would let cannabis users smoke in pot clubs" - SF Chronicle, Bay Area section, Friday, November 3, 
2017. 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

I read with dismay the suggestion in today's San Francisco Chronicle that San Francisco Supervisors Farrell and 
Sheehy "supported an amendment.. .to take indoor consumption permits out of the hands of public health 
officials" in an effort to allow smoking in dispensaries; 

Please don't silence the public health voice in this matter. Dispensaries are workplaces. The State of California 
is obligated under Proposition 65 to list marijuana smoke as a carcinogen. And those with familiarity about 
dispensaries know there are at least a dozen ways to ingest marijuana without fouling the air or exposing others. 

It is crucial that as we normalize cannabis products we don't disrespect dispensary workers and subject them to 
conditions 'which would not only have adverse health effects, but would make it much harder for neighborhoods 
to welcome dispensaries in the first place. 

Introducing indoor smoking reverses decades of hard-won public health policy, and runs the risk of derailing 
the dramatic disease reduction we're seeing nationwide as a consequence of smokefree workplaces and public 
spaces. Please make sure that public health voices are part of this discussion, which has life or death 
consequences. 

Thank you, 

Carol Denney 

1970 San Pablo Avenue #4 

Berkeley, CA 94702 

510-548-1512 

cdenney@igc.org 

1 



Somera, Alisa (BOS} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, November 07, 2017 8:50 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Carroll, John (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor 
FW: A few moments of your time 

From: Kevin Reed [mailto:kevinreed@thegreencross.org] 
Sent: Sunday, November 05, 2017 3:45 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: A few moments of your time 

Dear Hon. Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

Thank you for your continued public service and leadership, especially around innovative, responsible, and sustainable policies impacting the 
livelihood of the cannabis community and its stakeholders. As a leader in the cannabis industry, I would like to respectfully take a few 
minutes of your time to share with you my feedback and opinion in preparation for tomorrow's meeting. 

As you well know, San Francisco is a dense and engaged city that tries to gratify all its stakeholders, including its citizens, businesses, and 
community based organizations. I know first hand what it takes to balance and satisfy diverse interests while trying to keep my business 
lights on and maintaining a qualified and diverse workforce. 

For example, in 2007, the original location of The Green Cross (22nd and Guerrero; approx. 501 feet away from an elementa.ry school) was 
shut down due to neighborhood complaints that my business was too close to the school. While this 3-year long fight, which received global 
press, was traumatic and greatly affected the lives and livelihoods of my 20,000+ stakeholders, it ultimately lead to compromises between the 
City and all interested parties. 

Negotiations and compromises resulted in and ailowed for some MCDs to be permitted and grandfathered in within 1000 feet of schools. A 
year or two later, the federal government targeted most of these MCD property owners and threatened to seize their properties and shut down 
operations regardless of their grandfathered status. Unfortunately, these threats alone caused many MCDs to close and/ or move their small 
businesses. 

Additionally during that same time, daycare/childcare centers were not factored into these buffer zones because children of this age are 
considered too young to comprehend or be influenced by MCDs located near these centers. The Green Cross's current storefront location is 
within 500 feet proximity of three, albeit unlicensed, daycare facilities in San Francisco's Excelsior District. 

While we as a city are grabbling with how to balance the requirements oflocal and state laws with the needs of our diverse communities, we 
cannot lose sight, especially now more than ever because of the opioid crisis, that there is a war on drugs in this country. That said, I am 
extremely concerned that we are considering putting equity applicants in exploitative situations. If we put equity applicants within 1000 feet 
of schools, we position them on the front lines of this war. There are minimum mandatory sentencing guidelines for selling drugs in a school 
zone that I ask you to take into consideration rrioving forward. I request that the board stays resilient on this issue. 

Thank you for time and consideration on this important matter. If you have any further questions or concerns, please feel free to reach out at 
anytime. 

Best regards, 

Kevin Reed 

Founder & President 
The Green Cross 
4218 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
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Mobile: 415.846.7671 
Office: 415.648.4420 
Fax: 415.431.2420 
Email: KevinReed@TheGreenCross.org 
Web: TheGreenCross.org 

·rhE~G·reenCross''' 
[\11'edical Cannabis DeHvery 
415.648.4420 

THE GREEN CROSS CONFIDEf' .. ffl.A.L1T''f' NOTICE: This communication {includfng any attachmenh) may cont.:iin 
inform21tion th~ is proprietary, privil;:;n;ied or conffderrtial or other'l!llisr::i legally exempt fro1T1 disclosure, The 
sender does not intend to \llfai·ve any privilegE!, including the attom8y-client privil8g8, that may attach to this 
comrnunication. If you am notth8 intended recipient,. you are not authorized to intercept .. mad,. print, ret:iin, 
copy, forvvard or disseminate this communication or any pa1tof it If you have rec'-"ived this communicati.on 1n 
1:mor,plear;e notify the sender immediately bi.t email and delete this communication and all copies, 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 8:29 AM 
Subject: FW: Support Accessible SF Cannabis Regulations 

From: Kyle Borland [mailto:kyleb@anresco.com] 
Sent: Monday, November.06, 2017 1:26 PM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Chan, Yoyo (BOS) <yoyo.chan@sfgov.org>; Chicuata, 
Brittni (BOS) <brittni.chicuata@sfgov.org>; Zach Eisenberg <zach@anresco.com> 
Subject: Support Accessible SF Cannabis Regulations 

Hello Supervisor Cohen and team, 

On behalf of Anresco Laboratories (1375 Van Dyke Avenue), I would like to vocalize our support for the 600-foot cannabis retail restriction 
passed in Prop64. As a member of the City's professional cannabis community, we see the 1000-foot rule before the Land Use committee to 
be overly restrictive and detrimental to our City's greater cannabis community, the heart of the movement that started all this success we see 
across the nation. 

Anresco believes that our City's cannabis industry should be regulated fairly and safely with all San Franciscans in mind. That is why, 
throughout the legislative process, we have opened our doors to City Hall to educate our representatives about cannabis and. the product 
safety applications being applied to the plant. As you vote on to implement the cannabis regulations, we hope you'll vote to support the 
burgeoning cannabis industry that San Francisco helped start by returning to the 600-foot regulation passed by 74 percent of citv residents in 
2016. 

Thank you, 
Kyle Borland 
Cannabis Communications and Policy, Anresco Laboratories 

Kyle Borland 
Cannabis Communications and Policy 

kyleb@anresco.com 

Anresco Laboratories 
1375 Van Dyke Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94124 
Phone: (415) 822-1100 x 1523 
Fax: (415) 822-6615 
www.anresco.com 

Anresco Laboratories is an ISO 17025 accredited laboratory for certain chemistry, microbiology, microscopy, and medical 
devices analysis. Certificate Number: AT-1551 
This communication is confidential and intended only for the addressee. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not copy, disclose, or distribute this 
message to anyone else; any such action may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please contact the sender of the message to inform 
them of the error. 
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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, cons.umers 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, 

Co-signing organizations: 

GOLDEN GATE 
RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIAT10N 
-~-·--<1:11:1~3&---

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, Room 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 canl)abis 

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 business~s 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 of the 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-us.e 

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 Commiss.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 under the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing 

small businesses to apply for such permits. 

4) Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in 

January of 2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receive a 

temporary business permit to sell cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These 

handful of 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, 

er~~· 
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 (corning 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 of 2015 and are hoping to continue operating once the new regulations 
for cannabis businesses go into effect. 

I am writing to lend my support and agreement to the Small Business Commission's suggested two-step 
registration process as outlined below: 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for 
registration to be only proof of existence by 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 Boatd of Supervisors, 

My Name is Bridget May and I run a small cannabis topicals company in San Francisc~ 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 ://wwvv.littlegreenbee.net/ 

I have been incorporated since 2015 and am part of the supply chain to several delivery-only 
dispensaries including Sava and F oggyDaze: 

https://w\vw.getsava.com/ https://foggydazedelivery.corn/ 

My background is in botany and chemistry, and I continue to work in the biotech industry as an 
analytical chemist to help pay my rent in San Francisco. I planned to devote myself full time to my 
business as soon as I was certain that I would be allowed to continue under the new regulations. I have 
all the requirements for doing business in the City and County of San Francisco (and California), such 
as business registration, seller's permit, and corporate meetings and bylaws. I have established an EIN 
with the IRS and I have been paying taxes since I began. However, I am currently working out of my 
home under cottage laws which I now know will not be legal come January of2018. 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 26 201 7. 

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 Fr1;1ncisco. 

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 Son1atik, a local Cannabis business in San 
Francisco. I ain 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 mirrors 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 1nove 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 n1arket 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 Franciscq'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 Schroeder, the founder of Somatik, a local Cannabis business in San 
Francisco. We are members o.f 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'm writing to supp01i a two-step registration process as outlined in the Office of Small 
Business.staff rep01i. Here's an exainple of our suggested process: 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount 
of information required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors 
Oakland's process, which does not require a location (that requirement is considered a 
banier to entry). 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconfonning businesses to move 
toward c01npliance .. 

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'k:itchen. 

The real estate market in SF can be prohibitively expensive to. Small business. We are a 
new, not yet profitable business and we're excited to be a pennitted cannabis business 
helping to diversify San Francisco's econon1y. 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 s0111e of 
you at tomorrow's SBC meeting. 

Sincerely 
Chris Schroeder 
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Somatik Inc. 
www.somatik.us 

-Chris Schroeder 

Founder, Somatik Inc. 
wvvw.somatik.us 
415-342-3565 

2 



r 

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 qm 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 MoonMan's Mistress, an edible manufacturer based out 
of San Francisco and we 
agree with the Small Business commission's suggested 2 step registration process. 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required 
for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not require a 
location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance. 
Additionally, 
It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should 
mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental 
market in SF is, as you know, prohibitively expensive, and 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.moonmansmistress.com 

\.YW\ v .111oon111 ansrn i stress. co 111 

instagrarn @,moonmansmistress 
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 

~!fr~ 
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 

~~~ 
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 



TO: 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis 
Barbara A. Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health 
William Scott, Police Chief, Police Department 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department 
Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District 

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 
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 



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 

DA TE: 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 Mogi, San Francisco Unified School District 
Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District 
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District 



City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director 
Small Business Commission, City Hall, Room 448 

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

October 2, 2017 

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 

~~11fn 
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 

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: 

FileNo. 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 

i.Tlo-~ 
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 the13'08f.a>of Supervisors ,,.. r- ~-::::~---? /' / 
FROM: ((D' Mayor Edwin M. Lee:::..:::~// ~:> · 

RE: Substitute Ordinance - File 171041 - Planning Code - Cannabis 
Regulation · 

DATE: October 3, 2017 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a substitute ordinance amending 
the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, 
adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services, 
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow 
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use 
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis 
Retail establishments; 4) establish location 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 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 B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

· f3PWIN M. LEE 
:- ', I - ' ,' ,- • --~ --: 

TO: 

FROM:~ 
RE: 
DATE: 

. ' 
·'' I ' 

AV.- _--
Angela Cal~illo, Clerk of;_~~J,9'l~Jrui~ 
Mayor Edwin M. Lee~-~~. ( · · . · ... 
Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation · ·· ·· 
September 26, 2017 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is an ordinance. amending the 
Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, adult 
use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services, 
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow 
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use 
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis 
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 
5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis 
dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code 
provisions; and affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, 
convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 

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 B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: ( 415) 554-6141 




