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Project Sponsor: Ryan Hudson 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project sponsor proposes to establish a new Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. The 
Apothecarium) at 2505 Noriega Street, within a currently vacant ground floor retail commercial space last 
occupied by Ace Pharmacy. The proposal would allow for the on-site sale of medical cannabis – 
including concentrates, edibles, and tinctures – and also proposes to provide delivery services to patients 
of medical cannabis. The MCD would not allow for on-site medication (e.g. smoking, vaporizing, or 
consumption of edibles), nor on-site cultivation for harvesting of medical product. The proposed hours of 
operation are 9 a.m. to 9 p.m., seven days a week. 
 
The proposal would make tenant improvements to the approximately 2,780 square foot corner retail 
space with approximately 103.5 linear feet of frontage along Noriega Street and 32nd Avenue at the 
ground floor of the building. No physical expansion of the building is proposed, and exterior work is 
limited to repair of the existing storefront only. No parking would be required for the change of use. The 
project sponsor will maintain a full-time security guard at the storefront, and will install security cameras 
to cover each room, point of sale, entry, exit, and adjacent sidewalks. 
 
The project sponsor’s goal is to provide medical cannabis to registered patients within the Sunset and 
other nearby neighborhoods, as there are currently no MCDs in the surrounding area. The MCD would 
operate as the region’s first bilingual (Cantonese) and bicultural dispensary, serving the neighborhood 
community in a manner that collaborates with traditional Asian medical practices. The project sponsor 
currently operates an MCD at 2029 Market Street in San Francisco and notes that there are more than 
3,900 existing Apothecarium patients that reside within the zip codes of the Sunset neighborhood, and 
who thus stand to benefit from an MCD closer to their place of residence. 
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On May 5, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation under Resolution No. 179-15 to impose 
interim zoning controls for an 18-month period for parcels within the Irving, Judah, Noriega, and Taraval 
Street Neighborhood Commercial Districts, requiring Conditional Use Authorization, and imposing 
additional conditional use authorization criteria for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. On December 13, 
2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation under Resolution No. 544-16 extending these interim 
controls for an additional six month period. The project sponsor originally filed their application prior to 
the passage of the interim controls, and subsequently filed a Conditional Use Authorization application 
when the requirement changed. 
 
The project was first scheduled to appear before the Planning Commission at the June 8, 2017 hearing. 
However, due to the fact that the interim zoning controls expired on May 5, 2017, staff was informed that 
the Planning Commission could not hear the request for Conditional Use Authorization on that day, as 
there was no corresponding Conditional Use Authorization requirement in place. Meanwhile, the Board 
of Supervisors was in the process of enacting permanent controls to require Conditional Use 
Authorization for MCDs in the subject zoning district. These controls, enacted through Ordinance No. 
100-17, were signed by the Mayor on May 19, 2017 and thus took effect on June 19, 2017. Given that the 
project would need to comply with the permanent controls in order to obtain an MCD permit under 
Article 33 of the Health Code, the project and request for Conditional Use Authorization were continued 
without comment to the July 13, 2017 hearing, when the requirement for Conditional Use Authorization 
as set foth in the permanent controls would be in effect. 
 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE
The project is located at the southwest corner of Noriega Street and 32nd Avenue, Block 2069, Lot 012. The 
subject property is located within the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District ("NCD") and a 
40-X Height and Bulk District. The property is developed with a one-story commercial building 
constructed circa 1942, and has two retail tenant spaces. The proposed MCD will occupy the corner retail 
location; the adjacent commercial space is currently occupied by a Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. Quon Ngon 
Vietnamese Noodle House). The subject property measures approximately 50 feet by 73 feet, with 3,675 
square feet of lot area, and full lot coverage. 
 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD
The subject property is located within the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) and 
a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Noriega Street NCD is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood 
and stretches along Noriega Street from 19th to 27th Avenues, and resumes again between 30th and 33rd 
Avenues. The District is intended to provide a selection of convenience goods and services for the 
residents of the Outer Sunset neighborhood, and the controls are designed to promote development that 
is consistent with existing land use patterns and support the District’s vitality. The District currently has a 
high concentration of restaurants, as well as a number of professional, realty, and business offices, 
financial institutions, and medical service uses. The area surrounding this part of the Noriega Street NCD 
is almost exclusively zoned RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family). 
 
The subject location along Noriega Street is served by the 7, 7R, and 7X Muni Bus lines, and is also in 
proximity to commonly used bicycle routes along Ortega and Kirkham Streets, and along 34th Avenue. 
The immediate area is not identified as part of the Vision Zero High Injury Network for pedestrians and 
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cyclists, and there are existing traffic calming islands located immediately adjacent to the subject property 
at 32nd Avenue and at 33rd Avenue. 
 
There are no other Medical Cannabis Dispensaries currently located in proximity to the subject property; 
the nearest MCDs are located more than 2 miles away at 4811 Geary Boulevard within the Inner 
Richmond neighborhood, and 1944 Ocean Avenue near the Ingleside Terraces neighborhood. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical 
exemption.  
 

HEARING NOTIFICATION

TYPE REQUIRED 
PERIOD

REQUIRED
NOTICE DATE

ACTUAL
NOTICE DATE

ACTUAL 
PERIOD

Classified News Ad 20 days May 19, 2017 May 17, 2017 22 days 

Posted Notice 30 days May 9, 2017 May 5, 2017 34 days 

Mailed Notice 30 days May 9, 2017 May 8, 2017 31 days 
 
The proposal requires a Section 312-neighborhood notification, which was conducted in conjunction with 
the conditional use authorization process. The hearing notice was mailed to owners and occupants within 
a 300-foot radius of the subject property, as required per Planning Code Section 790.141(c). 
 
As the proposal was continued at the duly-noticed Planning Commission hearing on June 8, 2017, no 
additional notification is required under the Planning Code for the date of continuance. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT/COMMUNITY OUTREACH
The project sponsor has made extensive community outreach efforts, led in part by former 
Oakland Mayor Jean Quan and her husband, Floyd Huen, M.D., who has been at the forefront of 
prescribing medical cannabis to patients. A more detailed summary of outreach efforts can be 
found as an attachment to the project sponsor’s application submittal. The project sponsor’s 
efforts to date include: meetings with a variety of active Sunset neighborhood organizations and 
merchants along Noriega Street; tours of the Apothecarium’s existing MCD facility on Market 
Street in the Castro neighborhood; interviews and information provided to multiple media 
outlets including Chinese-language media; door-to-door outreach to neighbors in the vicinity 
accompanied by Cantonese and Mandarin interpreters; and public meetings held at the Ortega 
Branch Library, including a patient education class entitled “Cancer and Cannabis: The Non-
Euphorics”. The project sponsor notes that in addition to the hundreds of letters of support 
received on the project, that there is general broad support among Sunset residents for medical 
cannabis, having voted by 66 and 58 percent, respectively, to legalize medical cannabis through 
Proposition 215 in 1996 and further open marijuana laws through Proposition 64 in 2016. 
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To date, the Department has directly received approximately 1,000 emails or letters in support of 
the proposal, many of which are from residents of the Sunset neighborhood who would utilize 
the proposed MCD. Many of the communications received contain similar language and format; 
therefore, while all letters are available as part of the case record, the printed case report only 
contains a representative example of the letters that were received. 
 

The project sponsor notes in their submittal, which appears as an attachment to this case report, 
that they have collected 1,457 letters of support from San Francisco residents, 633 of which are 
from Sunset residents. The project sponsor also notes that 111 are from residents within 1,000 feet 
of the project site, and that 189 letters are from parents. 
 

To date, the Department has also received approximately 767 emails or letters in opposition to 
the proposal, many of which are also from residents of the Sunset neighborhood. Many of these 
communications contained similar language and format; therefore, while all letters are available 
as part of the case record, the printed case report only contains a representative example of the 
letters that were received.  
 
In addition to the individual letters and emails that were submitted, the Department has also 
received hundreds of pages of petition signatures from San Francisco and non-San Francisco 
residents alike. In total, it is estimated that upwards of 5,000 signatures have been obtained in this 
manner; an exact number is difficult to obtain due to the sheer volume of signatures received, as 
well as due to uncertainties around the possibility of repeated signatures since these pages were 
submitted by a few organizations over the course of the Department’s review, with a large batch 
initially submitted in 2015 and then again in 2017. 
 

In addition to the opposition documented above, the staff report contains letters submitted on 
behalf of a collection of residents and merchants along Noriega Street, the Ark of Hope Preschool 
located two blocks away at Noriega and 34th Avenue (and represented by the Pacific Justice 
Institute), and the Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit located one block away at Noriega and 31st 
Avenue. 
 

On June 8, 2017, Supervisor Tang’s (District 4) office reported to Department staff the following 
comment totals that their office received through that date:  

- 926 signatures and letters of support, with 171 from residents of District 4 and 755 
from other residents of San Francisco  

- 5,875 signatures and letters of opposition, with 3,217 from residents of District 4, 
2,009 from other residents of San Francisco, and 647 from non-San Francisco 
residents 

 

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD).  Planning Code Section 790.141 states that all MCDs are 
required to be heard by the Planning Commission, which will consider whether or not to exercise 
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its discretionary review powers over the building permit application. The Conditional Use 
Authorization hearing satisfies this Code requirement. 
 
San Francisco Health Code, Article 33, Medical Cannabis Act 3308:  
(e)   It is unlawful for any person or association operating a medical cannabis dispensary under the 
provisions of this Article to permit any breach of peace therein or any disturbance of public order or 
decorum by any tumultuous, riotous or disorderly conduct, or otherwise, or to permit such dispensary to 
remain open, or patrons to remain upon the premises, between the hours of 10 p.m. and 8 a.m. the next day. 
However, the Department shall issue permits to two medical cannabis dispensaries permitting them to 
remain open 24 hours per day. These medical cannabis dispensaries shall be located in order to provide 
services to the population most in need of 24 hour access to medical cannabis. These medical cannabis 
dispensaries shall be located at least one mile from each other and shall be accessible by late night public 
transportation services. However, in no event shall a medical cannabis dispensary located in a Small-Scale 
Neighborhood Commercial District, a Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial District, or a 
Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center District as defined in Sections 711, 712 and 713 of the 
Planning Code, be one of the two medical cannabis dispensaries permitted to remain open 24 hours per day. 
 
The 2505 Noriega Street MCD project will afford the project sponsor the opportunity to comply 
with the SF Health Code and operate legally and under SFDPH supervision. The applicant will 
still be required to obtain a permit from SFDPH and will be subject to their regulations including 
tax compliance, non-profit operation, background checks and annual compliance inspections. 
This proposal would convert a vacant ground floor retail space to a medical cannabis dispensary 
use. 

 
Planning Code Compliance.  The proposed MCD complies with all relevant Planning Code 
requirements. Most notably, the subject property was not found to fall within 1,000 feet of any 
public or private elementary or secondary school, or community facility or recreation center 
primarily serving persons younger than 18 years of age. A map has been included as an 
attachment to this report, which demonstrates Planning Code compliance. The map does identify 
one Early-Age Child Care facility (d.b.a. Ark of Hope Preschool) within 1,000 feet of the subject 
property; however, this facility only serves children up to the age of 6 years old and as such does 
not meet the Planning Code definition of a school, and would therefore not automatically 
prohibit the location of an MCD at the subject property. 

 
Clustering and Neighborhood Impact.  In the subject District, the Planning Code does not 
prohibit the clustering of MCDs, nor does the San Francisco Health Code. As of February 2017, 
there are thirty-six (36) permitted MCDs1 with the Department of Public Health (DPH); 
additionally, the Planning Commission has recently approved eight (8) more MCDs, which have 
not yet completed the permitting process through DPH. Of the 44 MCDs that are either permitted 
by DPH or have received Planning Commission approval, there are none that are located within 2 
miles of the subject property. A map has been included as an attachment to this report, which 

                                                           
1 7 of the 36 permitted MCDs in the DPH database are operating out of a shared office (delivery-only) space at 214 
California Street. Therefore there are only 30 distinct locations with permitted MCDs in the City, with recent 
Planning Commission approval for 8 additional locations. 
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shows the concentration of MCDs in the immediate vicinity and City as a whole. As there are no 
other MCDs in the immediate vicinity of the subject property, there should not be any substantial 
negative impacts that may arise due to clustering of this land use type. 
 

Proposition 64/Adult Use of Marijuana Act.  Although approved by the voters in November 
2016, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act does not authorize any existing or future MCD to distribute 
nonmedical (aka “adult use”) cannabis without (1) a state license and (2) compliance with San 
Francisco’s local laws. While Proposition 64 requires the State to begin issuing licenses by 
January 2018, the Planning Department, along with other City agencies, is crafting local land use 
and other regulatory controls to address the production, processing, and sale of adult use 
cannabis. Per Mayor Lee’s Executive Directive 16-05, these regulations are to be introduced by 
September 2017 so that they can be effective prior to the onset of the State licensing system.  The 
Department maintains a very high level of confidence that San Francisco will embrace the 
opportunity to establish local land use regulations for adult use cannabis businesses, and in 
particular that these controls will articulate a discretionary process through which existing MCDs 
can apply to convert in whole or part to adult use cannabis dispensaries. It is unlikely in the 
extreme that existing MCDs will be allowed to dispense adult use cannabis on a ministerial (or 
“automatic”) basis. As with any change to the Planning Code, these controls will be presented to 
the Planning Commission for review and discussion prior to consideration by the Board of 
Supervisors and Mayor. 
 
Additional Findings for MCDs subject to Interim Zoning Controls.  Resolution Nos. 179-15 and 
544-16, which created and extended interim zoning controls requiring Conditional Use 
Authorization for MCDs in the four Sunset NCDs, set forth additional criteria CU criteria that 
must be satisfied by a proposed MCD, specifically that: the MCD will bring measureable 
community benefits and enhancements to the NCD; the MCD has prepared a parking and 
transportation management plan sufficient to address the anticipated impact of patients visiting 
the MCD; and the MCD has demonstrated a commitment to maintaining public safety by actively 
engaging with the community prior to applying for the conditional use, including adequate 
security measures in its operation of the business, and designating a community liaison to deal 
effectively with current and future neighborhood concerns.  
 

Based on the subject application submittal, the Department does find that the additional criteria 
have been met, as further detailed in the attached Draft Motion. 
 

The additional findings required by Resolution Nos. 179-15 and 544-16 were not included in the 
most recent legislation for permanent zoning controls under Ordinance No. 100-17. Therefore, 
there is no longer a requirement that such findings must be made prior to granting Conditional 
Use Authorization. However, the Draft Motion (No. 8 in the Findings section) discusses how the 
project meets these additional criteria in order to provide the Commission with additional 
information in their consideration of the Conditional Use Authorization request. 
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REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use Authorization to allow 
the establishment of a new Medical Cannabis Dispensary (d.b.a. The Apothecarium) within the Noriega 
Street Neighborhood Commercial District, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 739.84, and 
formerly pursuant to Planning Code Section 306.7 and interim zoning controls established under 
Resolution Nos. 179-15 and 544-16. 
 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The project allows for the establishment of a business with a known registry of some 3,900 
existing patients which live within the broader Sunset neighborhood, and which stand to benefit 
from a Medical Cannabis Dispensary located closer to their residence. There are no MCDs that 
currently exist within the Sunset neighborhood, and none within 2 miles of the proposed 
location. 
The proposed operators and owners of the business have extensive experience and expertise on 
the subjects of medical marijuana regulation, prescription of medical marijuana to patients, and 
on the operation of an MCD itself. The Apothecarium is a locally-cultivated MCD, which has 
operated a location in the Castro neighborhood for approximately 6 years, and has grown to be 
an exemplary model for the operation of MCDs within the City, demonstrating how MCDs can 
collaborate with and blend into the community, and how an MCD can help to clean up the area in 
which they operate. 
Similar to the Apothecarium’s Castro location, which has since its inception donated more than 
$335,000 to neighborhood and other local non-profits and charitable organizations, the owners of 
the proposed MCD anticipate making similar contributions to the Sunset neighborhood. 
Similar to the Apothecarium’s Castro location, the proposed MCD will host free weekly 
programs that will be available to residents of the neighborhood, including yoga, meditation, 
anxiety and depression programs, and veteran support groups. The MCD also expects to offer, or 
support other organizations which offer programming which explores connections between 
medical cannabis and traditional Chinese medicine, and educational programming around senior 
access to health care and youth education around medical cannabis. 
The project sponsor has hired a consultant to conduct a parking and traffic study for the 
proposed MCD, which found that the proposed use would not be detrimental to parking and 
traffic in the vicinity, as there is a sufficient supply of parking within 1,000 feet of the proposed 
project to accommodate the anticipated number of vehicle trips during the peak hour. 
Additionally, trip generation estimates for the proposed MCD are similar to, or less than the trip 
generation estimates which would be caused by another retail or eating and drinking use, as 
would likely be located within the District. 
The project site is directly accessible by transit along Noriega Street, and the project sponsor has 
agreed to voluntary provide certain Transportation Demand Management measures, which 
should help to further reduce the number of vehicle trips to the MCD. 
The proposed MCD would not allow for any cultivation, processing, smoking, vaporizing, or 
other means of medication on site. 
The proposed MCD has conducted extensive community outreach and has committed to 
continue building relationships with Sunset residents, so that any concerns may be addressed 
quickly. The proposed MCD operator has direct experience in the industry, and plans to employ 
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industry-standard best practices with regards to safety and security, including use of a 
surveillance system and employment of an on-site security guard at the entrance to the business. 
The project promotes the continued operation of an established, locally-owned business and 
contributes to the viability of the overall Noriega Street NCD, as it will occupy a vacant storefront 
and add to the diversity of goods and services provided within the District. 
The project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code. 
The project is desirable for, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.  
The business is not a Formula Retail use and would serve the immediate neighborhood.   
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions 

 
Attachments: 
Parcel Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs 
Context Photographs 
1,000’ Radius Map – Schools and Child Care Facilities 
MCD Concentration/Proximity Map 
MCD Combined CUA/312 Notice 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) Categorical Exemption 
Resolutions 179-15 and 544-16 – Interim Zoning Controls 
Project Sponsor Submittals 

Hearing Brief and Exhibits (dated 6/29/2017) 
Letter to Department (dated 6/20/2017) 
MCD/CUA Application Submittal 

 Fehr & Peers Consultant-Prepared Transportation and Parking Study 
Project Communications in Support: 
 Common Example Letter in Support 
 Other Letters in Support 
 Letter from Castro Merchants Association 
Project Communications in Opposition: 
 Common Example Letter in Opposition 
 Other Letters in Opposition 

Example Opposition Petition Signature Page 
 Letter from Ark of Hope Preschool (3/25/2017) 
 Letter from Pacific Justice Institute – Representing Ark of Hope Preschool (3/30/2017) 
 Letter from Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit 
 Letter from Pacific Justice Institute – Representing the Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit (9/17/2015) 
 Letter from Noriega merchants (9/4/2015), updated submittal (6/30/2017) 
Reduced Architectural Plans 
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Attachment Checklist 
 

 

 Executive Summary   Project sponsor submittal 

 Draft Motion    Drawings: Existing Conditions  

 Environmental Determination    Check for legibility 

 Zoning District Map   Drawings: Proposed Project    

  Height & Bulk Map    Check for legibility 

 Parcel Map   3-D Renderings (new construction or 
significant addition) 

 Sanborn Map     Check for legibility 

 Aerial Photo   Wireless Telecommunications Materials 

 Context Photos     Health Dept. review of RF levels 

 Site Photos     RF Report 

      Community Meeting Notice 

    Housing Documents 

      Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program:  Affidavit for Compliance 
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Planning Commission Draft Motion
HEARING DATE: JULY 13, 2017

CONTINUED FROM JUNE 8, 2017
 
Date: July 6, 2017 
Case No.: 2014-003153CUA 
Project Address: 2505 NORIEGA STREET 
Zoning: Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2069/012 
Project Sponsor: Ryan Hudson 
 2029 Market Street 
 San Francisco, CA  94114 
Staff Contact: Andrew Perry – (415) 575-9017 
 andrew.perry@sfgov.org 

 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 739.84, AND 
FORMERLY PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 306.7 AND INTERIM ZONING 
CONTROLS ESTABLISHED UNDER RESOLUTIONS 179-15 AND 544-16, TO ESTABLISH A 
MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY (MCD) (D.B.A. “THE APOTHECARIUM”) WITHIN THE 
NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRCT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND 
BULK DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE
On December 10, 2014, Vincent Gonzaga, on behalf of Ryan Hudson (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”), filed 
Building Permit Application Number 2014.12.10.3440 with the Department of Building Inspection to 
authorize a change of use and establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) within an existing, vacant 
ground floor retail space at 2505 Noriega Street, located within the Noriega Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. On January 21, 2015, Application No. 2014-
003153DRM to operate an MCD (d.b.a. “The Apothecarium”) was then filed with the Planning 
Department (hereinafter “Department”) by the Project Sponsor. 
 
On May 5, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation under Resolution No. 179-15 to impose 
interim zoning controls for an 18-month period for parcels within the Irving, Judah, Noriega, and Taraval 
Street Neighborhood Commercial Districts, requiring Conditional Use Authorization, and imposing 
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2505 Noriega Street

additional conditional use authorization criteria for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. On December 13, 
2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation under Resolution No. 544-16 extending these interim 
controls for an additional six month period. 
 
On May 21, 2015, the Project Sponsor filed Application No. 2014-003153CUA (hereinafter “Application”) 
with the Department seeking Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 
306.7, and interim zoning controls established under No. Resolution 179-15, to establish an MCD in the 
previously referenced location. Planning staff then analyzed whether a Conditional Use Authorization 
should be granted for this project pursuant to those interim controls. 
 
The project was duly noticed and scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission at the June 8, 2017 
hearing. However, the interim zoning controls established under Resolutions Nos. 179-15 and 544-16 
expired on May 5, 2017. Since the interim controls had expired by the hearing date, the Planning 
Commission could not hear the request for Conditional Use Authorization at that hearing, as there was 
no corresponding Conditional Use Authorization requirement in place under the Code. Meanwhile, the 
Board of Supervisors was in the process of enacting permanent controls to require Conditional Use 
Authorization for MCDs in the subject zoning district. Given that the project would need to comply with 
the permanent controls in order to obtain an MCD permit under Article 33 of the Health Code, the project 
and request for Conditional Use Authorization were continued without comment to the July 13, 2017 
hearing, when the requirement for Conditional Use Authorization as set forth in the permanent controls 
would be in effect. These permanent controls, enacted through Ordinance No. 100-17, were signed by the 
Mayor on May 19, 2017 and thus took effect on June 19, 2017.  
 
On June 8, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2014-
003153CUA, and voted to continue the hearing on the project to July 13, 2017, at which point the 
permanent controls required Conditional Use Authorization would be in effect. 
 
The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical 
exemption under CEQA. 
 
The 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 the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 2014-
003153CUA, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 739.84, and formerly pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 306.7 and interim controls established under Resolution Nos. 179-15 and 544-16, to establish 
a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. “The Apothecarium”), subject to the conditions contained 
in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings: 
 
FINDINGS
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
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2. Site Description and Present Use.  The project is located at the southwest corner of Noriega 

Street and 32nd Avenue, Block 2069, Lot 012. The subject property is located within the Noriega 
Street Neighborhood Commercial District ("NCD") and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The 
property is developed with a one-story commercial building constructed circa 1942, and has two 
retail tenant spaces. The proposed MCD will occupy the corner retail location; the adjacent 
commercial space is currently occupied by a Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. Quon Ngon Vietnamese 
Noodle House). The subject property measures approximately 50 feet by 73 feet, with 3,675 
square feet of lot area, and full lot coverage. 

 
3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The subject property is located within the Noriega 

Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The 
Noriega Street NCD is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood and stretches along Noriega 
Street from 19th to 27th Avenues, and resumes again between 30th and 33rd Avenues. The District is 
intended to provide a selection of convenience goods and services for the residents of the Outer 
Sunset neighborhood, and the controls are designed to promote development that is consistent 
with existing land use patterns and support the District’s vitality. The District currently has a 
high concentration of restaurants, as well as a number of professional, realty, and business 
offices, financial institutions, and medical service uses. The area surrounding this part of the 
Noriega Street NCD is almost exclusively zoned RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family). 
 
The subject location along Noriega Street is served by the 7, 7R, and 7X Muni Bus lines, and is 
also in proximity to commonly used bicycle routes along Ortega and Kirkham Streets, and along 
34th Avenue. The immediate area is not identified as part of the Vision Zero High Injury Network 
for pedestrians and cyclists, and there are existing traffic calming islands located immediately 
adjacent to the subject property at 32nd Avenue and at 33rd Avenue. 

 
There are no other Medical Cannabis Dispensaries currently located in proximity to the subject 
property; the nearest MCDs are located more than 2 miles away at 4811 Geary Boulevard within 
the Inner Richmond neighborhood, and 1944 Ocean Avenue near the Ingleside Terraces 
neighborhood. 

 
4. Project Description.  The project sponsor proposes to establish a new Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. The Apothecarium) at 2505 Noriega Street, within a currently vacant 
ground floor retail commercial space last occupied by Ace Pharmacy. The proposal would allow 
for the on-site sale of medical cannabis – including concentrates, edibles, and tinctures – and also 
proposes to provide delivery services to patients of medical cannabis. The MCD would not allow 
for on-site medication (e.g. smoking, vaporizing, or consumption of edibles), nor on-site 
cultivation for harvesting of medical product. The proposed hours of operation are 9 a.m. to 9 
p.m., seven days a week.  

 
The proposal would make tenant improvements to the approximately 2,780 square foot corner 
retail space with approximately 103.5 linear feet of frontage along Noriega Street and 32nd 
Avenue at the ground floor of the building. No physical expansion of the building is proposed, 
and exterior work is limited to repair of the existing storefront only. No parking would be 
required for the change of use. The project sponsor will maintain a full-time security guard at the 



Draft Motion 
Hearing Date: July 13, 2017

 4

CASE NO. 2014-003153CUA
2505 Noriega Street

storefront, and will install security cameras to cover each room, point of sale, entry, exit, and 
adjacent sidewalks. 

 
The project sponsor’s goal is to provide medical cannabis to registered patients within the Sunset 
and other nearby neighborhoods, as there are currently no MCDs in the surrounding area. The 
MCD would operate as the region’s first bilingual (Cantonese) and bicultural dispensary, serving 
the neighborhood community in a manner that collaborates with traditional Asian medical 
practices. The project sponsor currently operates an MCD at 2029 Market Street in San Francisco 
and notes that there are more than 3,900 existing Apothecarium patients that reside within the 
zip codes of the Sunset neighborhood, and who thus stand to benefit from an MCD closer to their 
place of residence. 

 
5. Public Comment/Community Outreach.  The project sponsor has made extensive community 

outreach efforts, led in part by former Oakland Mayor Jean Quan and her husband, Floyd Huen, 
M.D., who has been at the forefront of prescribing medical cannabis to patients. A more detailed 
summary of outreach efforts can be found as an attachment to the project sponsor’s application 
submittal. The project sponsor’s efforts to date include: meetings with a variety of active Sunset 
neighborhood organizations and merchants along Noriega Street; tours of the Apothecarium’s 
existing MCD facility on Market Street in the Castro neighborhood; interviews and information 
provided to multiple media outlets including Chinese-language media; door-to-door outreach to 
neighbors in the vicinity accompanied by Cantonese and Mandarin interpreters; and public 
meetings held at the Ortega Branch Library, including a patient education class entitled “Cancer 
and Cannabis: The Non-Euphorics”. The project sponsor notes that in addition to the hundreds of 
letters of support received on the project, that there is general broad support among Sunset 
residents for medical cannabis, having voted by 66 and 58 percent, respectively, to legalize 
medical cannabis through Proposition 215 in 1996 and further open marijuana laws through 
Proposition 64 in 2016. 
 
To date, the Department has directly received approximately 1,000 emails or letters in support of 
the proposal, many of which are from residents of the Sunset neighborhood who would utilize 
the proposed MCD. Many of the communications received contain similar language and format; 
therefore, while all letters are available as part of the case record, the printed case report only 
contains a representative example of the letters that were received. 
 
The project sponsor notes in their submittal, which appears as an attachment to this case report, 
that they have collected 1,457 letters of support from San Francisco residents, 633 of which are 
from Sunset residents. The project sponsor also notes that 111 are from residents within 1,000 feet 
of the project site, and that 189 letters are from parents. 
 
To date, the Department has also received approximately 767 emails or letters in opposition to 
the proposal, many of which are also from residents of the Sunset neighborhood. Many of these 
communications contained similar language and format; therefore, while all letters are available 
as part of the case record, the printed case report only contains a representative example of the 
letters that were received. 
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In addition to the individual letters and emails that were submitted, the Department has also 
received hundreds of pages of petition signatures from San Francisco and non-San Francisco 
residents alike. In total, it is estimated that upwards of 5,000 signatures have been obtained in 
this manner; an exact number is difficult to obtain due to the sheer volume of signatures received, 
as well as due to uncertainties around the possibility of repeated signatures since these pages 
were submitted by a few organizations over the course of the Department’s review, with a large 
batch initially submitted in 2015 and then again in 2017. 

In addition to the opposition documented above, the staff report contains letters submitted on 
behalf of a collection of residents and merchants along Noriega Street, the Ark of Hope Preschool 
located two blocks away at Noriega and 34th Avenue (and represented by the Pacific Justice 
Institute), and the Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit located one block away at Noriega and 31st 
Avenue.  
 

6. Planning Code Compliance:  The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the 
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

 
A. Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use Criteria.  Planning Code Section 790.141 sets forth six 

criteria that must be met by all MCDs and considered by the Planning Commission in 
evaluating the proposed use. 
 
1. That the proposed site is located not less than 1,000 feet from a parcel containing the 

grounds of an elementary or secondary school, public or private, nor less than 1,000 feet 
from a community facility and/or recreation center that primarily serves persons under 
18 years of age. 
 
Project Meets Criteria 
The parcel containing the proposed MCD is not located within 1,000 feet of a primary or 
secondary school, public or private, nor a community facility and/or recreation center that 
primarily serves persons under 18 years of age. 
 

2. That the parcel containing the MCD cannot be located on the same parcel as a facility 
providing substance abuse services that is licensed or certified by the State of California 
or funded by the Department of Public Health. 
 
Project Meets Criteria 
The subject parcel does not contain a facility providing substance abuse services that is licensed or 
certified by the State of California or funded by the Department of Public Health. 
 

3. No alcohol is sold or distributed on the premises for on or off site consumption. 
 
Project Meets Criteria 
No alcohol is sold or distributed on the premises for on- or off-site consumption. 
 



Draft Motion 
Hearing Date: July 13, 2017

 6

CASE NO. 2014-003153CUA
2505 Noriega Street

4. If Medical Cannabis is smoked on the premises the dispensary shall provide adequate 
ventilation within the structure such that doors and/or windows are not left open for 
such purposes resulting in odor emission from the premises. 
 
Criteria not Applicable 
The Project Sponsor does not propose to allow any on-site smoking or consumption of medical 
cannabis on the premises. 
 

5. The Medical Cannabis Dispensary has applied for a permit from the Department of 
Public Health pursuant to Section 3304 of the San Francisco Health Code. 
 
Project Meets Criteria 
The applicant has applied for a permit from the Department of Public Health. 
 

6. A notice shall be sent out to all properties within 300-feet of the subject lot and 
individuals or groups that have made a written request for notice or regarding specific 
properties, areas or Medical Cannabis Dispensaries.  Such notice shall be held for 30 
days. 
 
Project Meets Criteria 
A 30-day notice was sent to owners and occupants within 300-feet of the subject parcel identifying 
that an MCD is proposed at the subject property and that the proposed use is subject to 
Conditional Use Authorization at a Planning Commission hearing. 

 
B. Use Size.  Planning Code Section 739.21 states that a Conditional Use Authorization is 

required for uses that are 4,000 square feet in size or larger. 
 
The proposed MCD would be located in an existing retail space with approximately 2,780 square feet 
and does not propose any expansion; therefore, the proposed use size is principally permitted within the 
District. 
 

C. Hours of Operation.  Planning Code Section 739.27 states that a Conditional Use 
Authorization is required for maintaining hours of operation between 2 a.m. and 6 a.m. 
 
The proposed MCD would operate between the hours of 9 a.m. and 9 p.m., and therefore the proposed 
hours are principally permitted within the District. The proposed hours of operation also comply with 
Section 3308 of the San Francisco Health Code, which states that it is unlawful for a dispensary to 
remain open between the hours of 10 p.m. and 8 a.m. the next day. 
 

D. Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.  Section 145.1 of the Planning Code 
requires that within NC Districts space for active uses shall be provided within the first 25 
feet of building depth on the ground floor and 15 feet on floors above from any facade facing 
a street at least 30 feet in width.  In addition, the floors of street-fronting interior spaces 
housing non-residential active uses and lobbies shall be as close as possible to the level of the 
adjacent sidewalk at the principal entrance to these spaces.  Frontages with active uses that 
must be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of 
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the street frontage at the ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building. The 
use of dark or mirrored glass shall not count towards the required transparent area. Any 
decorative railings or grillwork, other than wire mesh, which is placed in front of or behind 
ground floor windows, shall be at least 75 percent open to perpendicular view. Rolling or 
sliding security gates shall consist of open grillwork rather than solid material, so as to 
provide visual interest to pedestrians when the gates are closed, and to permit light to pass 
through mostly unobstructed. Gates, when both open and folded or rolled as well as the gate 
mechanism, shall be recessed within, or laid flush with, the building facade. 
 
The proposed MCD would provide for active uses on the ground floor within the first 25 feet of 
building depth and does not propose any parking. The existing subject storefront space has 
approximately 30.5 feet of linear frontage along Noriega Street and 73 feet of linear frontage along 32nd 
Avenue, of which, only approximately 47.5 feet of frontage is devoted to active uses. The existing 
building contains approximately 29.5 feet of fenestration along Noriega Street and 28 feet of 
fenestration along 32nd Avenue within the active use portion of the building. In total then, 
approximately 73.7% of the existing building’s frontages with active uses are fenestrated with 
transparent windows and doorways. The existing building’s floor-to-ceiling height of approximately 
11’-10” also complies with the minimum height of 10’ as required in this District. No changes are 
proposed to the existing fenestration, nor alteration to the physical nature of the structure. 
 

E. Required Ground Floor Commercial Use.  Planning Code Section 739.13 states that within 
the Noriega Street NCD, active uses (as defined under Section 145.4(c)) are required at the 
ground floor, unless exempted by Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
Planning Code Section 145.4(c) lists uses which shall be included within the definition of “active 
commercial uses”, and specifically includes Medical Cannabis Dispensary within this list. Therefore, 
the proposed MCD complies with the requirement for ground floor active commercial uses under this 
Section. 
 

F. Off-Street Parking.  Planning Code Section 151 requires off-street parking for retail uses at 
the rate of 1 space for each 500 square feet of occupied floor area, where it exceeds 5,000 
square feet. 
 
The proposed MCD would be located in an existing retail space with approximately 2,780 square feet 
and does not propose any expansion; therefore, the proposed MCD would not require any off-street 
parking. 
 

G. Off-Street Loading.  Planning Code Section 152 requires off-street loading spaces for retail 
uses where the gross floor area of the use exceeds 10,000 square feet. 
 
The proposed MCD would be located in an existing retail space with approximately 2,780 square feet 
and does not propose any expansion; therefore, the proposed MCD would not require any off-street 
loading. 
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H. Bicycle Parking.  Planning Code Section 155.2 requires bicycle parking where a change of 
occupancy or increase in intensity of use would increase the number of total required bicycle 
parking spaces (inclusive of Class 1 and 2 spaces in aggregate) by 15 percent. 
 
The proposed change of use to an MCD would not increase the number of total required bicycle 
parking spaces by 15 percent or more; therefore no bicycle parking is required. As a voluntary measure, 
the project sponsor has proposed to provide one (1) Class 1 bicycle parking space available for use by 
employees, and six (6) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces along the sidewalk, as part of the project 
sponsor’s efforts to encourage travel to the site by alternative means of transportation. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 

reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval.  On balance, the project does comply with 
said criteria in that: 

 
A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

 
The size of the proposed use is in keeping with other storefronts on the block face, and is a principally 
permitted use size within the District. No expansion of the existing storefront is proposed, nor merger 
with the adjacent storefront on the same lot. The proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) will 
add a unique business type and would provide goods and services that are not otherwise available 
within the District, nor beyond the immediate District and within the surrounding, broader Sunset 
neighborhood. The nearest MCDs to the project site are more than 2 miles away (or 3 miles when 
considering travel over the actual City street network), located along Geary Street in the Inner 
Richmond neighborhood and along Ocean Avenue near the Ingleside neighborhood. The proposed 
MCD also intends to operate as the region’s first bilingual (Cantonese) and bicultural dispensary, and 
provide support to programs that focus on senior access to health care, both of which reflect the 
demographics of the District with higher percentages of both Asians and individuals over the age of 
601.  

 
B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that:  

 
i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 

arrangement of structures;  
 

The proposed MCD will be located within an existing building that was once a pharmacy, and 
which has been vacant for several years. No new construction, additions, or expansion of the 
building envelope or storefront are proposed. 

 

1 “Invest in Neighborhoods: Noriega Street Neighborhood Profile.” p. 7. [http://investsf.org/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2014/03/Neighborhood-Profile-NORIEGA-STREET-SUNSET.pdf ] 
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ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  

 
The Planning Code does not require parking or loading for a 2,780 square-foot MCD. In terms of 
trip generation, traffic and parking, the proposed MCD use would be similar to that of the 
previous pharmacy use, as well as another retail or restaurant use, which are common throughout 
the District, and would likely locate within the space if the request for Conditional Use 
Authorization is denied. The proposed dispensary will comply with current accessibility 
requirements. The project sponsor hired the consultant Fehr & Peers to conduct a transportation 
and parking study for the proposed project, as part of the findings under the interim zoning 
controls. The conclusions of this study found that there is adequate parking in the vicinity of the 
proposed project to meet the anticipated demand and trip generation for the MCD, that this trip 
generation and demand for parking would be similar to, if not less than, the demand generated by 
retail or restaurant uses, and that since delivery of medical cannabis is currently prohibited by 
commercial vehicles, the project does not therefore generate any demand for a commercial loading 
space. Deliveries must be made by private automobile or another alternate means of 
transportation, which was included and analyzed with the project’s overall trip generation and 
parking demand calculations. 

 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 

dust and odor;  
 

The proposed MCD would not permit any cultivation or processing of medical cannabis on site, 
nor would the proposed MCD permit any smoking, vaporization, or other means of consumption 
of medical cannabis on site. The MCD will employ a security guard on site to monitor the 
storefront entrance, and who can help to ensure that patients are not medicating once immediately 
exiting the premises. The proposed MCD will have a mechanical system designed to keep any 
potential odors from passing into pedestrian space, and as such, should not generate any noxious 
or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor. 

 
iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
 

The proposed MCD does not require any treatment with regard to landscaping, screening, open 
spaces, parking and loading areas, or service areas. The Department shall review all lighting and 
signs proposed for the new business in accordance with Article 6 and Section 790.141(e) of the 
Planning Code. The existing storefront will be replaced and upgraded with high-quality materials, 
and should serve to enhance the District. 

 
C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code 

and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 
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D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose 
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District. 

 
The proposed project is consistent with the stated purposed of the Noriega Neighborhood Commercial 
District in that the intended use is located at the ground floor, will provide compatible convenience 
goods and services for the residents of the Outer Sunset District during daytime hours, and will 
encourage the street’s active retail frontage. The District controls acknowledge that there are a high 
concentration of restaurants in the District, drawing customers from throughout the City and region. 
The proposed MCD, while primarily intended to serve those residents of the Outer Sunset 
neighborhood, does have some potential to draw patients from around the City and region; however, 
these trips are likely to be limited due to the availability of MCDs in other neighborhoods throughout 
the City and due to the proposed location’s site away from highways. 

 
8. Additional Findings Associated With Interim Zoning Controls.  The interim zoning controls 

enacted through Resolution Nos. 179-15 and 544-16 required the Planning Commission to find 
that a proposed MCD satisfies the additional Conditional Use criteria set forth below. However, 
the interim controls have now expired, and the permanent controls enacted through Ordinance 
No. 100-17 do not contain any such requirement for additional findings. Thus, the additional 
criteria set forth below need not be satisfied in order to grant the Conditional Use Authorization. 
However, the project does meet those criteria, as described below. 
 
A. The MCD will bring measurable community benefits and enhancements to the NCD; 

 
The proposed MCD will bring measurable benefits to those patients that reside within the Sunset 
neighborhood, and more broadly within the western side of the City. The proposed MCD currently 
operates another location within the City on Market Street, and notes that more than 3,900 of their 
registered patients reside within the Sunset neighborhood; in addition, there are likely many other 
patients within the Sunset that are not registered with the Apothecarium, but who would stand to 
benefit from having access to medical cannabis closer to their place of residence. 
 
The proposed operator of the MCD has earned a positive reputation within the City over the last six 
years, while operating at the Market Street location. The Apothecarium has been recognized for their 
fine service to patients, for the approximately $335,000 in monetary contributions that have been made 
by the Apothecarium to community groups since 2011, and for helping to clean up the Market Street 
corner where they are located. The proposed MCD anticipates being an active member within the 
Sunset community, and expects to similarly direct monetary contributions to Sunset community 
organizations, non-profits, and events for the betterment of the neighborhood and NCD. 
 
In addition to offering medical cannabis to patients in a location closer to their place of residence, the 
MCD will also host free weekly programs available to the neighborhood, which may include yoga, 
meditation, anxiety and depression programs, and veteran support groups. In response to the unique 
demographic characteristics of the Noriega Street NCD neighborhood, the MCD will operate as a 
bilingual (Cantonese) establishment, and will serve the neighborhood patient community in a manner 
that collaborates with traditional Asian medical practices. Dr. Floyd Huen, one of the co-owners of the 
MCD, has been at the forefront of prescribing medical cannabis to patients, and will help to ensure 
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that the MCD will be staffed with educated professionals that provide in-depth consultations and 
product information to patients. 
 

B. The MCD has prepared a parking and transportation management plan sufficient to address 
the anticipated impact of patients visiting the MCD; 
 
The project sponsor commissioned Fehr & Peers to perform a parking and traffic study for the proposed 
MCD. The submitted analysis calculates an estimated trip generation rate for the proposed MCD, 
documents existing traffic, parking and loading conditions in proximity to the subject property, and 
compares the anticipated impacts of the MCD on the parking and transportation network with those 
impacts that may be expected from other likely land uses, should the MCD application be denied. The 
analysis looked at weekdays both during the midday and evening periods, and weekends during the 
midday period. 
 
The results of this study indicate that parking occupancy within 1,000 feet of the proposed project is at 
its highest during the weekend midday period, however, is generally similar to parking occupancy rates 
in other parts of the City. Most importantly, the study demonstrates that the anticipated trip 
generation from the MCD would be less than the average number of parking spaces available within 
1,000 feet of the proposed project. In this regard, the surrounding neighborhood should already have 
the capacity to absorb the anticipated parking and traffic impacts from the proposed project. 
Furthermore, should a different retail business or restaurant be located in the subject vacant storefront 
instead, the study finds that the proposed MCD would have a similar impact, if not lesser, than these 
other likely replacement uses. 
 
The study also considers potential loading impacts from the MCD. In short, medical cannabis is not 
currently permitted to be delivered by commercial vehicles; therefore, the proposed project would not 
generate any demand for commercial loading spaces. All deliveries must instead be made by private 
vehicle, and has been factored into the trip generation and parking analysis above. Deliveries to the 
MCD are anticipated to occur twice per day on weekdays, when parking availability in the vicinity is 
greater; no deliveries to the MCD would occur on weekends. The MCD also proposes to provide 
delivery services to patients. For these deliveries, the proposed MCD anticipates making one single 
vehicle trip per day, delivering to multiple locations during the course of the trip. For deliveries within 
a 10-block radius of the project site, these would be made by bicycle or walking. 

 
C. The MCD has demonstrated a commitment to maintaining public safety by actively engaging 

with the community prior to applying for the conditional use, including adequate security 
measures in its operation of the business, and designating a community liaison to deal 
effectively with current and future neighborhood concerns. 
 
The project sponsor has made extensive community outreach efforts, led in part by former Oakland 
Mayor Jean Quan and her husband, Floyd Huen, M.D., who has been prescribing medical cannabis to 
patients for more than 20 years. A more detailed summary of outreach efforts can be found as an 
attachment to the project sponsor’s application submittal. The project sponsor’s efforts to date include: 
meetings with a variety of active Sunset neighborhood organizations and merchants along Noriega 
Street; tours of the Apothecarium’s existing MCD facility on Market Street in the Castro 
neighborhood; interviews and information provided to multiple media outlets including Chinese-
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language media; door-to-door outreach to neighbors in the vicinity accompanied by Cantonese and 
Mandarin interpreters; and public meetings held at the Ortega Branch Library, including a patient 
education class entitled “Cancer and Cannabis: The Non-Euphorics”. 
 
The operators of the proposed MCD are committed to making themselves available to answer all 
questions from neighbors, and making themselves a known entity and good neighbor in the 
community. The operators have years of valuable experience running an MCD, have been commended 
for their business and security practices, and will employ similar security operations in the proposed 
location.  

 
9. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 

and Policies of the General Plan: 
 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY
Objectives and Policies 

 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT. 
 
Policy 1.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences.  Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 
 
Policy 1.2: 
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance 
standards. 
 
Policy 1.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 
 
The proposed MCD project will provide desirable goods and services to the neighborhood and will provide 
employment opportunities to those in the community. The proposed MCD would meet all the performance 
standards and requirements identified in Planning Code Section 790.141. The project site is located within 
a Neighborhood Commercial District and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land use plan. 
There are no other MCDs in the vicinity, nor within 2 miles of the project site, which should minimize any 
potential negative impacts associated with the clustering of MCDs. The MCD will utilize a mechanical 
system designed to keep any potential odors from passing into pedestrian space, and will employ a security 
guard to monitor the front entrance and help mitigate any undesirable activities. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2: 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. 
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Policy 2.1: 
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the 
City. 
 
The Project will allow a locally-owned and established business to expand to a new location within the 
City, thus providing new job opportunities for local residents. The proposed MCD will also help to 
diversify the business activity of the immediate Noriega Street NCD and the broader west side of the City, 
as there are currently no MCDs in the vicinity. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6: 
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY 
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS. 
 
Policy 6.1: 
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services 
in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the districts. 
 
Policy 6.2: 
Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business 
enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and technological 
innovation in the marketplace and society. 
 
Policy 6.9: 
Regulate uses so that traffic impacts and parking problems are minimized. 
 
The proposed MCD would be located within an existing, vacant storefront, and would thus help to activate 
this portion of the NCD. The last use within the space was a small, locally-owned pharmacy, and thus a 
proposed MCD is an appropriate replacement use to serve the changing medical needs of patients in the 
City. As there are no other MCDs within 2 miles of the proposed location, the proposed MCD would 
function primarily as a neighborhood-serving use for those patients within the broader Sunset 
neighborhood. A parking, traffic and transportation study has been prepared for the proposed use and does 
not find that it would have any detrimental impact on parking and traffic in the vicinity. The proposed 
MCD is a locally-owned and developed business that has several years of direct experience working within 
the medical cannabis industry within San Francisco. The MCD would operate between the hours of 9 a.m. 
and 9 p.m. and would thus not have detrimental impacts on residents due to late-night activity.  
 

TRANSPORTATION
Objectives and Policies 

 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER 
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING 
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 
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Policy 1.3: 
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of 
meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 
 
The project sponsor has indicated that they will voluntarily provide a host of measures designed to 
encourage travel to the site by alternative means of transportation, other than by private automobile. These 
include provision of bicycle parking spaces, on-site bicycle repair and maintenance tools, 100% subsidized 
transit passes for employees, information on their website to assist those in traveling to the project site by 
bicycle, foot, or transit, and delivery of medical cannabis by bicycle or foot within a 10-block radius. 
 

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that:  

 
A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 

The proposal would enhance the district by providing a unique use in an area that does not have 
another MCD within 2 miles. The business would be locally owned and it creates 12-17 more 
employment opportunities for the community. The MCD would be located within an existing, vacant 
storefront, thus helping to activate this portion of the NCD. 

 
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The existing units in the surrounding neighborhood would not be adversely affected. The proposed 
MCD would operate between the hours of 9 a.m. and 9 p.m., and would thus have minimal 
detrimental effects due to late-night activity on nearby residences. The project will comply with all 
signage, lighting, and transparency requirements, in order to help maintain neighborhood character 
and activate the commercial district. 

 
C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,  

 
The proposed project would have no effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing. 

 
D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking.  
 

The project site is located along Noriega Street and is served by the 7, 7R, and 7X Muni Bus lines, and 
is also in proximity to commonly used bicycle routes along Ortega and Kirkham Streets, and along 34th 
Avenue. A parking and traffic study conducted by Fehr & Peers found that there is adequate parking 
in the vicinity to accommodate the activity generated by the MCD, and that it would not have 
detrimental effects on street traffic or neighborhood parking.  
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E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The subject tenant space is vacant and will not displace any industrial or service sector establishments.  

 
F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 

life in an earthquake. 
 

The MCD will follow standard earthquake preparedness procedures and all construction will comply 
with current building and seismic safety codes. 

 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  

 
A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site, and the proposed rehabilitation work 
to the storefront is in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 

 
H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 

development.  
 

The project will have no negative effect on existing parks and open spaces, as it is a change of use with 
no proposed expansion of the building envelope.   

 
11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 

provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

 
12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 

the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2014-003153CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in 
general conformance with plans on file, dated May 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is 
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
XXXXX.  The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 
30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the 
Board of Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on July 13, 2017. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:   
 
ABSENT:   
 
ADOPTED: July 13, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION
This authorization is for a conditional use to establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. “The 
Apothecarium”) located at 2505 Noriega Street, Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 2069, pursuant to Planning 
Code Section(s) 303 and 739.84, and formerly pursuant to Planning Code Section 306.7 and interim 
zoning controls established under Resolutions 179-15 and 544-16, within the Noriega Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with 
plans, dated May 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2014-
003153CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on July 13, 
2017 under Motion No XXXXXX.  This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the 
property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 
 
RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on July 13, 2017 under Motion No XXXXXX. 
 
PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall 
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.    
 
SEVERABILITY
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
 
CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.  
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within 
this three-year period.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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DESIGN – COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE
6. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage.  Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 

composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans.  Space for the collection and storage of 
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other 
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level 
of the buildings.   
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

7. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment.  Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application.  Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required 
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject 
building.   
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

8. Odor Control Unit.  In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive odors are prevented 
from escaping the premises once the project is operational, the building permit application to 
implement the project shall include air cleaning or odor control equipment details and 
manufacturer specifications on the plans.  Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the 
primary façade of the building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
MONITORING
9. Enforcement.  Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 

this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

10. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions.  Should implementation of this Project result in 
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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OPERATION
11. Community Liaison.  Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and 

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties.  The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison.  Should the contact information 
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change.  The community liaison 
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

12. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers 
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when 
being serviced by the disposal company.  Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org 
 

13. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org  
 

14. Odor Control.  While it is inevitable that some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby 
residents and passersby, appropriate odor control equipment shall be installed in conformance 
with the approved plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious or offensive odors 
from escaping the premises.   
For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-ODOR (6367), www.baaqmd.gov and 
Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org 
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: 415.575.9010 | Para Información en Español Llamar al: 415.575.9010 | Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 415.575.9121

1650 Miss ion Street , Sui te  400 •  San Franc isco,  CA 94103 •  Fax (415)  558-6409

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
Hearing Date: Thursday, June 8, 2017
Time: Not before 12:00 PM (noon)
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Conditional Use
Hearing Body: Planning Commission

 P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A T I O N  I N F O R M A T I O N  

 

The request is for Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 306.7,
and interim zoning controls established under Resolutions 179-15 and 544-16, proposing to 
establish a new Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. Apothecarium) in a currently vacant 
commercial space at the ground floor of the subject property, last occupied by Ace Pharmacy. The 
MCD would not allow for on-site medication of medical cannabis (e.g. smoking, vaporizing, and 
consumption of medical cannabis edibles), nor would the MCD permit on-site cultivation of plants 
for harvesting medical product. The MCD would permit on-site sales of medical cannabis and also 
proposes to provide delivery services.
A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 
31.04(h).

Project Address: 2505 Noriega Street
Cross Street(s): 32nd Avenue
Block /Lot No.: 2069 / 012
Zoning District(s): Noriega NCD / 40-X
Area Plan: N/A

Case No.: 2014-003153CUA
Building Permit: 2014.12.10.3440
Applicant: Dr. Floyd Huen
Telephone: (415) 598-8160
E-Mail: dr.huen@apothecarium.com

A D D I T I O N A L  I N F O R M A T I O N  

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF: 
Planner: Andrew Perry Telephone: (415) 575-9017 E-Mail: andrew.perry@sfgov.org

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are interested in viewing the plans for the proposed project 
please contact the planner listed below. The plans of the proposed project will also be available 
prior to the hearing through the Planning Commission agenda at: http://www.sf-planning.org

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they 
communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, 
including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for 
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other 
public documents.

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES
HEARING INFORMATION 

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project 
or are an interested party on record with the Planning Department.  You are not required to take any action.  For more 
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or 
Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible.  Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors 
and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project. 

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the 
Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by 
5:00 pm the day before the hearing.  These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought 
to the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing. 

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the 
location listed on the front of this notice.  Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in 
the project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.   

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 or 312, the Building Permit Application for this proposal may also be subject to a 
30-day notification of property owners and residents within 150-feet of the subject property.  This notice covers the 
Section 311 or 312 notification requirements, if required. 

APPEAL INFORMATION 

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a Conditional Use application and/or building permit application associated 
with the Conditional Use application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of 
action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Section 308.1(b).  Appeals must be submitted in person 
at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of 
Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application by the Planning Commission may be made to the 
Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the 
Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd 
Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board 
of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, the decision of an entitlement or 
permit, the issues raised shall be limited to those raised in the public hearing or in written correspondence delivered to 
the Planning Commission prior to, or at, the public hearing. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of 
this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption Map, 
on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be made to 
the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the determination. The 
procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall, 
Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal 
hearing process on the CEQA decision. 



 
 
Revised: 4/11/16 

   CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Address Block/Lot(s)

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

Addition/
Alteration

Demolition
(requires HRER if over 45 years old)

New
Construction

Project Modification
(GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*
Class 1 – Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 – New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000
sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.
Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

中文詢問請電: 415.575.9010
Para información en Español llamar al: 415.575.9010

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121

2505 Noriega Street 2069/012

2014-003153CUA 2014.12.10.3440 5/8/17
✔

Change of use from retail pharmacy to Medical Cannabis Dispensary. Interior tenant
improvements and repair/in-kind replacement of storefront material finishes only.

✔
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?
Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50
cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS – HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

✔

✔
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.
1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.
2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.
3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.
4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.
5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right of way.
6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right of

way.
7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.
8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right of way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.
Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.
Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.
Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.
Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS – ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.
1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.
2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.
3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.
4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character defining features.
5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character defining

features.
6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right of way

and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

✔

✔

✔
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9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) ________________________
10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation

Coordinator)
Reclassify to Category A Reclassify to Category C

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.
Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

Step 2 – CEQA Impacts

Step 5 – Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

Planner Name: Signature:

Project Approval Action:

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.
Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31
of the Administrative Code.
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed
within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

✔

Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer
Digitally signed by Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer 
DN: dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplanning, ou=CityPlanning, ou=Current Planning, cn=Elizabeth 
Gordon Jonckheer, email=Elizabeth.Gordon-Jonckheer@sfgov.org 
Date: 2017.06.27 12:02:00 -07'00'

✔

Andrew Perry

Andrew
W. Perry

Digitally signed by Andrew W. Perry 
DN: dc=org, dc=sfgov, 
dc=cityplanning, ou=CityPlanning, 
ou=Current Planning, cn=Andrew W. 
Perry,
email=Andrew.Perry@sfgov.org
Date: 2017.07.02 20:00:30 -07'00'

Planning Commission Hearing
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;
Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;
Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

CATEX FORM



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 















































Index of Exhibits - Apothecarium at 2505 Noriega St. 
A. St. Francis Letter 

B. Maru Dojo Letter 

C. Rendering of Exterior of Proposed Project 

D. Photos of The Apothecarium Castro 

E. Maps: Noriega “Medical Mile” & Commercial Zoning Map 

F. 2014 Planning Department Commission Report on MCDs  

G. Findings for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in Sunset Neighborhood 

Commercial Districts  

H. Transportation and Parking Study Quotes  

I. Transportation and Demand Management Measures 

J. Number One Designed Dispensary -- Architectural Digest  

K. Zip Code Map 

L. Map of Existing Westside Medical Cannabis Dispensaries 

M. Planning Staff Report “Evaluating Code’s Medical Cannabis Dispensaries 

Locational Requirements” 

N. Ryan Hudson’s Statement on Real Estate Search 

O. Photo of Lutheran Church next-door to “Pints & Quarts” Liquor Store 

P. Proximity of Dispensaries to Child-Serving Businesses  

Q. Neighbors Who Know Us: Castro Letters of Support  

R. Community Outreach Efforts  

S. Support Letters and Nextdoor.com Comments 

T. Proclamation from SF Board of Supervisors: “Apothecarium Day” 

U. About The Pacific Justice Institute 

V. Marijuana Safety Research 

W. Floor Plan of Proposed Project  

X. Detailed Security Plan 

Y. Understanding Whether the Planning Code Prohibits an MCD Within 1,000 FEET 

of a Child Care Center 



Exhibit A 
  





Exhibit B 
 
  

 
  





Exhibit C 
 

 
  



 

 
Proposed Exterior of The Apothecarium at 2505 Noriega. 
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Exterior of The Apothecarium at 2029 Market St. 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 

Interior of The Apothecarium at 2029 Market St. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Interior of The Apothecarium at 2029 Market St. 
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Noriega Street “Medical Mile”

Names of markers

Zoe Zhi Qing Zhang, Lac Noriega Acupuncture CentER

Dr. Deng's Clinic Facial Plus-Noriega

Hong Kun Chinese Herb Nutrilite supplements & Artistry skin care

Dental Health of San Francisco Gallagher William L DDS

Jt Dental: Tin Harry DDS Sunset Premier Dental Group

Dr. Julieta J. Carlos, DMD Hong Stanley DDS

Sunset Health Services Jeong Sandra H OD

Family Vision Care: Simsarian Richard Z OD Lee Salena OD

Golden Gate Pharmacy Judah Street Clinic
 



 

 
Sunset Commercial Zoning Map 
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Draft Planning Commission Report 
 

HEARING DATE: MARCH 20, 2014 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE  
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Hearing Date:  March 20, 2014 Report on Medical Cannabis Dispensaries 
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BACKGROUND 

Medical Cannabis in California 
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Findings for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in Sunset Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts:  
 

FURTHER RESOLVED, 
  

That in order to grant a conditional use authorization [in the Noreiga 
Neighborhood Commercial Use District], the 
  
Planning Commission must find that the facts presented establish that the proposed 
MCD  satisfies both the criteria set forth in Planning Code, Section 303 and the 
additional criteria set  forth below: 
 
(1)  the MCD will bring measurable community benefits and enhancements to the 
NCO;  
 
(2)  the MCD has prepared a parking and transportation management plan sufficient 
to  address the anticipated impact of patients visiting the MCD; and 
  
(3)  the MCD has demonstrated a commitment to maintaining public safety by 
actively engaging with the community prior to applying for the conditional use, 
including adequate security measures in its operation of the business, and 
designating a community liaison to deal effectively with current and future 
neighborhood concerns.  
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Transportation and Parking Study -- Quotes 
 
The numbered items below are excerpts from a Transportation and Parking Study prepared by 
one of the best known traffic and parking consultants in the City, Fehr and Peers. That group 
has been hired from time to time by the City of SF itself for transportation studies. 
 

1. "The analysis further demonstrates that the estimated peak hour vehicle trip generation 
could be accommodated by the existing parking availability within 1,000 feet of the 
Proposed Project." 

 
2. "On-street parking during the weekday evening period (5pm-8pm) is typically 77 percent 

occupied and, therefore, approximately 300 spaces are available within 1,000 feet of the 
Proposed Project.  Parking occupancy in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is similar to 
other locations in the City.  For context, the City's SFpark program has identified 60-80 
percent as its target parking occupancy range.  This target occupancy rate aims to 
ensure that on-street parking is readily available and accommodates as many customers 
as possible for adjacent businesses." 

 
3. "The peak hour vehicle trip generation estimates [for the proposed project] presented in 

Table 6 are less than the average number of parking spaces available within 1,000 feet 
of the Proposed Project, which are presented in Table 2." 

 
4. "The results of this analysis reveal that the estimated number of Proposed 

Project-generated trips would likely be less than the number expected to be generated 
by a retail or restaurant use in the same space.  Retail and restaurant establishments 
are used as a comparison since they are two of the most common uses in the Noriega 
Street Neighborhood Commercial District, where the Project is located.  The analysis 
further demonstrates that the estimated number of vehicle trips during the peak hour 
could be accommodated by the existing available parking supply within 1,000 feet of the 
Proposed Project." 

 
5. "In addition, while the Proposed Project is not subject to the City of San Francisco's 

Transportation Demand Management Program, due to its small size and other factors, 
the Project Sponsor has voluntarily agreed to implement several Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) measures to encourage travel by sustainable modes of 
transportation (e.g. walking, bicycling, and transit) and further reduce single occupancy 
vehicle (SOV) trips to the Proposed Project.  If the Proposed Project were subject to SF 
Planning's TDM Program, the sum of these TDM measures – and including the fact that 
the Proposed Project would not provide parking – would result in 23 points according to 
the program's web-based tool.  For comparison purposes, a retail use that is subject to 
SF Planning's TDM Program that provides 0-4 parking spaces would be required to 
attain 13 points." 
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Transportation and Demand Management Measures 
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Sunset Neighborhood Zip Codes 94122 and 94116 
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Existing Westside Medical Cannabis Dispensaries 
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Evaluating the Planning Code's Medical Cannabis Dispensaries Locational Requirements 
Planning Commission Report – Hearing Date:  March 20, 2014, excerpt p. 12-13 

CASE NO. 2013.1255U Report on Medical Cannabis Dispensaries 
12456725.1 

The largest area of the Green Zone is located in the downtown core, but there are parts of Green 
Zone in most areas of the City. As shown in Exhibit F, of the 29 permitted and operational 
MCDs in San Francisco, 21 or 72% are located in the north eastern part of the City (Divisadero 
to the west and Caesar Chávez to the south), and the majority of those, 17 of the 21 or 81%, are 
located South of Market Street. The north eastern part of the City has the greatest population 
density and contains the largest area of the green zone, so it isn’t surprising that most of the 
MCDs would be locates in these areas. However, that doesn’t explain the complete lack of 
MCDs in other areas, which presumably have medical cannabis patients and contain portions of 
the Green Zone. Notably, there are no MCDs located in the Inner or Outer Sunset Districts, 
Outer Richmond, Park Side, West Portal, Haight Ashbury, Laurel Heights, the Marina, or North 
Beach; and there is only 1 MCD in the Outer Richmond. 
 
Some of this could be inertia; MCDs, like other businesses, may gravitate towards one another to 
attract customers and provide choice. Some of it might be because MCDs want to open in areas 
with the least amount of neighborhood opposition; MCDs that are located downtown or in 
SOMA probably don’t face as much neighborhood opposition as MCDs that try to locate within 
neighborhood commercial districts. Whatever the specific reason, it is hard to deny that MCDs 
are clustering in certain neighborhoods. This is at least partly because of the land use restrictions 
enacted in the 2005 MCA that limits the areas where they can locate, but because the Green Zone 
is dispersed throughout the City it can also be attributed to outside forces that discourage MCD 
in certain neighborhoods. 
 
The nature and extent of effects of the location requirements for MCDs on medical 
cannabis patients’ access to medical cannabis. 
 
Patients and patient advocates assert that the City’s location requirements are having a 
significantly negative effect to their access. As mentioned above, there are numerous 
neighborhoods in the City that do not have any MCDs. This unequal distribution requires some 
patients to travel long distances to obtain their medicine and for patients who require a large 
amount of medicine and have to visit MCDs several times a week, this can be quite a burden. 
Based on a survey conducted by American’s For Safe Access (See Exhibit E) 48.49% of SF 
Residents travel an average distance of three or more miles to their MCD of choice. Further, at 
least 56.8% of San Francisco respondents do not live within walking distance of an MCD and 
61.74% of made a trip to an MCD every other day. Journeys to MCDs by public transit from 
underserved neighborhoods can take up to an hour each way, which is a long time for anyone but 
especially for patients that have illnesses or disabilities that impair their mobility. 
 
Several MCDs offer deliver service, and three locations in the City only operate as delivery 
service. This is a great solution for some patients who don’t live near an MCD or who can’t 
leave home because of their illness. However, according to advocates, there are patients that 
cannot use delivery services or prefer to go to the MCD for a variety of reasons. Patients may not 
feel comfortable having medical cannabis delivered to their home; some MCD patients live in 
government assisted housing or SROs where anti-drug policies are strictly enforced. Some 
patients prefer to discuss their medication options with the person behind the counter; different 
strains of cannabis have different affects, and the person behind the counter has the expertise to 
help patients find the right strain of cannabis to address their particular needs. And finally, 
MCDs provide patients a way to socially interact with other patients helping to foster 
community, which also aids in improving health and wellness. 
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Ryan Hudson’s Statement on Real Estate Search 

I searched for a little more than 2 years for a suitable location on the Westside of 

San Francisco to locate a dispensary. I did this nearly every week. In addition to 

monitoring craigslist, LoopNet and other listing services. The search entailed walking 

the "green zone" areas along the Noriega corridor. I was looking for real estate that 

was; for sale, for lease, housed a declining business or one that we thought may be 

amenable to being bought out of their lease. Due to the banking issues our industry 

suffers from, our search could not include ground floor retail in new construction or any 

property that had any note on it. The reason for that is that leasing to a dispensary 

would have resulted in the lender pulling the note on the building - a risk that very few 

property owners are willing to take. Further restricting the options to chose from we are 

required to be located only on the ground floor, with ADA compliant ingress, and 

between the size of 1,500-3,500 sq ft. Anything smaller would not allow enough 

administrative space to operate nor the ability to comport with ADA (we are held to the 

higher standard of a medical building by the Mayor’s Office on Disability). 

Additionally, we had a real estate agent, Drew Bulfer, searching inventory and 

monitoring listing services available only to agents. When a prospective location was 

found for lease, we would call the real estate agent to get the details on the property - 

invariably and unsurprisingly, the first thing out of the agent's mouth was "what is the 

intended use?". Once they heard it was an MCD they would say "We are not interested" 

in some fashion or another. About half the time the agent would mention that the owner 

had already received multiple calls from people who wanted to lease it for an MCD.  

Our luck changed when I happened upon Gerry and Sally Davalos who had 

owned Ace Pharmacy at 2505 Noriega St until they retired. Gerry, Sally and I hit it off 

immediately. They loved the idea of their pharmacy being turned into a dispensary and 

said they had always thought they should sell medical cannabis at their pharmacy. 

Plenty of their patients used it already. Gerry reminded me, “Unlike marijuana, we sell 

all kinds of things that can kill you if you take too much of it.” We worked with the 

Davalos’ on a lease for about a month and we executed it in October of 2014. 
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Nextdoor Neighbors: 
 
Liquor Store Lutheran Church & Ark of Hope Daycare 
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May 18, 2017 
 
 
Rich Hillis 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 
 
I am writing to support the Apothecarium's application for Noriega and 
32nd Avenue. 
 
Apothecarium has been my long-time neighbor as I've lived in the Lower 
Haight for 10 years and its location is within 3-4 blocks of me. 
 
Ryan Hudson has run a top-notch business that has been an asset to our 
community in every respect.  People with medical needs should have 
safe access to medical cannabis.  Apothecarium has been an anchor on a 
stretch of Market Street that can be challenging.  Their facilities 
are always clean, well maintained and visually interesting. 
 
Apothecarium has also supported a wide range of neighborhood and 
community nonprofits.  I know they will do the same in the Sunset. 
 
As the parent of a 10-year old, we walk by their beautiful Market 
Street location and I've talked with Sid about medical cannabis, 
pending legalization and that this is an example of the future of 
MCDs.  This has never felt unsafe or dangerous. 
 
I hope that unwarranted fear will not stand in the way of the values 
and leadership San Francisco has provided to make medical cannabis 
accessible to people of all backgrounds. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
BEVAN DUFTY 

AAs the parent of a 10-year old, we walk by their beautiful Markett
Street location and I've talked with Sid about medical cannabis,
pending legalization and that this is an example of the future off
MCDs. This has never felt unsafe or dangerous.

AApothecarium has been my long-time neighbor as I've lived in the Lowerr
Haight fof r 10 years and its location is within 3-4 blocks of me.

Ryan Hudson has run a top-notch business that has been an asset to ourr
community in every respect. People with medical needs should have
safe access to medical cannabis. Apothecarium has been an anchor on a
stretch of Market Street that can be challenging. Their facilities
are always clean, well maintained and visually interesting.
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Community   Outreach   Efforts 

The   Apothecarium   Sunset   has   made   extensive   community   outreach   efforts,   led   by   former 
Oakland   Mayor   Jean   Quan   and   her   husband,   Dr.   Floyd   Huen. 

We   are   proud   to   have   the   support   of   the   following   community   leaders: 

● Eric   Mar,   Former   SF   Supervisor  
● Bevan   Dufty,   Former   SF   Supervisor 
● Tom   Temprano,   City   College   of   San   Francisco   Trustee   (met   to   discuss   CCSF’s   plans   for 

cannabis   education   programs) 
● Rafael   Mandleman,   City   College   of   San   Francisco   Trustee 
● Susan   Pfeifer,   founder   of   Outer   Sunset   Parkside   Residents   Association   (OSPRA   does 

not   take   positions;   Susan   is   an   individual   supporter) 
● Lori   Jones,   Licensed   acupuncturist   (met   to   plan   for   upcoming   continuing   education 

programs   related   to   medical   marijuana   and   acupuncture,   for   local   acupuncturists) 
● Ophelia   Chong,   Founder   Asian   Americans   for   Cannabis   Education 
● Jamie   Goodman,   Acupuncturist   and   leader   of   Cannabis   for   Acupuncturists   and   TCM 

practitioners 
● Alex   Feng,   founder   Taoist   Center,   licensed   acupuncturist   and   Traditional   Chinese 

Medicine   physician 
● David   Hua,   CEO,   Meadow 

 

In   addition,   we   held   many   informational   meetings   in   the   community,   including:  

● Kaiser   Oncology   Palliative   Care   Team   at   Kaiser   SF  
● Outer   Sunset   Parkside   Residents   Association   (OSPRA) 
● Chinese   American   Democratic   Club  
● Outer   Sunset   Merchant   Professional   Association 
● Neighborhood   Watch   meeting,   April   21.   Meeting   in   the   home   of   the   leader   of   a 

neighborhood   watch   group   within   two   blocks   of   2505   Noriega   St. 
● Invited   75   health   care   professionals   from   Noriega   Street’s   “Medical   Mile”   to   attend   a 

dinner   in   the   Sunset 
● Anni   Chung,   CEO,   Self-Help   for   Elderly 
● Ray   Law,   aide   to   Supervisor   Katy   Tang  
● Walking   the   neighborhood   to   speak   with   neighbors   and   business   owners 
● Outreach   to   passersby   at   2505   Noriega 
● Professor   Zou,   Dean   of   Academy   of   Traditional   Chinese   Medicine 
● Earth   Day   Beach   Clean   Up   &   Block   Party   (Noriega   between   45th   &   46th);   spoke   to   75+ 

residents 
● Jaynry   Mak,   former   Board   of   Supervisors   aide 
● Bill   Lee,   former   City   Administrator 
● Francis   Tsang,   Aide   to   Mayor   Ed   Lee 
● Lutheran   Church   of   the   Holy   Spirit,   Noriega   Street 



● Taraval   Police   Station,   Officer   Dan   McLaughlin 
● Leon   Chow,   Health   Care   Advocate 
● Supervisor   Sandra   Lee   Fewer 
● Cindy   Wu,   Former   SF   Planning   Commissioner 
● Ted   Fang,   former   Asian   Week   publisher 
● Sue   Lee,   Chinese   Historical   Society  
● Frances   Fu   and   Nick   Lau,   young   community   leaders 
● Distributed   information   on   medical   cannabis   to   50+   acupuncturists   at   an   October   2016 

conference 
● Door-to-door   outreach   to   medical   providers   in   the   Noriega   area  
● Hosted   three   events   where   existing   patients   were   invited   to   attend   along   with   family, 

friends   and   neighbors   to   learn   more   about   plans   for   The   Apothecarium   Sunset 

 

We   also   gave   tours   of   The   Apothecarium   Castro   to: 

● Supervisor   Katy   Tang  
● California   Assembly   member   Phil   Ting 
● California   Controller   Betty   Yee 
● Kaiser   Oncology   Palliative   Care   Team   (discussed   needs   of   Chinese-speaking   patients) 
● UCSF   Pharmacy   Residents   Tour 
● Ed   Chow,   President,   SF   Health   Commission 
● Mel   Lee,   The   Avenue   Assisted   Living   &   Board   of   Trustee,   Chinese   Hospital 
● Sunset   Action   Day   Event   for   Existing   Patients   in   the   Sunset 
● James   Chang,   Political   activist;   Degree   in   Political   Economics   &   Chinese   language 
● Aneeka   Chaundry,   Aide   to   Mayor   Ed   Lee 
● Jacalyn   Mah,   Sunset   resident   and   former   signer   of   opposition   petition   who   changed   to 

support   after   discussion 
● “Cancer   and   Cannabis:   The   Non-Euphorics”   --   patient   education   class,   May   8,   Ortega 

Branch   Library,   open   to   the   public.  
● Knocked   on   doors   of   all   residences   and   businesses   within   300’   of   property   to   answer 

questions,   accompanied   by   a   Cantonese   and   Mandarin   interpreter. 
● Bilingual   displays   in   the   windows   of   2505 
● Members   of   Neighborhood   Watch   group   within   two   blocks   of   project   site 
● Tim   Murphy,   President   La   Playa   Park   Neighborhood   Association 

 

Bilingual   Media   Outreach 

● San   Francisco   Chronicle   interview   with   Dr.   Huen   about   seniors   and   medical   cannabis 
(front-page   article) 

● Sing   Tao   Daily   (a   Chinese   language   newspaper)   ran   an   article   similar   to   the   one   in   the 
Chronicle. 

● KTSF-26   (a   Cantonese   language   TV   station)   invited   Dr.   Huen   to   appear   on   AnniChung’s 



public   affairs   program 
● Sing   Tao   Daily   ran   a   photo   of   Mayor   Quan   and   Dr.   Huen   with   a   girl   scout,   selling   Girl 

Scout   Cookies   outside   The   Apothecarium   Castro 
● Multiple   additional   interviews   with   Dr.   Huen   about   The   Apothecarium   Sunset   have   run   in 

English   and   Chinese   language   media   outlets   including:   Sing   Tao   Daily,   World   Journal, 
SFGate,   The   SF   Chronicle,   SF   Weekly,   Bay   City   News,   KTVU,   KTSF,   NBC3,   SFSU 
Student   newspaper   and   many   others. 

 

Other   Groups   We   Have   Invited   to   Meet   /   Tour   (Offers   Pending   or   Declined): 

● Greater   West   Portal   Neighborhood   Assn. 
● Wild   Equity   Institute 
● Mid-Sunset   Neighborhood   Association 
● SPEAK   (Sunset-Parkside   Education   and   Action   Committee) 
● Sherwin   Williams   Ocean   Ave 
● Saint   Ignatius   Neighborhood   Association 
● Housing   Rights   Committee   of   San   Francisco 
● Sunset   Heights   Association   of   Responsible   People 
● People   of   Parkside   Sunset 
● Sunset   Youth   Services 
● Taraval   Community   Police   Advisory   Board 

 

 



Exhibit S 
 

 
  



Dear Supervisor Tang and Mr. Perry, 

I’m writing to voice my support for the Apothecarium’s proposed medical 
cannabis dispensary at 2505 Noriega St. Just some quick personal background, so you 
know where I’m coming from. I’m a 25-year-old, Chinese American, Sunset District 
native and current resident. As a proud product of SFUSD (Jefferson Elementary, 
Hoover MS, and Lowell HS), I went on to study sociology and public health at UC 
Merced. I’m particularly interested in drug use and drug policy. Since obtaining my 
bachelor’s degree in 2013, I’ve been working as a research assistant with the Center for 
Substance Abuse Studies at the Institute for Scientific Analysis here in the city. I work 
on several National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA)-funded studies, including a 
qualitative study of Baby Boomer marijuana users in the SF Bay Area. I’ve gained 
insights from interviews with over a hundred study participants, medical and recreational 
cannabis users in my own family, and my own life experiences, so I want to share some 
perspective on this complex issue. 

Establishing a dispensary in the Sunset would be an asset to our community. 
With at least 20 dispensaries in other parts of the city, Sunset residents have very 
limited options for safe local access to their medicine. They are forced to travel across 
town, putting an extra burden on patients, especially those with limited mobility. Some 
rely on delivery services, but these often lack the personalized, face-to-face 
consultations that many patients need when searching for the right products. Other 
residents skip the dispensaries altogether and continue to get their cannabis from illicit 
sources. They face increased risks of getting a contaminated product, cheated, robbed, 
and arrested in an unregulated market. Californians and an increasingly majority of 
Americans have already voted in favor of legalizing cannabis for medical and 
recreational purposes. Activists around the world have fought long and hard for 
cannabis policy reforms because this plant is at the intersection of so many other 
issues: civil rights, social justice, environmental sustainability, public health and safety, 
just to name a few. Punitive drug control measures marginalize members of our 
community, while threatening the environment, public health and safety because 
prohibition sustains the underground economy. I think you’re aware of the 
consequences and failures of the war on drugs. It’s clear that taxation and regulation is 
a more humane, effective strategy at minimizing the risks and maximizing the benefits 
associated with cannabis cultivation, distribution, and use. We won’t benefit from these 
policy reforms if we continue to ban legal businesses in our neighborhood. Dispensaries 
also offer services beyond cannabis products, such as referrals to substance abuse 
treatment programs and social services, social support groups, art and entertainment 
programs, educational programs, and they act as a host for community events. The 
Apothecarium’s “CONNECT! Community Services” currently offers yoga classes, 
women’s and veterans’ support groups, a meditation group, and other self-help classes 

I’m a 25-year-old, Chinese American, Sunset District 
native and current resident. 
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through a partnership with a local church. The Apothecarium has already donated over 
$250,000 to nonprofits and schools, contributing to development in other 
neighborhoods. Why should we miss out on these opportunities for building a healthier, 
thriving community? When there was conflict over a proposed dispensary on Taraval 
St., I went to City Hall to share my opinion and listen to my neighbors’ testimonies. I 
understand the concerns of the opposition, but I support evidence-based arguments. I 
want to touch upon a few points of contention here, because I cannot respect the 
arguments based on fear, prejudice, and lack of knowledge. 

Some perceive medical cannabis to be a hoax, and regard any drug use to be 
immoral. Others consider cannabis users to be dangerous criminals or unproductive 
members of society. If we want to develop into a more compassionate, inclusive society, 
we must overcome the prejudicial remnants of “Reefer Madness” propaganda and “Just 
Say No” rhetoric, cultural taboos, and the criminalization of otherwise law-abiding 
citizens. While the federal government continues to maintain that cannabis is as 
dangerous as heroin, accumulating evidence1 supports something our ancestors have 
said for thousands of years: cannabis is a safe and effective treatment for a variety of 
medical conditions. An important emerging trend is the use of cannabis as a substitute 
for other drugs, particularly pharmaceuticals2, which has significant public health 
implications: 

“Prescription drug overdose is now the leading cause of accidental death in the 
United States. Many of these overdoses are related to the increasing number of 
people taking opiate-based medications for pain related conditions. Marijuana 
has been shown as an effective treatment for pain, and has a better safety profile 
than opiates with less risk for dependence and no risk of fatal overdose. States 
that have passed medical marijuana laws have seen a decrease in opiate related 
mortality, and medical marijuana patients are claiming that the use of marijuana 
as a substitute for opiates is resulting in relief without the worries about 
dependence.”3 

1 The Health Effects of Cannabis and Cannabinoids: The Current State of Evidence 
and Recommendations for Research. (http://nationalacademies.org/hmd/reports/2017/health-effects-of-
cannabis-and-cannabinoids.aspx) 
 
2 Lau, N., Sales, P., Averill, S., Murphy, F., Sato, S.-O., & Murphy, S. (2015). A safer alternative: 
Cannabis substitution as harm reduction. Drug and Alcohol Review, 34(6), 654–659. 
 
Lucas, P., Walsh, Z., Crosby, K., Callaway, R., Belle-Isle, L., Kay, R., … Holtzman, S. (2016). Substituting 
cannabis for prescription drugs, alcohol and other substances among medical cannabis patients: The 
impact of contextual factors. Drug and Alcohol Review, 35(3), 326–333. 
 
3 Marijuana and Opiates. (http://www.drugpolicy.org/resource/marijuana-and-opiates) 



Unfortunately, many patients- especially elderly Chinese folks- don’t understand 
or can’t accept that…yet. When they begin to get it, the results can be life-changing. My 
79-year-old grandmother’s experience is a prime example (she’s also a Sunset 
resident). She is prescribed opiates for chronic pain, but pharmaceuticals have had 
limited efficacy and negative side-effects such as constipation, loss of appetite, 
moodiness, and increased risk of developing an ulcer. My aunt, cousins, and I had to 
push my father, who oversees my grandma’s healthcare, to advocate for medical 
cannabis with her doctor. The doctor finally suggested cannabis when all other options 
had been exhausted. My grandma recently started using it to replace her opiates, with 
positive results. Although my grandfather creates a hostile environment with his 
disapproving attitudes, I’m happy to see my grandma relieved of some suffering. I only 
wish we were able to quell misperceptions and convince them to try it sooner. Cannabis 
is improving my grandma’s quality of life, but the reluctance and cultural divide were a 
serious hurdle.  

One major issue in our medical cannabis system is the lack of integration with 
healthcare and service providers. Doctors can recommend cannabis for therapeutic 
use, but they lack the formal education required to discuss the specifics of treatment 
options. Patients are left to develop a regimen on their own. Dispensaries act as a 
bridge between these formal and informal sectors of healthcare to help patients 
determine which strains, doses, or routes of administration to choose. I came across a 
study which indicated that places with a higher number of dispensaries were associated 
with more marijuana-related hospitalizations.4 This may be due to the fact that some 
people, particularly novice users, are unequipped with knowledge. Harm reduction 
information is especially important for the minimizing risks associated with using new 
and unfamiliar delivery systems, such as concentrates or edibles.5 I anticipate that the 
study’s findings could be used as a rationale for banning dispensaries altogether. 
However, it actually highlights the need for more education at the point of access. This 
is further complicated by language-barriers, an issue that the proposed dispensary 
seeks to address. They plan to hire bilingual staff, which will be monumental for 
increasing equal access to healthcare services in San Francisco. They also seek to 
collaborate with acupuncturists and herbalists to provide an integrative, holistic 
approach more in line with traditional Chinese medicine. The dispensary will serve as a 
vital resource, especially for Chinese-speaking patients. I believe the dispensary would 

4 Mair, C., Freisthler, B., Ponicki, W.R., Gaidus, A. (2015). The impacts of marijuana dispensary and 
neighborhood ecology on marijuana abuse and dependence. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 154, 111- 
116. 
 
5 Murphy, F., Sales, P., Murphy, S., Averill, S., Lau, N., & Sato, S.-O. (2015). Baby Boomers and 
Cannabis Delivery Systems. Journal of Drug Issues, 45(3), 293-313.
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push my father, who oversees my grandma’s healthcare, to advocate for medical
cannabis with her doctor. The doctor finally suggested cannabis when all other options 
had been exhausted. My grandma recently started using it to replace her opiates, with
positive results. Although my grandfather creates a hostile environment with his 
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They plan to hire bilingual staff, which will be monumental for 
increasing equal access to healthcare services in San Francisco. They also seek to 
collaborate with acupuncturists and herbalists to provide an integrative, holistic
approach more in line with traditional Chinese medicine. The dispensary will serve as a
vital resource, especially for Chinese-speaking patients. 



also have significant symbolic value, working to eliminate stigma and increase 
recognition of cannabis as medicine in our community. 

There are concerns about increased crime and youth use, but these are 
speculative fears. For example, a study found no association between crime rates and 
the density of dispensaries, concluding that “measures dispensaries take to reduce 
crime (i.e., doormen, video cameras) may deter possible motivated offenders.”6 
Cannabis prohibition is supported in the name of protecting the youth, but teens actually 
find it easier to buy marijuana than beer because drug dealers don’t ask for ID. These 
illicit transactions are the real “gateway” to other drugs, when kids are seeking 
marijuana but are offered other substances. Dealers get free reign in areas without 
dispensaries. Dispensaries provide a legal option for adults to purchase their cannabis, 
which separates drug markets and drives out illicit competition. I know some are worried 
about being confronted with a public storefront, and perceive it to be encouraging use. 
It’s difficult for some parents to talk about cannabis and other drug use with their 
children, but this is a larger sociocultural issue and not a basis to ban a dispensary. A 
dispensary in our community could actually eliminate some barriers to harm reduction 
drug education, because it represents a realistic approach to drugs that youth can 
respect. It’s the “safety first” approach.7 Regulating cannabis provides safer access, 
drives out illicit competition, and demonstrates to non-users that cannabis users are 
normal people too. They’re co-workers, church congregation members, neighbors, 
family, and so on. While motivations for cannabis use can range from recreational, to 
medical and spiritual (these aren’t mutually-exclusive categories), adults typically use it 
in a controlled, responsible manner.8 

Dispensaries are key to the implementation of sensible drug control policies that 
prioritize public health and safety. Failure to uphold the right to establish a dispensary in 
my community will impede the progress of drug policy reforms, limit access to medical 
cannabis in District 4, deny the expressed desires of the majority of voters, and 
contradict the city and county’s directive to support policies to tax and regulate 
marijuana for adults.9 

6 Kepple, N.J. & Freisthler, B. (2012). Exploring the ecological association between crime and medical 
marijuana dispensaries. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 73, 523-530. 
 
7 Safety First: A Reality-Based Approach to Teens and Drugs 
(www.drugpolicy.org/sites/default/files/DPA_SafetyFirst_2014_0.pdf) 
 
8 Lau, N., Sales, P., Averill, S., Murphy, F., Sato, S.-O., & Murphy, S. (2015). Responsible and controlled 
use: Older cannabis users and harm reduction. International Journal of Drug Policy, 26(8), 709–718.  
 
9 SEC. 12X.7.  MARIJUANA POLICY REFORM: (a) It shall be the policy of the City and County of San 
Francisco to support policies to tax and regulate marijuana for adults.

will impede the progress of drug policy reforms, limit access to medical 
cannabis in District 4, deny the expressed desires of the majority of voters, and 
contradict the city and county’s directive to support policies to tax and regulate
marijuana for adults.9



Thank you for taking the time to consider my viewpoint. Please contact me with 
any questions. I would gladly speak more on this issue, as it hits very close to home.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Nicholas Lau 
 
(415) 608-5629 
 
1638 26th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 
 
 



Hello, my name is Michael Yen.  
 
I am a Chinese-American resident of San Francisco and I write to state my strong support for a new 
Apothecarium dispensary in the Sunset district.  
 
As a result of a work-related injury, I suffer from recurring and at times debilitating back pain.  After trying many 
pharmaceutical pain medicines and also alternative treatments including acupuncture, I obtained a license and 
tried medical marijuana. A combination of that and Chinese herbal medicine finally alleviated my pain.  
 
I was reluctant to share my story with friends due to the cultural prejudice against cannabis, especially in the 
Chinese community due to its conflation with opium. However, when one of my best friends had post-op pain 
due to a severe fall, I urged him to try it after he found no relief from the medicines prescribed to him. It was the 
only thing that worked for him. 
 
I later learned that many people I knew were using medical marijuana without talking about it for fear of stigma. 
Even my very straight laced brother-in-law told me it was the only thing that worked for his chronic insomnia. 
But, the fact that even recreational marijuana is now legal in California has not removed the bias against 
medical marijuana. 
 
As an employee and later the manager of a bookstore on Valencia street I observed that well managed 
dispensaries, especially the higher end ones like the Apothecarium, had a positive effect on businesses in their 
area. 
 
I often shop on Noriega Street and I am certain the restaurants and shops in the neighborhood will benefit from 
a responsibly run dispensary that will bring new shoppers to the area.  I am also sure that the folks at the 
Apothecarium will help enforce the no smoking in public clause of the law.  Cannabis has a long history in 
Chinese medicine and it is unfortunate that some people in my community forget that and fixate on a "Reefer 
Madness" propaganda attitude against it. 
 
I would attend the Planning Commission Hearing in person to state my case, but as the main caregiver to my 
elderly and disabled mother, I probably cannot.  I therefore request that this letter be read at the Hearing in 
support of what I know will be a beneficial addition to the social fabric of the neighborhood.  
 
Thank you for your attention.  
 
 
Michael Yen 
181 Margaret Ave. 
San Francisco, CA. 
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Wednesday, March 15, 2017 
Fellow Californians, 
 
A right-wing hate group called the Pacific Justice Institute (PJI) is gaining a foothold in California 
among the Asian Pacific American community. PJI is using our community’s concern for our 
families and our religious beliefs to advance their own hateful agenda.  

PJI is known for their anti-LGBT views and for being part of the extreme religious right. This 
includes support for the discredited practice of “reparative therapy” that seeks to change a 
person's sexual orientation or gender identity. The PJI also opposes civil unions, marriage 
equality and allowing transgender students access to the bathroom of their choice. They use 
hatred and fear to demonize the LGBT community. They have been designated an anti-LGBT 
hate group by the Southern Poverty Law Center. 

Today this group is spreading lies and fear in our community about medical cannabis 
dispensaries. They are suggesting these facilities bring crime to our neighborhoods and danger 
to our children. The PJI’s lies and distortions about cannabis and youth have been repeatedly 
disproven. Legal, regulated dispensaries have kept drugs off of our streets and out of the hands 
of children. Crime statistics show a drop in crime when dispensaries are opened, as drug money 
and related crime is eliminated from neighborhoods.  

In the early days of the HIV/AIDS epidemic, the cannabis community stepped up to provide 
medication that improved the quality of life of those suffering from the disease. In many cases, 
cannabis kept people alive long enough so that they could begin regimens of life-saving drugs.  

As community leaders, we reject the misinformation and fear campaigns by the Pacific Justice 
Institute regarding both LGBT equality and medical cannabis. No one should use lies and fear to 
manipulate and divide our community.  

We encourage everyone in the Asian Pacific American community to reject this hateful 
organization and their campaign of misinformation, prejudice and divisiveness.  

Sincerely, 
 

Rob Bonta 
California State Assembly Member 

Benny Lee 
City of San Leandro Council Member 

Fiona Ma 
Board Member, California Board of Equalization 

Eric Mar 
Former San Francisco Supervisor 

Jean Quan 
Former Oakland Mayor 

Gabriel Quinto 
City of El Cerrito Council Member 

Betty T. Yee 
California State Controller 
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Sunset cannabis fight heats up 
Bay Area Reporter, May 18, 2017 by Sari Staver 

Opponents of a medical cannabis dispensary in the Sunset are apparently making unsubstantiated claims
about marijuana in an effort to scuttle the project. 

At a news conference organized by the anti-LGBT hate group Pacific Justice Institute earlier this month,
pastor Chris Ng of the Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit announced that there have been several
marijuana overdose deaths among relatives of his parishioners.

"I don't know anything more, that was what I was told," Ng said when pressed for more details. 

San Francisco officials sharply disputed Ng's claim. 

"Oh, come on," said Supervisor Jeff Sheehy, a gay HIV-positive man who is also a medical marijuana 
patient, when told about purported overdoses. 

"It is widely known that nobody has died from an overdose," Sheehy said in a phone interview with the
Bay Area Reporter. "Just the opposite. It helps people deal with diseases and provides relief for many
conditions."

Sheehy likened PJI's tactics to those of President Donald Trump, who has been criticized for numerous 
false and misleading statements. 

"It's sad to see the type of tactics used by President Trump here in San Francisco," Sheehy said. "Using 
blatantly false statements to manipulate voters, in coordination with an anti-LGBT hate group, is so 
unfortunate and very divisive." 

At issue is a proposal by the Apothecarium, a Castro-based medical cannabis dispensary, to open a 
facility in the Sunset. Dr. Floyd Huen, an internist and medical adviser to the Apothecarium, was shouted 
down at a recent community meeting in the neighborhood. 

At that same March 15 news conference, held at the San Francisco Community Empowerment Center,
Frank Lee, a community activist and local spokesman for PJI, urged San Franciscans to "come together"
to oppose medical marijuana dispensaries trying to locate near facilities where children congregate.

"We at PJI are here to weigh in on behalf of every community group and religious institution to be sure 
rights of children are respected," said Lee. 

According to the Southern Poverty Law Center, PJI has been listed as an "anti-LGBT hate group" for 
several years, following repeated incidents where members of the group publicly demonized the LGBT 
community. 

Agreeing with Lee were two longtime neighborhood activists, both former Democratic candidates for the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Marlene Tran and Teresa Duque. 

Tran, spokeswoman for the Visitacion Valley Asian Alliance, said in a follow-up interview with the B.A.R.
that dispensaries are likely to "bring additional crime to a neighborhood."

When asked about evidence, Tran pointed to a recent attempted kidnapping of a child in Bernal Heights. 
"The news story said the kidnapper was high on alcohol and marijuana," she said. 

In addition, Tran said she is acquainted with police officers who are opposed to new dispensaries. "If 
dispensaries were safe, why would police be opposed?" she asked. 

Tran said she became acquainted with Lee when they jointly opposed an open-air urinal at Mission 
Dolores Park. PJI was unsuccessful in its lawsuit to remove it. 
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When asked if she was aware of PJI's long-standing opposition to many LGBT issues, Tran said, "I don't 
agree with them on everything." 

Supe's nuanced stance: 

Other politicians have taken a more nuanced approach to proposals to open dispensaries in their districts. 

District 4 Supervisor Katy Tang, who represents the Sunset where the Apothecarium is trying to open a 
dispensary at 2505 Noriega Street, has gone on record as believing that her constituents are "strongly 
opposed" to the new business. 

In an interview with the B.A.R. last week, Tang emphasized that she has personally not taken a position 
on the issue, because if she did she would have to recuse herself if it came before the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Tang insisted that her office's relationship with PJI has been "mischaracterized," pointing out that nobody 
from her office attended its March 15 news conference, where representatives announced marijuana 
overdose deaths and claimed that dispensaries were a danger to children. 

But when pressed, Tang acknowledged that she had met with PJI's Lee, although she said the meeting 
was arranged by other neighborhood activists and that she was not told that Lee would be attending. 

Tang said that the calls and letters to her office are running "seven to one" in opposition to the 
dispensary, although she said they are not keeping count on how many total communications have been 
received. Those that are in favor of the dispensary "all sound alike," she said, "leading me to believe they 
may be based on a form letter." 

The Apothecarium's community outreach director, Eliot Dobris, a gay man, noted that the dispensary has 
over 700 letters of support from members, half of whom live in District 4. Dobris also questioned Tang's 
math. 

"If they're not counting the number of calls and letters coming in, how do they know it is seven to one 
against?" he asked. 

When told that some 3,500 residents of her district were members of the Apothecarium in the Castro, 
Tang said she was unaware of that. Her legislative aide, Ray Law, who joined the interview, said he had 
learned that fact at a meeting just the night before and had not had a chance to share that information 
with the supervisor. Tang said she "of course would take that information into consideration" in deciding 
how a dispensary might affect her constituents. 

Other facts seem to illustrate support for medical cannabis among Sunset residents, said Dobris. He 
pointed out that the majority of voters in the Sunset supported both Proposition 215 in 1996, legalizing 
medical marijuana, as well as last year's Proposition 64, legalizing adult recreational use. 

"Those are two separate issues," said Tang. "People may be in favor of cannabis but not want it sold in 
their neighborhood." 

Daniel Bergerac, a gay man who's president of the Castro Merchants, wrote in an email to the B.A.R., 
"Katy Tang should be very concerned about being manipulated by this anti-LGBT hate group. The Pacific 
Justice Institute is telling lies to her constituents and those lies are getting repeated back to her. 

"It's hard to overstate the positive impact the Apothecarium has had on the Castro neighborhood," 
Bergerac added. "They have improved the quality of life on their block and have never had a single police 
incident. They've also given more than $300,000 in donations, primarily to neighborhood nonprofits. I 
have never heard a single complaint about the Apothecarium. I would welcome more businesses like 
them." 

The Apothecarium's executive director and co-founder, Ryan Hudson, said they will fight for the project. 



In an email to the B.A.R., Hudson wrote, "We're disappointed to see the same old false fears about 
medical cannabis dispensaries being used today in the Sunset. The Apothecarium has never had 
problems in the Castro – so there's no reason to think we would in the Sunset." 

Hudson said the dispensary has had to reduce its charitable giving due to the costs of fighting "this 
outside hate group." 

"We're looking forward to getting past this fight and resuming our regular, quarterly donations to 
nonprofits in the Castro. We also hope to begin a similar program of giving in the Sunset," he wrote. 

With the passage of Prop 64 in November, it's likely that dozens more dispensaries will be selling to 
adults over the counter beginning in January. Additional controversies with neighborhood activists and 
medical marijuana dispensaries are likely, officials said. 

Dennis Richards, a gay man who's a member of the San Francisco Planning Commission, which 
approves dispensary applications, put the situation in perspective. In a phone interview with the B.A.R., 
Richards said, it is common for "busloads" of several hundred people to testify against dispensaries at 
Planning Commission hearings, leading to a "lot of theatrics." 

With the legalization of recreational adult use of cannabis coming in January, Richards pointed out that 
there will likely be a "tidal wave" of new dispensaries applying to open their doors. 

When that happens, the lengthy debates that are taking place now "will look like mouse nuts in 
comparison to what we're going to be dealing with beginning next year," he said. 

 

Anti-LGBT group opposes medical cannabis dispensary 
Bay area Reporter, March 16, 2017 by Sari Staver 
 

A longtime anti-LGBT hate group has taken on another cause: opposing new medical marijuana 
dispensaries. 

The Pacific Justice Institute, which has a long record of opposition to a wide variety of LGBT-related 
issues, claims that new dispensaries located near facilities used by children are a danger to the 
neighborhood. 

"We're concerned about the children," said Frank Lee, a vocal supporter of PJI, citing a refrain often used 
by so-called pro-family organizations, in a telephone interview with the Bay Area Reporter. 

PJI announced a news conference for Wednesday, March 15 to detail its opposition to the dispensary. 

The PJI's concerns about medical marijuana dispensaries came to a head at a raucous community 
meeting of the People of Parkside Sunset, held at the Taraval Police Station in early March. At the 
meeting, members of PJI, a Sacramento-based nonprofit with offices throughout the state, shouted down 
a representative from the Castro medical marijuana dispensary, the Apothecarium, who was invited to 
speak about the proposal to open a medical marijuana dispensary in the neighborhood. 

Dr. Floyd Huen, an internist and medical adviser to the Apothecarium, began to introduce himself to the 
some 100 neighborhood residents crowded into a small conference room, he said in an interview with the 
B.A.R. But before he could finish his first sentence, a number of people in the audience shouted him 
down, chanting "no cannabis." 

"Physically, it was very intimidating," said Huen. 

Huen and his wife, former Oakland mayor Jean Quan, are hoping to open a dispensary at 2505 Noriega 
Street in partnership with the current owners of the Apothecarium, he told the B.A.R. in an interview. 



Huen, a soft-spoken man who has prescribed medical cannabis for the past decade, said he "decided it 
would be best to leave." The former medical director of the Alameda County Medical Center and director 
of a pioneering Berkeley community health clinic for seniors, Huen now has a part-time private practice 
and consults for the state on the medical evaluation of injured workers. 

Huen told the B.A.R. that there is a "great need" for a dispensary in the Sunset, where some 3,500 
residents travel to the Castro dispensary. 

"Our main interest is to introduce the product to that community," he said. 

Huen said that the incident at the community meeting "makes me very sad." 

Convinced of cannabis' effectiveness 

Huen said that 20 years ago, he became convinced of the effectiveness of cannabis in treating pain in 
elderly patients, many of whom had been prescribed opiates. 

"This is an important health care issue. The notion that dispensaries lead to crime is just not supported by 
any of the data," he said. 

"I've been a community organizer for over 40 years," he said. "Here in San Francisco, and in this country, 
free speech is a sacred right and the basis for democracy." 

Huen believes the community supports cannabis, citing statistics that the majority of voters in the Sunset 
supported Proposition 215 in 1996 that allowed the use of cannabis for medical purposes and another 
measure last November, Proposition 64, which legalized adult use of cannabis throughout the state. 

PJI's Lee told the B.A.R. in a phone interview that he represents "the neighborhood" as well as the 
institute. PJI's founder and president, Brad Dacus, said that Lee is not an official spokesman or employee 
but "understands our goals." 

"I'm not familiar with the particulars of this case," said Dacus, "but I'm confident that whatever Frank Lee 
says is accurate. He knows the neighborhood and the issues." 

According to the Southern Poverty Law Center, PJI has been listed as an "anti-LGBT hate group" for 
several years, following repeated incidents where members of the group publicly demonized the LGBT 
community. 

According to Heidi Beirich, director of SPLC's Intelligence Project, Dacus "has a horrible track record" 
regarding LGBTs, including defending a pastor who wanted to stone gay people to death and saying that 
homosexuality was "more dangerous" than cigarette smoking. 

In an announcement written by Lee, the purpose of Wednesday's news conference is to announce PJI's 
"serious protest" to the Noriega Street dispensary and other proposed dispensaries at 2442 Bayshore 
Boulevard and 3150 San Bruno Avenue. 

In order to gain the city's permission to open, medical marijuana dispensaries must go through a lengthy 
and expensive application process, which typically sparks controversy from neighbors, who, for a variety 
of reasons, object to the establishment of medical marijuana dispensaries. Most dispensaries try to meet 
with community groups during the application process, as the Apothecarium did with the Sunset 
residents. 

According to Lee, the Noriega facility is in violation of city regulations prohibiting a medical marijuana 
dispensary within 1,000 feet of "registered children's facilities." Lee also said he believes dispensaries 
bring more crime to a neighborhood. 

A query to the office of District 4 Supervisor Katy Tang was unanswered at press time. 

Elliot Dobris, head of community outreach for the Apothecarium, said the dispensary "is totally confident" 
that its application to open a dispensary at Noriega and 32nd streets does not violate city regulations. 



Dobris pointed out that while the city does prohibit dispensaries from opening near a private or public 
school or a city-run children's program, the regulations do not cover privately owned businesses that cater 
to children. 

"If that was the rule," said Dobris, "we wouldn't have any dispensaries in San Francisco." Dobris noted 
that there is a children's ballet school near the Apothecarium on Market Street and a martial arts studio 
near the company's proposed location on Lombard Street. 

The PJI representatives "are deliberately misreading the law," said Dobris. 

According to Dobris, the city will hold a hearing about the Apothecarium's proposed location on Noriega, 
likely in late spring, with hopes that it might open in 2018. The Apothecarium is also building a dispensary 
in the Marina, scheduled to open in late spring and is planning to open a location in Berkeley in the latter 
half of 2017. 

Terrance Alan, the chairman of San Francisco's Cannabis State Legalization Task Force, said that when 
it comes to cannabis, "a big part of the problem is that the cannabis story has been narrated for 50 years 
by untrue, fear-based proclamations from parts of our government." 

"It has been a masterful hoax, which played on people's most devote values of family, children, public 
safety and community," said Alan. 

"Today, right here in San Francisco, we have evidence those fear-based claims about cannabis are just 
not true," Alan added. "We need a new story about the role of cannabis in our lives written by experience 
and facts. I urge people on both sides of this issue to look at the realities of the other's position and help 
write this new story where the patients don't get forgotten." 
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After states legalized medical marijuana, traffic deaths fell 
Reuters - Ronnie Cohen 
28 Dec 2016 

Legalization of medical marijuana is not linked with increased traffic fatalities, a new study finds. In some states, in 
fact, the number of people killed in traffic accidents dropped after medical marijuana laws were enacted. 

"Instead of seeing an increase in fatalities, we saw a reduction, which was totally unexpected," said Julian 
Santaella-Tenorio, the study's lead author and a doctoral student at Columbia University's Mailman School of 
Public Health in New York City. 

Since 1996, 28 states have legalized marijuana for medical use. 

Deaths dropped 11 percent on average in states that legalized medical marijuana, researchers discovered after 
analyzing 1.2 million traffic fatalities nationwide from 1985 through 2014. 

The decrease in traffic fatalities was particularly striking - 12 percent - in 25- to 44-year-olds, an age group with a 
large percentage of registered medical marijuana users, the authors report in the American Journal of Public 
Health. 

Though Santaella-Tenorio was surprised by the drop in traffic deaths, the results mirror the findings of another 
study of data from 19 states published in 2013 in The Journal of Law and Economics. It showed an 8 to 11 
percent decrease in traffic fatalities during the first full year after legalization of medical marijuana. 

"Public safety doesn't decrease with increased access to marijuana, rather it improves," Benjamin Hansen, one of 
the authors of the previous study, said in an email. Hansen, an economics professor at the University of Oregon in 
Eugene, was not involved in the current study. 

He cautioned that both marijuana and alcohol are drugs that can impair driving. 

It's not clear why traffic deaths might drop when medical marijuana becomes legal, and the study can only show 
an association; it can't prove cause and effect. 

The authors of both studies suggest that marijuana users might be more aware of their impairment as a result of 
the drug than drinkers. It's also possible, they say, that patients with access to medical marijuana have substituted 
weed at home for booze in bars and have stayed off the roads. 

Or, they suggest, the drop in traffic fatalities could stem from other factors, such as an increased police presence 
following enactment of medical marijuana laws. 

Law-enforcement authorities have yet to devise a way to test drivers for marijuana intoxication, and have raised 
concerns about drivers high on cannabis. 

Though traffic deaths dropped following legalization of medical marijuana laws in seven states, fatality rates rose 
in Rhode Island and Connecticut, the study found. 

California immediately cut traffic deaths by 16 percent following medical marijuana legalization and then saw a 
gradual increase, the study found. Researchers saw a similar trend in New Mexico, with an immediate reduction 
of more than 17 percent followed by an increase. 

  
The findings highlight differences in various states' medical marijuana laws and indicate the need for research on 
the particularities of how localities have implemented them, Santaella-Tenorio said. 
 



Voters in Denver, Colorado approved a November ballot measure to allow public consumption of marijuana, 
Hansen noted. But, he said, "We don't know the public health consequences of those types of policy changes 
yet." 
 

 

After legalization, teen marijuana use drops sharply in Colorado 

Washington Post, December 21, 2016 By Christopher Ingraham 
 
Teen marijuana use fell sharply in Colorado in the years 2014 and 2015, after the opening of that state's recreational 
marijuana market, new federal survey data show. 
 
The state-level data from the National Survey on Drug Use and Health showed that 18.35 percent of Coloradans ages 12 to 
17 had used marijuana in the past year in 2014 or 2015, down sharply from 20.81 percent in 2013/2014. (In this survey, 
years are paired for state-level data to provide larger sample sizes). That works out to roughly a 12 percent drop in 
marijuana use, year-over-year. 
 
Year-over-year teen marijuana use fell in most states during that time period, including in Washington, the other state to 
open recreational marijuana markets in 2014. But that drop wasn't statistically significant. 
 
Conversely, adult marijuana use rose significantly in Colorado over the same time period. Among Coloradans ages 26 and 
older, past-year marijuana use rose from 16.80 percent in 2013/2014 to 19.91 percent in 2014/2015. Annual adult marijuana 
use was up in most states during the same time frame. The legal marijuana markets in Colorado, Washington and 
elsewhere feature strict age and purchasing limits. 
 
This federal data released this week is the first clear evidence of a drop in teen marijuana use in Colorado following 
legalization. Legalization supporters have long argued that the best way to prevent underage marijuana use is to legalize 
and regulate the drug. 
 
Marijuana use is generally a riskier endeavor for adolescents and young adults, whose brains are still developing. Studies 
show people who start using marijuana in their teens are at a greater risk than adults of becoming dependent on the drug or 
suffering from mental health issues related to it. 
 
The federal data doesn’t speak to what, exactly, is behind the decrease in teen marijuana use in Colorado. Broadly 
speaking, adolescent substance use has declined across the board in recent years. 
 
In Colorado, the drop in teen marijuana use could reflect changes related to legalization, such as a diminution of the black 
market. Or it could be a reflection of broader cultural trends, such as increasing disapproval of teen drug use or better 
substance abuse prevention programs for kids. It’s likely that a number of factors are at play. 
 
Some experts had expected more permissive attitudes toward pot to lead to increased teen use and have subsequently 
been surprised to find that teen marijuana use has held steady or even fallen nationwide over the past few years. 
 
The federal survey data do show that the overall rate of teen marijuana use remains higher in Colorado than it is in any 
other state. But that trend began well before legalization, as the chart below of monthly marijuana use in Colorado and the 
United States shows. 



 

Other data sources, including the Colorado Department of Health’s own numbers, show that Colorado is essentially 
middle-of-the-pack among the states on adolescent marijuana use. 

In either case, the overall trend — flat or falling teen use — appears to support legalization supporters’ arguments that 
liberalizing marijuana policies will not pose a serious public health threat to adolescents. 
 
 
Colorado's Teen Marijuana Usage Dips after Legalization 
Government study puts the state’s high school cannabis use below the national average 
Reuters - Scientific American, June 21, 2016, by Steve Gorman and Diane Craft 
 
Marijuana consumption by Colorado high school students has dipped slightly since the state first permitted recreational 
cannabis use by adults, a new survey showed on Monday, contrary to concerns that legalization would increase pot use by 
teens. 
 
The biannual poll by the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment also showed the percentage of high school 
students indulging in marijuana in Colorado was smaller than the national average among teens. 
 
According to the department, 21.2 percent of Colorado high school students surveyed in 2015 had used marijuana during 
the preceding 30 days, down from 22 percent in 2011, the year before voters statewide approved recreational cannabis use 
by adults 21 and older. The first state-licensed retail outlets for legalized pot actually opened in 2014. 
 
Nationwide, the rate of pot use by teens is slightly higher at 21.7 percent, the study found. 
 
“The survey shows marijuana use has not increased since legalization, with four of five high school students continuing to 
say they don't use marijuana, even occasionally,” the department said in a statement. 
 
The department conducts the voluntary survey every two years in conjunction with the University of Colorado and a citizens 
advisory committee.  About 17,000 students responded to the poll. 
 
Voters in Colorado and three other states - Washington, Oregon and Alaska - have approved recreational pot sales to adults 
in recent years, and Colorado was the first state to open retail marijuana shops in 2014. Six other states are considering 



similar proposals. 
 
A pro-legalization advocacy group said the findings show fears of widespread pot use by minors in states with legalized 
cannabis are unfounded. 
 
"These statistics clearly debunk the theory that making marijuana legal for adults will result in more teen use,” said Mason 
Tvert, spokesman for the Marijuana Policy Project. 
 
But Diane Carlson, of SMART Colorado, an organization that pushes for tighter regulations to keep cannabis away from 
children, said data from a 2015 survey by the federal Department of Health and Human Services showed that Colorado 
ranks first in the nation for marijuana use by youth between the ages of 12 and 17. 
 
Carlson said it was “deeply concerning” that the Colorado survey showed that just 48 percent of the students polled viewed 
regular marijuana use as a risky behavior. 
 
"Youth marijuana use can have lifelong implications. The risks, which include psychosis, suicide, drug addiction and lower 
IQs, have been reported based on research on much lower THC potencies than are typically sold on Colorado's commercial 
market,” she said. 
 
(Editing by Steve Gorman and Diane Craft) 
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The Apothecarium

Facility/
Security

FIRE SAFETY PLAN

Code Compliance
The Apothecarium Sunset (TAS) will comply with 
all applicable City of San Francisco fire codes.

Upon receipt of a permit, we will contract 
with Reed Brothers Security for any necessary 
upgrades to meet fire codes. The following 
description addresses our understanding 
of a typical code-confirming plan. We have 
determined that a sprinkler system will not be 
required for our proposed building. Central 
Station monitoring will be provided for all alarm 
and trouble signals.

Fire Alarms
A fire alarm system will be designed and 
installed to comply with City of San Francisco 
requirements and NFPA 13. It will be a fully analog 
addressable fire alarm system comprising of a 
main fire alarm panel, which is fully networkable 
and expandable. The main fire alarm panel will 
be located in the first floor Security Storage 
room. In compliance with the San Francisco Fire 
Department requirement, a remote annunciator 
will be located outside the Waiting Area for fire 
department access. Manual pull stations will be 

located at each exit and at each stairwell exit. 
Audio/visual fire alarm devices will be located in 
the Waiting Area, egress areas and restrooms. 
Smoke detectors will be located in the Service 
Area and in the Secure Storage room. The fire 
alarm system will be installed using open plenum 
rated standards. There will be a communication 
dialer for Central Station notification upon receipt 
of alarm and trouble conditions.

Details of all annunciation and control panels 
to be installed will be submitted to the Fire 
Department for review and approval prior to 
installation.
   
Site Maintenance

The site will be kept clean at all times as necessary 
to prevent accumulation of waste, trash and 
debris, and to minimize the hazards therefrom.
All waste, trash and debris will be stored in 
approved containers or in rooms constructed of 
noncombustible materials. All waste, trash and 
debris will be disposed of legally on a regular basis 
in a safe, acceptable manner, in accordance with 
applicable laws and ordinances and as prescribed 
by authorities having jurisdiction. 



2

Facility/Security

Extinguishers

Portable fire extinguishers will be located  in 
accordance with National Fire Protection 
Association 10 (NFPA) and City of San Francisco 
requirements.

Monitoring Services
While our first objective is always to prevent 
fires, in the event of an emergency, TAS uses 
fire monitoring services or “Remote Station 
Monitoring.” When an alarm signal is received, 
our contracted company will dispatch the fire 
department and notify our on-duty manager for 
immediate corrective action.

All signals from our fire monitoring system are 
sent to a UL listed central station that is staffed 24 
hours a day, 365 days a year. The central station 
is ready to receive signals from our premises and 
take action. All fire-monitoring systems send a 
timer test signal to the central station every 24 
hours. The timer test signal enables confirmation 
that the fire monitoring system is operating 
normally without problem.

Our fire monitoring system has a fire 
communications module or a communications 
panel. The communications panel is required to 
have two conventional telephone lines by which 
the panel communicates to the central station.

As a life safety system, the fire monitoring system 
constantly supervises its wiring, phone lines, AC 
power, battery and general operations. If one 
phone line should fail, the system uses the other 
phone line to call the central station and to notify 
TAS of a phone line failure. The same is true of 
most other system problems; the system calls the 
central station and identifies the problem so the 
situation can be corrected.

Computer automation is an essential part of 
the central station operation. The computers 
receive alarm and trouble signals and presents the 
information to the station operators. This allows 
TAS to take action as quickly and efficiently as 
possible.

When an alarm distress signal is received, the 
fire department is dispatched and one of TAS’ 
responsible parties is contacted. In an effort to 

conserve false alarms and City resources, when 
an alarm signal is received, our fire monitoring 
service first asks our responsible party whether it 
is necessary to dispatch the fire department, or 
whether there was an equipment malfunction.

Fire Evacuation Plan
TAS recognizes that the safe, orderly and prompt 
evacuation of our employees and other building 
occupants depends on having the physical safety 
features of the building in operating condition in 
addition to having an emergency evacuation plan.

The cooperation and participation of every 
building occupant is essential. Every employee 
has an individual responsibility to know how to 
evacuate in an emergency and to accomplish the 
evacuation when the fire alarm device sounds or 
when directed by an authority or management. 
TAS’s Fire Evacuation Plan includes the following:

a) Pre-planning the escape

 + The locations of fire alarm pull box will be 
clearly identified and all employees will be 
made aware of them.

 + Exits will be checked routinely to ensure 
there are at least two unobstructed 
pathways out.

 + The fire exits will be checked routinely to 
make sure they are usable.

 + Periodic fire drills will be provided to ensure 
employees learn the sound of the building’s 
fire alarm.

 + Emergency telephone numbers will be 
posted near all telephones.

 + Fire evacuation exit diagrams will be posted 
throughout the building.

 + Exits will be clearly marked.

b) Evacuate if there is a fire or fire alarm

 + When an employee discovers a fire or smoke 
condition, he/she must sound the building 
alarm by activating the nearest pull station, 
and make a follow-up call to 911.

 + Whenever the fire alarm is sounded, 
all employees must leave immediately! 
Employees must not assume the fire alarm 
is false or a test and wait to see what others 
do. In a fire, seconds count.

 + Each employee must try to help others, if 
he/she can do so safely.
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 + Unless unusual conditions dictate otherwise, 
all employees must use the nearest hallway 
as this is the best evacuation route to the 
nearest exit.

 + When leaving, each employee must close 
but not lock the door behind.  If the door 
locks automatically, the employee shall carry 
his/ her key in case the employee needs to 
return for refuge.

 + Once outside, the employee shall meet 
at the relevant assembly point and a head 
count will be taken to ensure everyone is 
out of the premises, and accounted for. 
Employees must never attempt to re-enter 
the building to search for someone believed 
to be missing; instead promptly inform the 
fire or police officials.

c) Check the door

 + Before opening a door, each employee 
should make sure there is no fire on the 
other side by using the back of one’s hand 
to feel the door, door knob or door frame 
for excessive heat.

 + If the door, doorknob or door frame feels 
hot, the door shall not be opened, as there 
is probably fire on the other side. If the 
door, door knob or door frame feels cool, 
the door should be opened slowly, and the 
employee shall leave the area and close the 
door without locking behind them.

 + Stay low when there is smoke.
 + If an employee encounters smoke while 

escaping, crawl or get as low as possible 
as the cleanest air will be within 1 to 2 feet 
from the floor. If the main exit is blocked by 
fire or smoke, the employee should use their 
alternate route. If this is not feasible, the 
employee shall go back in his/her room to 
wait for rescue.

d) If one can’t escape

 + Close all doors between the employee and 
the fire.

 + All cracks around doors must be sealed with 
cloth to keep the smoke out.

 + Call 911 to notify emergency personnel of 
the employee’s location.

Signs & Notification for Hazardous Materials 
TAS will comply with applicable local and state 
requirements regarding the posting of signs 
identifying the presence of hazardous materials 
on the facility. This will include the posting 
of NFPA diamond signs used by emergency 
personnel to quickly and easily identify the risks 
posed by nearby hazardous materials. This is 
necessary to help determine what, if any, specialty 
equipment should be used, procedures followed, 
or precautions taken during the first moments of 
an emergency response.

In addition, TAS will comply with applicable local 
and state regulations regarding the notification 
of appropriate agencies in the event of release 
or threatened release of hazardous material into 
the workplace or environment. This includes 
providing all state, city, or county fire or public 
health or safety personnel and emergency rescue 
personnel with access to the facility as necessary 
to mitigate the emergency.
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SECURITY PLAN
TAS is committed to providing our patients and 
staff with a safe and secure setting. As part of our 
execution of this commitment, we’ve developed a 
comprehensive and facility-specific security plan, 
which includes the following:

 + Comprehensive risk identification, 
mitigation and response protocol.

 + State-of-the-art video surveillance system 
electronically monitored and recorded 24/7 
by contracted security professionals. This 
system utilizes 20 conspicuously placed 
video cameras to provide a highly visible 
deterrent, while protecting the interior 
and exterior of the facility. The system 
automatically records all activity to a digital 
server for future viewing as needed.

 + State-of-the-art security alarm system, 
incorporating door and window sensors, 
fixed/remote panic switches monitored 
live 24/7 by contracted outside security 
professionals.

 + State-of-the-art card key system, 
programed for specific staff access to 
authorized areas of the facility. The issuance 
of card keys to each staff person ensures 
electronic access only to authorized secure 
areas, while providing digital evidence of the 
cards use for future review. Deactivation of 
the card keys is immediate, when authorized 
by facility management.

 + Hand-held radio system ensures constant 
communications between management, 
staff and security personnel.

 + Industrial-grade safe, with access allowed 
only to the General Manager or Assistant 
General Manager, for product and cash 
storage. Proposed 1,481 lb. “Commander” 
model from Cannon Safe Co.

 + Security Director assigned to oversee a 
staff of two security team members with 
training specific to the special needs of our 
patients and staff. The security team may 
be equipped with non-lethal implements 
and incorporate non-confrontational, high 
profile techniques to deter robbery, theft 
and disturbances.

We have retained Bay Alarm and Reed Brothers 
Security for video monitoring and system 
maintenance. 

SECURITY STAFF
In keeping with TAS’s emphasis on ensuring the 
protection of our patients and staff, the security 
plan requires three security staff members to 
monitor and secure the facility. The members 
will be unarmed with additional training in facility 
protocols for safety and response to critical 
situations and emergencies. The Security Plan 
emphasizes communication, vigilance, high 
visibility, deterrence, and avoiding physical 
confrontation.

 + An unarmed security staff member will 
be posted at the front door of the facility, 
trained to greet and identify current and 
prospective patients. The security staff 
member will provide a highly visible 
presence and deterrent to potential criminal 
activity by ensuring only those visiting the 
facility are allowed entry for legitimate 
business. This staff member will remain 
aware of suspicious activity on the exterior 
of the premises. The officer will also screen 
delivery personnel, non-product vendors 
and visitors to the facility as mandated by 
TAS protocol.

 + One unarmed security staff member will be 
stationed at the entrance security podium 
to verify patient credentials, and provide 

Importantly, we have secured debit 

and credit card processing ability 

identical to the system currently 

active in The Apothecarium’s 

location in the Castro. Thus, we 

anticipate patient cash transactions 

to be no more than 20% of total 

projected activity, limiting the 

potential risk from maintaining 

large amounts of cash on-hand.

Our Service Plan has been reviewed 

by an independent Security 

Consultant and deemed appropriate 

for our facility and intended 

operation. 
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presence and protection for the clients, staff 
and property. 

 + One unarmed security staff member will 
provide a high visible presence throughout 
the facility. The staff members will conduct 
foot patrols of the facilities exterior and 
nearby bus stops, and provide escorts for 
product vendors, following TAS protocols 
for screening, surveillance and safe passage 
for clients, staff and delivery personnel. The 
staff member may also provide assistance 
to clients and staff to ensure safe passage to 
vehicles and nearby transportation stops as 
appropriate.

Security Training
All TAS staff will receive security training upon 
hiring as well as quarterly scheduled training to 
constantly update and address security response 
and protocol. During these training sessions, 
security protocols are reviewed and employees 
participate in role-play to demonstrate protocol 
understanding.

Risk Mitigation Strategy Response

Penetration of 

the perimeter 

while the facility 

is unoccupied

As a matter of protocol, all doors are locked 
and alarmed; all windows are alarmed with 
glass break sensors. The interior has “four-
step” motion detection, in case of a break 
in or a hidden intruder manages secretion 
before closing. Video surveillance will 
capture all internal and external activity 24/7.

Alarm activation will result in the alarm 
company notifying SFPD. A secondary call to 
the facility manager and security director will 
also be made so that a facility representative 
with keys and knowledge of the premises 
responds immediately to assist SFPD and 
provide assistance with walkthroughs, video 
accessibility, etc.

Penetration of 

the perimeter 

while the facility 

is occupied

Security staff provide vigilance and 
deterrence through high visibility, face-to- 
face contact with visitors and passersby, 
constant communication with colleagues 
and staff, while on patrols or at fixed posts. 
Security and other authorized staff are 
equipped with hand-held radios, fixed, 
remote alarm triggers, and non-lethal 
devices. A state of the art video surveillance 
and alarm system is used.

Security and staff will trip fixed and remote 
alarms to alert SFPD via the alarm company. 
Security staff will evaluate the threat of the 
intruder and make contact as appropriate 
to determine the threat level and segregate 
the intruder from clients and staff if possible. 
Staff and security will follow the established 
TAS protocol for robberies and hostile 
encounters. 

Unauthorized 

personnel 

entering through 

main entry or 

delivery doors

During normal business hours, the exterior 
doors are locked The security officer posted 
outside of the security doors maintains 
ingress to the secure facility under TAS 
protocols. Two security officers are posted 
in the rear and control ingress to the rear 
delivery door. Hand-held radios, fixed/
remote alarms, a video monitoring screen 
at the security podium, and a high visibility 
security presence are utilized to proactively 
protect the entries.

In the event an unauthorized person makes 
entry through the front doors the security 
officers will intercept and ask the intruder 
to leave the premises. Should the intruder 
refuse to leave the intruder will be told they 
are trespassing and will be arrested. The 
security officers will consider client/staff 
safety when deciding to affect an arrest and 
may elect to restrict the intruder’s movement 
and call SFPD for assistance. Should the front 
or rear door guards be needed to assist in 
providing cover, the facility will be locked 
down until the incident is under control and 
no ingress or egress should occur.

RISK MITIGATION AND RESPONSE
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Risk Mitigation Strategy Response

Public 

disturbance or 

unrest

When the facility is closed, all doors are 
locked and alarmed; all windows are alarmed 
with glass break sensors. The interior has 
“four-step” motion detection in case of a 
break in. Video surveillance will capture all 
activity. While open for business, security 
officers provide vigilance and deterrence 
through high visibility, face-to- face contact 
with visitors and passersby, constant 
communication with colleagues/ staff, along 
with facility patrols. Security officers and 
staff are equipped with hand- held radios, 
fixed and remote alarm triggers. The security 
director will maintain a liaison with SFPD in 
the event of unrest or a demonstration is 
eminent.

At the discretion of the facility manager, 
the building can be closed and secured. 
In the event the business remains open, 
security officers will be on heightened 
alert for disturbances that may affect the 
safety of the clients/staff and maintain 
communication with the facility manager. 
The security manager will maintain a liaison 
with SFPD and utilize discretion in closing 
the business or taking heightened security 
measures to ensure client/staff safety. Should 
an unforeseen disturbance arise, security 
officers will enter the facility, ensure all 
clients and staff are encouraged to remain 
inside, and set all perimeter alarms. The 
facility manager will notify SFPD and advise 
them they are secured in the facility. The 
security officers will maintain vigilance of 
doors and windows and utilize hand- held 
video recorders as a deterrent to potential 
vandals.

Tampering of 

security systems 

by a staff 

member

Security cameras and alarm systems are 
tamper-proof and monitored 24/7. All 
security systems will be maintained and 
serviced regularly as per contract with the 
alarm vendor.

Should employee tampering of the security 
system be discovered, the security director 
will conduct an internal investigation 
to determine the circumstances of the 
incident, gather all evidence, interview 
staff and complete a report of the findings. 
TAS management will review the findings 
and determine the next course of action, 
should the evidence indicate an employee 
was involved in security system tampering. 
Disciplinary action may result in a warning 
or escalate to termination and notification 
to law enforcement at the discretion of TAS 
management.

Employee theft 

of inventory or 

proceeds from 

storage

Inventory and proceeds will be secured 
in safes and vaults with limited access by 
authorized staff. Authorized staff will follow 
strict TAS protocols for access, removal and 
return of inventory to storage and proceeds 
to safes, vaults and registers. Audits will be 
performed to ensure inventory and proceeds 
accuracy, as per TAS protocols. Security 
cameras and alarms strategically placed 
throughout the facility act as a theft deterrent 
and will be randomly reviewed for employee 
integrity. A state-of-the-art card key system 
protects locked areas and identifies which 
staff member has utilized the card.

Comprehensive background checks for all 
employees, including known associations, 
will be conducted prior to date of hire. 
Should an employee theft be discovered the 
security director would conduct an internal 
investigation to determine the circumstances 
of the incident, gather all evidence, interview 
staff and complete a report of the findings. 
TAS management will review the findings and 
determine the next course of action, should 
the evidence indicate an employee has been 
involved in a theft. Disciplinary action may 
result in a warning or escalate to termination 
and notification to law enforcement at the 
discretion of TAS management.
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Risk Mitigation Strategy Response

Power, phone or 

network power 

is cut to facility

The security system is protected against a 
power failure by a redundant landline phone 
and cellular transmitter. In case of power 
loss, the landline transmitter will back-up 
the cellular signal to ensure uninterrupted 
coverage, The facility is equipped with 
a back-up generator, which will start 
immediately after any disruption of normal 
power. The generator will be inspected and 
tested monthly.

Should a power interruption occur normal 
business should not be affected due to back- 
up systems. Security officers will be vigilant 
of any suspicious activity that may occur due 
to an unexpected power loss and report any 
unusual activity. Should a total failure occur, 
ingress and egress should be halted and 
entry-exits be secured by uniformed security. 
Clients may be asked to remain until security 
is confirmed; however, they will be escorted 
out of the facility upon request.

Generator fails 

to operate in 

event of power 

failure

The generator will be inspected and tested 
monthly.

TAS protocols for a power failure will be 
followed.

Attempted 

takeover at 

opening, closing 

or during normal 

business hours

Security staff members provide vigilance 
and deterrence through high visibility, face- 
to-face contact with visitors and passersby, 
constant communication with colleagues 
and staff, while on patrols or posts. Security 
officers and authorized staff are equipped 
with hand-held radios, fixed and remote 
alarm triggers.

The preservation of life and public safety 
is paramount; product and proceeds are 
secondary. Should security be breached and 
subjects execute a “take-over” style robbery, 
all security and staff will react in a manner 
that does not escalate the threat or injury to 
staff or clients. Staff will follow TAS protocols 
for armed robberies, which place life and 
safety over product and proceeds.

Cash transfer 

interruption

80% of patients’ payments will be conducted 
via debit or credit card. Remaining cash will 
be used for vendor payments.

TAS will establish internal cash handling 
protocols that address remaining cash and 
deposit to a nearby bank branch, if needed.

TRANSACTIONAL AND INVENTORY 
MANAGEMENT SECURITY

Transactional Security Policies
Maintaining fiscal integrity and discipline is 
paramount in the medical cannabis industry. As 
a certain portion of transactions still take place 
with cash, TAS has established accountability 
and transparency protocols to reduce the 
temptation and opportunity for internal theft. 
TAS will encourage use of credit and debit cards 
in an effort to automate the process reducing 
and mitigating the possibility of fraud. The entire 
transaction process will take place through our 
POS system that ties directly into our inventory 
management systems. When bulk product is 
received it is broken down into retail units and a 
barcode is applied that relates to the bulk batch. 
The retail barcode is scanned into inventory for 
retail sale.

When a transaction takes place payment is 
collected in the form of cash, credit or debit. The 
outgoing medication is scanned and removed 
from the inventory system. At any time TAS can 
undertake a flash audit showing any shortfalls in 
payments or medication.

For example, if one pound of bulk product is 
broken down into 16, one ounce retail packages, 
each package will be bar-coded and input 
into the POS system. If six packages are sold 
in a week’s time, a flash audit should show 10 
packages in inventory and the sale of six packages 
and the corresponding payment associated with 
those transactions. If a shortfall exists TAS can 
identify where that shortfall originated. All cash 
drawers will be reconciled after each shift and 
signed off by a retail manager. Each station is 
assigned a drawer with an allotment of starting 
cash for each day as well as a current inventory 
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pool of medications to pull from. This enables 
TAS to reconcile individual stations quickly and 
accurately. Any discrepancies should show at the 
close of a drawer or station. If additional cash or 
medication is needed during the day, it is signed 
out by a retail manager and reconciled with their 
starting allotment.

The Assistant General Manager signs off on all the 
drawers at the end of each and every shift and 
creates a daily batch report that is reviewed by 
the general manager daily. The CFO and General 
Manager review the daily batch reports weekly. 
This series of checks and balances will effectively 
mitigate the risk of financial indiscretions that 
may occur at any level of the financial reporting 
process.

PRODUCT SECURITY AND 
INVENTORY MANAGEMENT
Keeping accurate records and tracking inventory 
is essential for ensuring proper accounting and 
full legal compliance. Accurate record keeping 
also provides a clear and easy way to manage the 
progress of our patients’ care and ongoing health.
After extensive research, TAS has selected for 
use MJ Freeway, a software tracking system 
developed specifically for the needs of the 
medical cannabis industry. The software system is 
made up of three core modules covering patient 
management, inventory control, and point of 
sales. Using this system, TAS will enable precise 
tracking, traceability, and transparency in its 
inventory protocols.

Tracking
Tracking product from intake to patient 
provisioning is a priority for TAS. When bulk 
product arrives and is broken down to smaller 
retail packages, it goes through an extensive 
bar-coding system so that each retail pack will be 
associated with the larger bulk shipment that was 
received into inventory.

For example, if one pound of bulk product is 
broken down into 16, one ounce retail packages, 
each package will be bar-coded and input into 
the inventory system. If six packages are sold in 
a week’s time, a flash audit of the system should 
show the arrival of the original one-pound bulk 

shipment, the resulting ten packages in inventory 
and the sale of six packages. This allows TAS to 
locate and track all products in the supply chain, 
and to immediately identify any shrinkage or 
diversion.

Traceability
Traceability is a crucial part of patient health.
If any conTASinated product is found, the TAS 
inventory management system enables scanning 
each retail package and determining from which 

The MJ Freeway system allows us to:

 + Track inventory gram by gram from 
supplier to patient

 + Set up unlimited inventory categories
 + Set up specials by individual product or 

across all products.
 + Get one-click conversion of inventory 

from bulk to retail product
 + Track and sort product by custom 

attributes
 + Generate bar codes and product labels
 + Produce inventory reports for a clear 

snapshot of our products at any time.
 + Produce restricted inventory adjustment 

screens and reports
 + Ensure vendor compliance by tracking 

by vendor and purchase order, selected 
by date, weight, and product

 + Track for fields such as name, 
description, cost, retail price, received 
date, expiration date, image, attributes 
specific to the product, barcodes, notes, 
and quality/condition

 + Track patient’s documentation and 
history

 + Help caregivers meet HIPAA 
requirements

 + Mitigate the risk of financial fraud and 
diversion

 + Enable compliance with legal 
requirements

 + Pay attention to industry specific details 
such as card expirations, incoming 
orders, weighed vs. sold quantities, 
doctor verification, and medicinal 
attributes
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bulk product purchase the retail pack originated. 
TAS can then move back down the supply chain 
and locate all other potentially conTASinated retail 
packages for removal from inventory. Any patients 
that have received conTASinated product can be 
alerted immediately to mitigate quality control 
problems.
  
Transparency
This bar-coding inventory system is fully 
integrated in the TAS retail Point of Sale (POS) 
system, allowing for seamless communication 
between inventory and sales. This adds an 
additional level of security, preserving patient 
safety as well as inventory and financial integrity. 
TAS can manage the entire supply chain and 
financial history from one interface, effectively 
eliminating the risk of diversion and financial 
fraud.

DELIVERY AND RECEIVING 
SECURITY PROTOCOL

 + Before registering as a vendor with TAS, a 
cultivator must make an appointment with 
our Supply and Purchasing Manager to 
provide all necessary forms and documents 
demonstrating that their garden is in 
compliance with State and local laws and 
regulations.

 + Upon registration, the cultivator 
identification is entered into a secure 
database and the cultivator is given a special 
phone number and email address with 
which to make vending appointments.

 + Vending appointments must be requested 
and confirmed via email 24 hours in 
advance.

 + Vendor checks-in with the security staff 
member at the building exterior.

 + Using a Daily Vendor Appointment Schedule, 
the security staff member checks the 
vendor ID, verifies that the vendor has an 
appointment, and notifies the Supply and 
Purchasing Manager to confirm readiness to 
receive product.

 + If the vendor does not have an appointment, 
he/she will be asked to leave.

 + If the vendor is early, or if the Supply and 
Purchasing Manager is not ready, the vendor 
will be asked to wait in their vehicle.

 + When ready, one of the two security guards 
will escort the vendor to a private monitored 
door. The other guard will remain on 
lookout.

 + Once the vendor is escorted to the private 
door, the Supply and Purchasing Manager 
will greet the vendor, and provide escort to 
the buying office.

 + The security guard will remain on lookout 
outside the private door during the 
transaction.

 + In the buying office, the Supply and 
Purchasing Manager will examine the 
vendor’s product.

 + If the product specimen meets TAS 
standards and TAS chooses to accept the 
product, the Supply and Purchasing Manager 
will radio the Inventory and Packaging 
Specialist to receive the product.

 + The Inventory and Packaging Specialist will 
take the product to the Product Handling 
Room and provide an additional visual 
inspection.

 + Once the Inventory and Packaging Specialist 
confirms the product’s visual cleanliness 
and quality, he/she will direct the General 
Manager to provide the appropriate payment 
amount to the Supply and Purchasing 
Manager.

 + The Supply and Purchasing Manager will 
re-count the funds and issue the vendor a 
receipt.

 + Once the transaction is complete, the 
vendor is escorted to the private door. Upon 
exit, the security staff member will escort the 
vendor to the vendor’s vehicle and monitor 
departure.

 + If the product does not meet TAS standards, 
TAS will return it to the vendor without 
payment and escort the vendor to their 
vehicle in the same manner as above.
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Visitor Security
We extend the same overall security concerns and 
requirements to visitors, such as local business 
people or officials, who may seek to visit TAS. 
Visitor security protocol will include:

 + Visitors must make an appointment with 
the Assistant General Manager or General 
Manager 24 hours in advance of their 
planned visit. Their name and anticipated 
time of arrival will be provided to the 
Security Supervisor on duty that day.

 + Visits will be limited to 10:00 to 12:00 pm 
and 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm.

 + Upon arrival, he or she will present a valid 
photo ID to the Security Supervisor, and 
then sign the visitor log, with time of arrival.

 + The visitor will be provided a badge clearly 
identifying their visitor status. This badge 
must be visibly worn throughout their visit.

 + The Security Supervisor will then contact via 
radio the on-duty Assistant General

 + Manager or General Manager, who will 
come to the dispensary entrance and 
accompany the visitor throughout their time 
within the building.

 + At the conclusion of their visit, the visitor 
shall sign the visitor log, with time of 
departure, and relinquish the visitor badge.

3rd Party Contractor Security
Security protocols for site visits by 3rd party 
contractors will include:

 + All 3rd party contractor firms shall be pre- 
approved, via rigorous application process, 
by the General Manager.

 + All individuals designated to work at the 
dispensary site shall submit to prior 3rd party 
background checks, and added to a pre- 
approved service provider list.

 + A supervisor from the contracting firm must 
make an appointment with the General 
Manager 24 hours in advance of the planned 
visit. The name of the individual contactor 
and specified time of arrival will be provided 
to the Security Supervisor on duty that day. 
His or her name will be cross-checked 
with the list of individuals pre-approved to 
provide services.

 + Upon arrival, he or she will present a valid 
photo ID to the Security Supervisor, and 
then sign the contractor log, with time of 
arrival.

 + The contractor will be provided a badge 
clearly identifying their contractor status. 
This badge must be visibly worn throughout 
their visit.

 + The Security Supervisor will then contact via 
radio the on-duty Assistant General Manager 
or General Manager, who will come to the 
dispensary entrance and accompany the 
contractor throughout their time within the 
building.

 + At the conclusion of their visit, the 
contractor shall sign the contractor log, 
with time of departure, and relinquish the 
contractor badge.

SECURITY SYSTEMS – CCTV AND 
ACCESS CONTROL DEVICES
TAS has engaged Reed Bros. Security, a leading 
security hardware firm, to install the following 
CCTV related equipment:

 + (1) Hikvision 32 Channel 12TB NVR
 + (2) Hikvision 16 Port POE Network Switch
 + (16) Hikvision 3MP 4MM IP Indoor Dome 

Cameras
 + (3) Hikvision 3MP 2.7-9MM IP Outdoor 

Vandal Dome Cameras

Reed Brothers will also install computer 
programmed card lock door access devices for all 
internal and external access points.

ALARM DEVICES
Reed Brothers will install and monitor on a 24/7 
basis alarm devices for points of ingress and 
egress as well as window contacts. Installed 
equipment will include:

 + (1) Honeywell Lynx Touch – All-in-One 
Alarm Control System (Built in siren, touch 
screen, backup battery, panic button)

 + (3) Wireless Door and/or Window Contacts
 + (1) Glass Break Detector
 + (1) Motion Detector
 + (1) 4 Button Wireless Remote Control with 

Panic Button
 + (1) GSM Radio
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Understanding Whether the Planning Code Prohibits an MCD Within 
1,000 FEET of a Child Care Center. 

Is Child Care a use that triggers the 1000 foot distance rule? 

No, Child Care is not listed as a “sensitive site” in the City’s MCD legislation, and the 1000 foot 
rule is not triggered.  If the City wanted to include Child Care in the sensitive site list, it could 
amend the Code to include it. 

Is Child Care listed as one example of some sub-category of sensitive uses (such as 
"Community Facility"), and thus indirectly made into a sensitive use? 

No, see the definition of Community Facility, which is a “sensitive site” in the MCD legislation. 

Community Facility.  An Institutional Community Use that includes community clubhouses, 
neighborhood centers, community cultural centers, or other community facilities not publicly 
owned but open for public use in which the chief activity is not carried on as a gainful business 
and whose chief function is the gathering of persons from the immediate neighborhood in a 
structure for the purposes of recreation, culture, social interaction, health care, or education 
other than Institutional Uses as defined in this Section. 

First Conclusion: 

Childcare is not a community clubhouse, neighborhood center, or cultural center.  But does it fall 
under “other community facilities not publicly owned but open for public use”? 

To be in the this residual category, the business must: 

(1) be a nonprofit (few childcare facilities are) AND 

(2) must have as it chief function: 

(a) the gathering of persons (that means adults and children and not solely 
children) and 

(b) those persons must be from the immediate neighborhood (not a 
requirement of those who run child care). 

Second Conclusion: 

Child care is not in the residual category of "other community facilities not public owned but 
open for public use”. 
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See Priority General Plan Policy Findings attached to conditional 
use application. 

See Priority General Plan Policy Findings attached to 
conditional use application. 

See Priority General Plan Policy Findings attached to conditional 
use application. 



We expect the dispensary to employ approximately the same number
of people as the previous pharmacy/drug store.

The proposed dispensary will not displace any industrial or
service businesses. The proposed dispensary will provide
employment opportunities in addition to those that moved with
the previous tenant.

The proposed tenant improvement will comply with current building
code and seismic requirements.

The proposed dispensary will not affect any historic landmarks
or historic buildings.

The proposed dispensary will not reduce open space nor decrease
access to sunlight and/or views.
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ATTACHMENT A

Conditional Use Findings (Continued from page 9 of CU Application Form)

1. The proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary will add a unique and needed service to the 
Outer Sunset neighborhood. The next closest dispensaries are located in The Richmond and on 
Ocean Avenue -- a nearly 3-mile trip through city streets. The proposed dispensary will add 
employment opportunities and add to the character of the neighborhood.

2.a. The proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary will be located within an existing building that 
was once a pharmacy -- it has been vacant for several years. No new construction or additions 
are proposed.

2.b. The proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary will not change existing accessibility or traffic. 
The proposed dispensary is analogous to the previous pharmacy use. We expect to have the 
same number of employees and visitors. The proposed dispensary will comply with current 
accessibility requirements.

2.c. No smoking, vaporization, growing or processing of marijuana will take place on site. The 
proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary will have a mechanical system designed to keep any 
potential odors from passing into pedestrian space. We do not expect the proposed dispensary 
to produce noise, glare or dust.

2.d. The existing storefront will be replaced and upgraded with high quality materials and a 
design that enhances the commercial district. Proposed signage and a new awning will comply 
with the Planning Code.

3. The proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary will comply with all applicable provisions of 
the Planning Code. In keeping with the Master Plan, it will enhance the Noriega Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District economically and esthetically. It will provide a needed
service to this area of San Francisco and will reduce the need for residents to travel to other 
parts of the city to obtain this service.
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ATTACHMENT B

BACKGROUND

In 1996, California voters passed Proposition 215, known as the Compassionate Use Act, by
a 56% majority. In San Francisco, Proposition 215 passed by a 78% majority. The legislation
established the right of seriously ill Californians, including those suffering from illnesses such 
as AIDS, cancer and glaucoma, to obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes when
prescribed by a physician.

MCDs began to be established in San Francisco shortly after Proposition 215 passed as a
means of providing safe access to medical cannabis for those suffering from debilitating
illnesses. At that time, San Francisco did not have any regulatory controls in place to restrict
the placement and operations of the dispensaries. As a result, over 40 dispensaries were
established in the city without any land use controls, often resulting in incompatible uses next
to each other.

On December 30, 2005, the Medical Cannabis Act, as approved by the Board of Supervisors 
and Mayor, became effective. The Act, set forth in Ordinance 275-05 and supported by
Ordinances 271-05 and 273-05, amended the Planning, Health, Traffic, and Business and Tax
Regulation Codes in order to establish a comprehensive regulatory framework for MCDs in
San Francisco.

The Act designates the Department of Public Health (DPH) as the lead agency for
permitting MCDs.  DPH conducts its own review of all applications and also refers applications 
to other involved City Agencies, including the Planning Department, in order to verify
compliance with relevant requirements. The Planning Department's review is generally 
limited to the location and physical characteristics of MCDs.

The MCD complies with all standards and requirements of the Planning
Code and advances the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.

The Sunset neighborhood currently has no medical cannabis dispensaries.  The 
closest MCDs are located in the Richmond and on Ocean Ave, more than a 3-
mile trip through city streets.

2505 Noriega Street is well served by transit (served by MUNI 71L, 16X, 71) •

2505 Noriega Street is more than 1,000' from primary and secondary schools.

2505 Noriega Street is more than 1,000' from any of the kinds of uses listed in 
the Planning Code that triggers this measurement.

The project site will be been renovated to provide a safe, well-lit environment
for California Medical Marijuana Patients with proper identification cards.

Employment levels are estimated to be between 12-17 full-time / part-time 
employees, approximately the same number as the previous use of a 
pharmacy.

Patients will not be permitted to smoke or inhale product via vaporizers on-site.

Marijuana cultivation will not be permitted on-site. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS
MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY CRITERIA
Below are the six criteria to be considered by the Planning Commission in evaluating Medical
Cannabis Dispensaries, per Planning Code Section 790.141:

1. The Medical Cannabis Dispensary has applied for a permit from the Department
of Public Health pursuant to Section 3304 and 3305 of the San Francisco Health
Code.

Project Meets Criteria
The Project Sponsor applied for a permit from the Department of Public Health on
October 28, 2014.

2. That the proposed site is located not less than 1,000 feet from the parcel 
containing the grounds of an elementary or secondary school, public or private, 
or a community facility or recreation center, as defined by Section 790.50(a) of 
the Planning Code.

Project Meets Criteria
The Site is not located within 1000' of an elementary or secondary school, public 
or private, nor is it located within 1000' of an active recreation center or 
community facility, which primarily serves persons 18 years or less, as defined by 
Section 790.50(a).

3. If Medical Cannabis is smoked on the premises the dispensary shall provide 
adequate ventilation within the structure such that doors and/or windows are not 
left open for such purposes resulting in odor emission from the premises.

Criteria not Applicable
The establishment of a new MCD at the Site would not include an on-site 
smoking or vaporizing area.

4. The parcel containing the MCD cannot be located on the same parcel as a facility 
providing substance abuse services that is licensed or certified by the State of 
California or funded by the Department of Public Health.

Project Meets Criteria
The Subject Property does not contain any facility providing substance abuse 
services.

5. No alcohol is sold or distributed on the premises for on or off site consumption.

Project Meets Criteria
No alcohol will be sold or distributed on the premises for on or off-site 
consumption.

6. A notice shall be sent out to all properties within 300-feet of the subject lot and 
individuals or groups that have made a written request for notice or regarding 
specific properties, areas or Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Such notice shall 
be held for 30 days.

Project Meets Criteria
Mailing labels and a map have been provided to allow notice to neighbors.
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7. An MCD must meet all of the requirements in Article 33 of the San Francisco 
Health Code.

Project Meets Criteria
The proposed MCD will meet all of the requirements of Article 33 of the San 
Francisco Health Code.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE:
The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General
Plan

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF 
THE TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1.1:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance 
standards.

The location for the proposed MCD meets all of the requirements in Section 790.141 of the
Planning Code.

OBJECTIVE 7:
ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL 
CENTER FOR GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES.

Policy 7.3:
Promote the provision of adequate health and educational services to all geographical 
districts and cultural groups in the city.

The ill patients who would be served by the proposed use are in great need of this type
of medical service. By allowing the services provided by the MCD, its patients are assured
to safe access to medication for their ailments.

There are no MCDs in the Sunset or anywhere in the City west of 14th Avenue, a fact 
that is contrary to the City’s policy of dispersion of this use. The closest MCD (on Geary 
Blvd near 12th Ave) is a three-mile trip through city streets from the proposed site, 
requiring at least two bus rides in each direction. Yet there are 3,900+ existing 
Apothecarium patients alone in the two Sunset zip codes: 94122 and 94116. 
Presumably there are also many additional medical marijuana patients who are not 
members of the Apothecarium who would also benefit from a neighborhood dispensary. 

See below for information about The Apothecarium Sunset’s plans to be the region’s first 
bilingual (Cantonese), bicultural dispensary. 
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SECTION 101.1  PRIORITY POLICIES
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits 
for consistency, on balance, with these policies. The Project complies with these policies as
follows:

1. Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses
enhanced.

The proposed use is a neighborhood-serving use. The proposed tenant space for the 
MCD is currently vacant so the new use will not displace any neighborhood -serving use.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The project occupies a ground floor commercial space and will adhere to all signage 
regulations of the Planning Code and Article 33 of the Health Code to help preserve the 
existing neighborhood character. The street-facing windows will use clear, transparent 
glass; no tinting or obscured glass will be permitted to ensure an active ground floor use. 
The use is considered an Active Use under Section 145.4.  The proposed use would not 
adversely affect, but rather it would complement, the existing neighborhood character.

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The existing tenant space was most recently occupied by a pharmacy use thus this 
Project will not adversely impact the City's supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Site is on the Noreiga Street public transit lines so the use will not impede transit 
operations or impact parking.

5. A diverse economic base be maintained, protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future 
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The subject tenant space is vacant and will not displace any industrial or service-sector 
establishments.

6. The City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

The MCD will follow standard earthquake preparedness procedures; all construction will 
comply with current building and seismic-safety codes.

7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

Although the subject building was constructed circa 1942, it is not on the California or 
federal Register of Historic Places and is not a City landmark.  As a result, the 
renovation or the façade should not interfere with the preservation of an historic building 
or landmark. In addition, plans are being developed in conjunction with historic planning 
staff to be contextual to the neighborhood.

8. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The Project involves a change of use to an MCD. A change of use with no expansion of 
the building envelope will not impact parks or open spaces.
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Proposed Criteria for Conditional Use Approval of a MCD in the Noriega Street NCD

1. The MCD will bring measurable community benefits and enhancements to the NCD.

The Apothecarium Sunset will be the first bilingual (Cantonese), bicultural dispensary in the Bay 
Area, serving the neighborhood patient community in a manner that collaborates with traditional 
Asian medical practices. The collective has four primary co-owners: Floyd Huen, M.D., Ryan 
Hudson, Jean Quan and Michael Thomsen. We will draw on the extensive medical cannabis 
industry experience of Ryan Hudson and Michael Thomsen, co-founders of the Apothecarium 
Castro. We will also benefit from the deep ties that former Oakland Mayor Jean Quan and her 
husband Floyd Huen, M.D., have to the Asian Pacific American community generally, and their 
longstanding family ties to the Sunset neighborhood. Mayor Quan brings unparalleled marijuana 
regulatory experience; she authored the regulatory framework for Oakland’s medical marijuana 
industry -- widely considered a national model. Dr. Huen, a noted internist, has been prescribing 
cannabis to patients for more than 20 years. 

The Apothecarium Sunset will offer medical cannabis products produced by members of our 
collective with legal cultivation rights in the State of California. The dispensary will be staffed 
with educated professionals that provide in-depth consultations and product information to 
patients.  The organization will also partner with prominent non-profits, as we have done in the 
Castro, to strengthen and support the needs of the community.

There are currently no MCDs in the Sunset so patients will not have to travel to other 
neighborhoods for medicine.  In addition, the Apothecarium will host free weekly programs, 
available to the neighborhood, such as yoga, meditation, anxiety and depression programs, and 
veteran support groups – similar to the programs we already offer in the Castro.  

The organization’s current MCD has operated in the Castro community for almost six years.  In 
this short period of time, the Apothecarium Castro has grown to be an exemplary model for 
professional medical cannabis dispensaries.  The Planning Department has deemed the 
business an asset to the community, as noted in the Draft Planning Commission Report on 
MCDs (published March 20, 2014), which praises the Apothecarium for its "community centered 
approach" and for showing how a dispensary "can successfully blend into the community."

On October 1, 2015, Scott Wiener (then a San Francisco Board of Supervisors Member) issued 
a proclamation declaring the day “Apothecarium Day” and congratulating the dispensary for 
their fine service to patients, their $300,000 in donations to community-minded groups and for 
helping to clean up the corner where they operate.

The investment the Apothecarium Castro has made into its community, leaders, and 
associations has built an extremely positive rapport with its neighbors. The organization’s co-
founder, Ryan Hudson, serves as a Board Member of the Castro Merchants Business 
Association, a member of the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood, and Eureka Valley Neighborhood 
Associations.  
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In addition to the community associations, the Apothecarium formed a Philanthropic Advisory 
Board shortly after its inception in June 2011.  The purpose of this Board is to direct 
contributions to local non-profits, charitable organizations, and events for the betterment of the 
community. We expect to do the same for the Sunset neighborhood. 

Since 2011, The Apothecarium has given away more than $335,000 to community-minded 
groups such as Castro/Eureka Valley Foundation, Equality California, LYRIC, Lyon-Martin 
Health services, Larkin St. Youth Center, PAWS (Pets are Wonderful Support), SF Pride, SF 
Aids Foundation, The Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence, AIDS Emergency Fund, Rooms that 
Rock4Chemo, Maitri Compassionate Care and many more.

The Apothecarium Sunset will offer a similar program in the Sunset, tailored to the needs of the 
neighborhood. We expect to offer cash grants to neighborhood nonprofits and wellness 
programs that emphasize the links between medical marijuana and Traditional Chinese 
Medicine, senior access to health care and youth education. 

2. The MCD has prepared a parking and transportation management plan sufficient to address 
the anticipated impact of patients visiting the MCD.

The MCD has commissioned Fehr & Peers to do a parking and traffic study. In the study, The 
Apothecarium has listed transportation management ideas to address any potential impact.  The
results of this analysis reveal that the estimated number of Proposed Project- generated trips
would likely be less than the number expected to be generated by a retail or restaurant use in
the same space. Retail and restaurant establishments are used as a comparison since they
are two of the most common uses in the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District,
where the Project is located. The analysis further demonstrates that the estimated number of
vehicle trips during the peak hour could be accommodated by the existing available parking
supply within 1,000 feet of the Proposed Project.
In addition, while the Proposed Project is not subject to the City of San Francisco's 
Transportation Demand Management Program, due to its small size and other factors.
The Project Sponsor has voluntarily agreed to implement several Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) measures to encourage travel by sustainable modes of
transportation (e.g. walking, bicycling, and transit) and further reduce single occupancy
vehicle (SOV) trips to the Proposed Project. If the Proposed Project were subject to SF
Planning's TDM Program, the sum of these TDM measures - and including the fact that
the Proposed Project would not provide parking -would result in 23 points according to
the program's web-based tool. For comparison purposes, a retail use that is subject to
SF Planning's TDM Program that provides 0-4 parking spaces would be required to
attain 13 points.

3. The MCD has demonstrated a commitment to maintaining public safety by actively engaging 
with the community prior to applying for the conditional use, including adequate security 
measures in its operation of the business, and designating a community liaison to deal 
effectively with current and future neighborhood concerns.

The Apothecarium Sunset has made extensive community outreach efforts, led by former 
Oakland Mayor Jean Quan and her husband, Dr. Floyd Huen. 
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These include offsite meetings in the community with: 

Kaiser Oncology Palliative Care Team at Kaiser SF 
Outer Sunset Parkside Residents Association (OSPRA)
Chinese American Democratic Club 
Outer Sunset Merchant Professional Association
Neighborhood Watch meeting, April 21. Meeting in the home of the leader of a 
neighborhood watch group within two blocks of 2505 Noriega St.
Invited 75 health care professionals from Noriega Street’s “Medical Mile” to 
attend a dinner in the Sunset
Anni Chung, CEO, Self-Help for Elderly
Lori Jones, Licensed acupuncturist (to plan for upcoming continuing education 
programs related to medical marijuana and acupuncture, for local acupuncturists)
Ray Law, aide to Supervisor Katy Tang 
Walking the neighborhood to speak with neighbors and business owners
Outreach to passersby at 2505 Noriega
Ophelia Chong, Founder Asian Americans for Cannabis Education
Professor Zou, Dean of Academy of Traditional Chinese Medicine
Earth Day Beach Clean Up & Block Party (Noriega between 45th & 46th); spoke to 
75+ residents
Jaynry Mak, former Board of Supervisors aide
Bill Lee, former City Administrator
Francis Tsang, Aide to Mayor Ed Lee
Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit, Noriega Street
Taraval Police Station, Officer Dan McLaughlin
Leon Chow, Health Care Advocate
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Former Supervisor Eric Mar
Cindy Wu, Former SF Planning Commissioner
Ted Fang, former Asian Week publisher
Sue Lee, Chinese Historical Society
Jamie Goodman, Acupuncturist and leader of Cannabis for Acupuncturists 
and TCM practitioners
Frances Fu and Nick Lau, young community leaders
Distributed information on medical cannabis to 50+ acupuncturists at an 
October 2016 conference
Door-to-door outreach to medical providers in the Noriega area 
Hosted three events where existing patients were invited to attend along with 
family, friends and neighbors to learn more about plans for The Apothecarium 
Sunset

Tours of The Apothecarium Castro with:

Supervisor Katy Tang 
California Assembly member Phil Ting
California Controller Betty Yee
Alex Feng, founder Taoist Center, licensed acupuncturist and Traditional 
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Chinese Medicine physician
Tom Temprano, City College of San Francisco Trustee (discuss CCSF’s plans 
for cannabis education programs)
Kaiser Oncology Palliative Care Team (discussed needs of Chinese-speaking 
patients)
UCSF Pharmacy Residents Tour
Susan Pfiefer, leader of Outer Sunset Parkside Residents Association (OSPRA)
Ed Chow, President, SF Health Commission
Sunset Action Day Event for Existing Patients in the Sunset
David Hua, CEO, Meadow
James Chang, Political activist; Degree in Political Economics & Chinese 
language
Aneeka Chaundry, Aide to Mayor Ed Lee
Jacalyn Mah, Sunset resident and former signer of opposition petition who 
changed to support after discussion
“Cancer and Cannabis: The Non-Euphorics” -- patient education class, May 8, 
Ortega Branch Library, open to the public. 
Knocked on doors of all residences and businesses within 300’ of property to 
answer questions, accompanied by a Cantonese and Mandarin interpreter.
Bilingual displays in the windows of 2505
Members of Neighborhood Watch group within two blocks of project site
Tim Murphy, President La Playa Park Neighborhood Association

Media Outreach

San Francisco Chronicle interview with Dr. Huen about seniors and medical 
cannabis (front-page article)
Sing Tao Daily (a Chinese language newspaper) ran an article similar to the one 
in the Chronicle. 
KTSF-26 (a Cantonese language TV station) invited Dr. Huen to appear on Anni 
Chung’s public affairs program 
Sing Tao Daily ran a photo of Mayor Quan and Dr. Huen with girl scout Danielle 
Lei, selling Girl Scout Cookies outside The Apothecarium Castro
Multiple additional interviews with Dr. Huen about The Apothecarium Sunset 
have run in English and Chinese language media outlets including: Sing Tao 
Daily, World Journal, SFGate, The SF Chronicle, SF Weekly, Bay City News, 
KTVU, KTSF, NBC3, SFSU Student newspaper and many others. 

Upcoming / In-progress: 

Employments Advertisements in Chinese language newspapers encouraging 
bilingual staff to apply to work for The Apothecarium
Bilingual website www.2505noriega.com with information about the project

Other Groups We Have Invited to Meet / Tour (Offers Pending or Declined)

Greater West Portal Neighborhood Assn.
Wild Equity Institute
Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association
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SPEAK (Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee)
Sherwin Williams Ocean Ave
Saint Ignatius Neighborhood Association
Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco
Sunset Heights Association of Responsible People
People of Parkside Sunset
Sunset Youth Services
Taraval Community Police Advisory Board

The operators of the Apothecarium Sunset are committed to making themselves available to 
answer all questions and becoming a known entity to neighbors.  The Apothecarium values 
outreach as an essential part of the planning stages of a professionally run dispensary and will 
continue to build positive connections with key members of the community as early as possible.
The MCD plans security measures including a security guard on site monitoring storefront, 
surveillance system installed by a security company covering each room, point of sale, 
entrances, exits and adjacent sidewalks, and safe cash handling practices such as frequent 
cash drops to limit cash on site.

We believe there is extensive community support in the Sunset neighborhood for medical 
marijuana: 

66 percent of Sunset voters approved Proposition 215 (legalizing medical 
marijuana) in 1996. The City’s Department of Elections recorded 13,992 Sunset 
voters supporting this law.   
58 percent of Sunset voters supported Proposition 64 (further opening marijuana 
laws this past November). The city recorded 20,014 Sunset voters supporting 
greater access to marijuana. 
We have collected 1,106 letters of support from San Francisco residents, 
including: 

o 456 letters of support from Sunset residents
o 652 additional letters including many who work or shop in the Sunset

o 52 letter writers identify themselves as living within two blocks of the site
o 136 letter writers identify themselves as parents
o 50 letters are individually written or form letters with personal notes

Over the course of the last six years, The Apothecarium has had four Commission/Board 
hearings on a total of three locations. The Apothecarium has prevailed in all four -- including two 
unanimous planning commission hearings. We believe that record of approvals is unparalleled 
among MCDs in San Francisco. 

While there has been neighborhood opposition in some instances (as there is in most hearings) 
we look forward to showing the department the amount of support we have in the Sunset. 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: May 10, 2017 

To: Ryan Hudson, The Apothecarium 

From: Eleanor Leshner & Eric Womeldorff, Fehr & Peers 

Subject: 2505 Noriega Street Transportation and Parking Study 

SF17-0921 

This focused transportation and parking study assesses the local traffic, parking1, and loading 
conditions near the proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) at 2505 Noriega Street (the 
“Proposed Project”) in the Sunset District of San Francisco. The study also estimates trip generation, 
parking and loading demand, and presents a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan for 
the Proposed Project. This study was requested by the project sponsor, The Apothecarium, in order 
to address the Findings of the Planning Code and help guide decision makers as to whether to 
approve the proposed use. To develop this study, Fehr & Peers has used several standard 
methodologies used for projects subject to CEQA by the San Francisco Planning Department and 
its transportation guidelines, although the Proposed Project is not subject to CEQA analysis. 

The results of this study reveal that there is adequate parking in the vicinity of the Proposed Project 
to meet the anticipated demand and trip generation for the MCD. In addition, other retail or 
restaurant uses would result in similar, if not larger, trip generation and demand for parking. Retail 
and restaurant establishments are used as a comparison since they are two of the most common 
uses in the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District, where the Proposed Project is 
located.  

In addition, since medical cannabis and cannabis-related products are not currently allowed to be 
delivered by commercial vehicles, the Proposed Project would not generate demand for commercial 
loading vehicles. All deliveries to the MCD will be made by private passenger vehicles that park in 

                                                      
1Parking is included as a topic of this study although typically it is included for informational purposes as part 
of project-specific environmental review conducted for CEQA 
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regular parking spaces. Delivery activity both to and from the Proposed Project is accounted for in 
the trip generation estimates that is compared to the existing parking supply. 

Finally, while the Proposed Project is not subject to the City of San Francisco’s Transportation 
Demand Management Program, due to its small size and other factors, the Project Sponsor has 
voluntarily agreed to implement several TDM measures to encourage travel by sustainable modes 
of transportation (e.g. walking, bicycling, and transit) and further reduce single occupancy vehicle 
(SOV) trips to/from the Proposed Project.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

As shown in Figure 1, the Proposed Project is located at 2505 Noriega Street on the southwest 
corner of Noriega Street and 32nd Street in the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District. 
The Proposed Project would inhabit the existing building at the address, which has one floor and 
includes 2,721 gross square feet (gsf) of MCD use. The Proposed Project does not propose any 
accessory parking spaces.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

To assess existing conditions in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, Fehr & Peers collected 
information regarding the traffic, parking, and loading conditions near the Proposed Project. To 
better understand the area, Fehr & Peers also conducted a site visit on Tuesday, February 28, 2017.  

Traffic Conditions: Fehr & Peers 
conducted 24-hour vehicle 
volume counts at two blocks 
adjacent to the Proposed Project 
site on Wednesday, February 22, 
2017. Approximately, 7,000 
vehicles travel on Noriega Street 
per day, with even vehicle 
volumes traveling in each 
direction.  

  Inset Figure 1. Existing Storefront at 2505 Noriega 
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Parking Conditions: Fehr & Peers conducted parking and loading surveys on Saturday, February 
18, 2017 (a typical weekend day) between 11am and 2pm, and on Wednesday, February 22, 2017 
(a typical weekday) from 11am to 2pm, and from 5pm to 8pm. Approximately 1,300 parking spaces 
are supplied within an approximately 1,000 feet radius of the Proposed Project site. Table 1 
summarizes the average parking occupancy observed by time period and Table 2 presents the 
average parking availability by time period.  Figure 2A and 2B present average parking occupancy 
by time period and by block.  

TABLE 1: AVERAGE PARKING OCCUPANCY BY TIME PERIOD 

Day Midday (11am-2pm) Evening (5pm-8pm) 
Weekday 70% 77% 
Weekend 87% n/a 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2017. 
Note: study area includes on-street parking and loading spaces within 1,000 feet of the Proposed Project 
site. 

During the weekday midday period (11am-2pm), on-street parking is generally 70 percent occupied 
and, therefore, approximately 390 spaces are available within 1000 feet of the Proposed Project. 
During this time period, parking on Noriega Street and 31st, 32nd, and 33rd avenues one block south 
of Noriega Street is generally more occupied than other blocks observed, as presented in Figure 
2A. On-street parking during the weekday evening period (5pm-8pm) is typically 77 percent 
occupied and, therefore, approximately 300 spaces are available within 1000 feet of the Proposed 
Project. 

During this time period, parking occupancy is highest on Noriega Street between 31st and 32nd 
avenues but generally more evenly distributed across all blocks in the study area, compared to the 
midday time period. During the weekend midday (11am-2pm), on-street parking spaces are 
generally more occupied (87 percent) compared to the weekday time periods and approximately 
175 spaces are available within 1000 feet of the Proposed Project. Generally, the blocks on and 
closest to Noriega Street are most occupied during the weekend midday time period, as presented 
in Figure 2B.  
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TABLE 2: AVERAGE PARKING AVAILABILITY BY TIME PERIOD 

Day Midday (11am-2pm) Evening (5pm-8pm) 
Weekday 390 spaces 300 spaces 
Weekend 170 spaces n/a 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2017. 
Note: study area includes on-street parking and loading spaces within 1,000 feet of the Proposed Project 
site. 

Parking occupancy in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is similar to other locations in the City. 
For context, the City’s SFpark program has identified 60-80 percent as its target parking occupancy 
range.2 This target occupancy rate aims to ensure that on-street parking is readily available and 
accommodates as many customers as possible for adjacent businesses. In addition, according to a 
study by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, which documented parking conditions 
in residential and commercial areas in Bernal Heights, Cow Hollow, Hayes Valley and West Portal in 
2009, parking occupancy ranged between 63 – 96 percent, 71 – 97 percent, and 80 – 99 percent 
during the weekday midday, weekday evening and weekend midday periods, respectively.3  The 
parking occupancy observed in the vicinity of the Proposed Project falls within these ranges for all 
time periods observed. 

Loading Conditions: A total of seven commercial loading spaces are supplied within two blocks of 
the Proposed Project site. Table 3 summarizes loading zone occupancy observed by time period. 
During weekday midday hours, loading spaces are generally 45 percent occupied. Loading 
occupancy during the weekday evening period is typically 82 percent full. Loading spaces are 
generally more occupied during the weekend midday time period (94 percent), when four loading 
spaces were observed as occupied during the entire time period. Generally, each loading space 
accommodates 2-6 unique loading vehicles during the time periods observed. Turnover rates by 
time period for the weekday midday, weekday evening, and weekend midday periods average 2.6, 
2.7, and 4.3 vehicles, respectively. 

                                                      
2 SFMTA (2014). SFpark: Pilot Project Evaluation. Accessed at http://sfpark.org/about-the-project/pilot-
evaluation/  
3 San Francisco County Transportation Authority (2009). the “On-Street Parking Management and Pricing 
Study.” Retrieved from http://www.sfcta.org/transportation-planning-and-studies/current-research-and-
other-projectsstudies/street-parking-management-and-pricing-study. 
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TABLE 3: LOADING OCCUPANCY BY TIME PERIOD 

Day Midday (11am-2pm) Evening (5pm-8pm) 
Weekday 45% 82% 
Weekend 94% n/a 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2017. 
Note: study area includes on-street loading spaces within two blocks of the Proposed Project site. 

TRIP GENERATION 

Since City or industry-standard trip generation information is not available for MCD land uses, Fehr 
& Peers collected data at the Project Sponsor’s existing MCD on Market Street in San Francisco to 
better understand trip generation patterns at this land use and determine its empirical trip 
generation rate. Trip generation for the Proposed Project was then estimated using the empirical 
trip generation rate associated with the existing MCD, and finally compared to trip generation for 
a retail or restaurant use as presented in the SF Guidelines, which provide guidance on calculating 
trip generation and performing travel demand forecasts for projects in San Francisco. 

Entry/exit counts were conducted at the Project Sponsor’s existing MCD location, located at 2029 
Market Street, on Thursday, February 23, 2017 (a typical weekday) and Saturday, February 25 (a 
typical weekend day) during hours of operation, between 9am and 9pm. On a typical weekday, 
entry/exits at the existing location are evenly spaced throughout the day, in general, with the largest 
number of people entering/exiting the location between 2:45pm and 3:45pm and the least amount 
of activity occurring between 9am and 11am. On a typical weekend day, the entry/exits are more 
concentrated in the afternoon, with the largest number of entries/exits occurring between 3pm and 
4pm, and least amount of activity occurring between 9am and 11am, and between 8pm and 9pm. 
According to the Project Sponsor, the typical length of stay for each visitor is approximately 15 
minutes. 

Table 4 compares the daily and PM peak hour trip generation rates per 1,000 gsf based on the 
observations conducted at the existing MCD to the trip generation rates for retail and restaurant 
uses presented in SF Guidelines. Retail and restaurant uses were selected for comparison as two of 
the most common uses in the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District. For example, 
although the Proposed Project’s storefront is currently vacant, it was previously a pharmacy, which 
is a kind of retail use. 
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TABLE 4: PERSON TRIP GENERATION RATES PER 1,000 GSF 

Reference Day1 Use2 Daily PM Peak 
Hour (4-6pm) 

SF Guidelines 
Weekday  Retail 150 14 

Weekday  Restaurant 200 27 

Observations at 
Market Street MCD 

Weekday MCD 98 10 

Weekend MCD 136 17 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2017; SF Guidelines, 2002. 
Note:  
1. SF Guidelines provides guidance for estimating weekday trips only; observations at the existing 
MCD on Market Street were taken on both a weekday and weekend day. 
2. SF Guidelines were referenced to determine trip rates for both Retail and Restaurant uses, which 
are two of the most common uses in the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District, for 
comparison purposes.  

The general characteristics of the Proposed Project will be similar to the Project Sponsor’s Market 
Street location. However, Table 5 summarizes the ways in which the Proposed Project will differ 
from the existing MCD on Market Street. In general, the ways in which the Proposed Project would 
differ from the existing MCD on Market Street would likely result in less trip generation at the 
Noriega Street location. For example, the catchment area (i.e. the area from which people would be 
drawn from) for the existing location at Market Street (given its location at an important public 
transit node, walkability, and sole location in the City) represents the entire City of San Francisco 
whereas the Proposed Project expects to pull from a smaller catchment area, only the Western 
Neighborhoods (i.e. Richmond, Sunset, West of Twin Peaks, Ocean View, Merced Heights, Ingleside 
and Lake Merced districts). This is partially due to the fact that there is only one public transit line 
near the Noriega Street location, which is in the western portion of the City.  Also, considering the 
prevalence of single family homes in the Sunset District, the development density near the Noriega 
Street site is lower than the Market Street location where buildings of more than two stories 
predominate. 

The Project Sponsor expects delivery sales at the Proposed Project to work similarly to the existing 
delivery services provided at the Market Street location. Approximately one delivery trip will be 
made per day from the MCD and will go to up to 10 different locations within San Francisco’s city 
limits. Twenty-five percent of deliveries will be made by foot or by bicycle, within 10 blocks of the 
Project, and 75 percent of deliveries will be made by private passenger vehicle, for destinations 
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further than 10 blocks or when the weather is poor. Since each delivery would go to up to 10 
different locations, increased delivery sales (+5 percent) at the Proposed Project would likely result 
in less vehicle trip generation compared to the Market Street location. In addition, the entry/exit 
counts performed at the Market Street location, which inform the trip generation rates presented 
in Table 4, captured all deliveries, both to and from the MCD, since the main entrance on Market 
Street is the MCD’s only entry/exit point. As another example, the Project Sponsor indicated that 
approximately 10 people on weekdays and 50 people on weekends enter the existing MCD on 
Market Street who are merely “curious passers-by”; these individuals are typically pedestrians 
walking by who are “curious” about what the store is but do not have the intention of becoming a 
member or making a purchase. It is anticipated that due to the lower pedestrian volumes on 
Noriega Street compared to Market Street, the Proposed Project would generate fewer entry/exits 
by “curious passers-by.” Therefore, it is expected that the Proposed Project would generate less 
trips than the Market Street location based on the difference in their catchment areas, the number 
of “curious passers-by,” and the other characteristics presented in Table 5. 

TABLE 5: EXISTING VS. PROPOSED MCD COMPARISON 

Characteristic 

Estimates 

Market Street 
(Existing)  

Noriega Street 
(Proposed) Difference/ Ratio 

Effect on 
Trip 
Generation 

Size (gsf) 5,200 2,721 0.52 - 
Employees 25-30 12-16 13-14 (neutral) 

Curious 
passers-by 

20 (weekday) 
50 (weekend day) 

5 (weekday) 
10 (weekend day) 

-15 (weekday) 
-40 (weekend day) 

- 

Delivery Sales 15% 20% +5% - 

Catchment 
Area 

Entire City of 
San Francisco 

Western 
Neighborhoods 

Smaller catchment 
area - 

Pedestrian 
Activity High Moderate Less pedestrian 

activity - 

Visitor Length 
of Stay 15 minutes 15 minutes n/a (neutral) 

Source: The Apothecarium & Fehr & Peers, 2017. 

To estimate trip generation for the Proposed Project, Fehr & Peers applied the rates presented in 
Table 4 to the size of the Proposed Project. The results of this exercise are presented in Table 6. 
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Based on this analysis, the estimated number of daily person and vehicle trips based on the Market 
Street observations, for both weekdays and weekends, are less than those estimated according to 
SF Guidelines for weekday retail and restaurant uses.  

During the PM peak hour, the trip generation estimate based on weekday observations at the 
existing MCD on Market Street are also less than those estimated using SF Guidelines. However, 
the trip generation estimate for the PM peak hour trips based on weekend observations on Market 
Street is greater than SF Guideline’s weekday estimate for retail uses but less than SF Guideline’s 
estimate for restaurant uses. This finding reflects that shopping and dining-related trips tend to 
occur more on weekends compared to weekdays. 

TABLE 6: TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Reference Day1 Use2 
Daily PM Peak (4-6pm) 

Person 
Trips3 

Vehicle 
Trips4 

Person 
Trips3 

Vehicle 
Trips4 

SF Guidelines 
Weekday Retail 408 306 37 28 
Weekday Restaurant 544 407 73 55 

Observations at 
Market Street 
MCD 

Weekday MCD 266 199 27 20 

Weekend MCD 369 277 46 34 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2017. 
Note:  
1. SF Guidelines provides guidance for estimating weekday trips only; observations at the existing MCD 
on Market Street were taken on both a weekday and weekend day. 
2. SF Guidelines were referenced to determine trip rates for both Retail and Restaurant uses, which are 
two of the most common uses in the Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District, for comparison 
purposes.  
3. Person trips refers to trips taken by all modes. 
4. Mode split for all trip generation estimates is based on SF Guidelines Table E-16: Visitor Trips to  
     SD-4: Retail. 

In addition, the trip generation estimates presented in Table 6 reflect only the change in size 
between the existing and proposed MCD locations. The information presented in Table 5 suggests 
that trip generation at the proposed location on Noriega Street would likely be less than the 
estimates presented in Table 6 since the estimates presented in Table 6 do not account for the 
smaller catchment area, lower pedestrian volumes and lower number of “curious passers-by” 
associated with the Noriega Street location. In general, this analysis reveals that estimated trip 
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generation for the Proposed Project would likely be less than trip generation related to a retail or 
restaurant use, which are two of the most common uses in the Noriega Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District.  

Parking Demand  

The peak hour vehicle trip generation estimates presented in Table 6 are less than the average 
number of parking spaces available within 1000 feet of the Proposed Project, which are presented 
in Table 2. Further, vehicle trip generation estimates include both people who park their vehicle to 
access the store and those who are dropped off by a vehicle (e.g. private vehicles, taxis, Uber/Lyft 
vehicles). Therefore, not all vehicle trips generate demand for a parking space. 

Loading Demand  

Since medical cannabis and cannabis-related products are not currently allowed to be delivered by 
commercial vehicles, the existing MCD on Market Street does not and the Proposed Project would 
not generate demand for commercial loading vehicles.4 All deliveries to the MCD will be made by 
private passenger vehicles that park in regular parking spaces.  

The Project Sponsor expects that two deliveries will be made to the MCD per day on weekdays. No 
deliveries to the MCD will occur on weekend days. Deliveries to the MCD are carried by hand to the 
MCD from private passenger vehicles. As described above, one delivery trip will be made per day 
from the MCD and will go to up to 10 different locations within San Francisco’s city limits. If one of 
the two short-term metered parking spaces adjacent to the Proposed Project on 32nd Avenue are 
available, private passenger vehicles making deliveries to/from the site could use those spaces, as 
any other private passenger vehicle, and make a short walk to the front or rear door of the Proposed 
Project. 

The entry/exit counts performed at the Market Street location, which inform the trip generation 
rates presented in Table 4, captured all deliveries, both to and from the MCD, since the main 
entrance on Market Street is the facility’s only entry/exit point. Therefore, delivery activity both to 
and from the Proposed Project is accounted for in the peak hour vehicle trip generation estimates 

                                                      
4 If the law changes such that it would allow delivery by commercial vehicles, the Project Sponsor would comply 
with the law and may or may not change its delivery model, depending on the conditions after a change in 
the law. 
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presented in Table 6 and compared to the average number of parking spaces available within 1000 
feet of the Proposed Project (see Table 2) in the Parking Demand sub-section. 

For comparison purposes, Table 7 presents the truck trip generation rates as well as the daily and 
peak hour truck trip generation estimates for retail and restaurant uses, as presented in SF 
Guidelines. The estimates are based on a land use of the same size as the Proposed Project. For a 
comparable retail or restaurant use of the same size as the Proposed Project, peak hour loading 
demand would likely fall in the range of 0 - 1 truck trip per peak hour.  

TABLE 7: TRUCK TRIP GENERATION RATES AND ESTIMATES 

Use Rate1 
Estimate 

Daily Peak Hour 

Retail2 0.22 0.60 0.03 

Restaurant2 3.60 9.80 0.57 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2017; SF Guidelines, 2002 
Note: 
1. Daily rate per 1,000 gsf. 
2. Referred to as Retail (composite) and Restaurant/bar in SF Guidelines, 
Appendix H. 

Based on the observations presented in the Existing Conditions section of this memorandum, a 
peak hour loading demand of up to one vehicle could likely be accommodated by the existing 
commercial loading supply within two blocks of the Proposed Project. The supply of commercial 
loading spaces is most occupied during the weekend midday. If the Proposed Project were to 
generate demand for commercial loading spaces in the future, the Project Sponsor could limit 
commercial loading activities during the weekend midday to avoid increasing demand for 
commercial loading spaces during that time period. 

TDM PLAN 

The Project Sponsor will implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program as part 
of the Proposed Project. The TDM program will encourage travel via sustainable modes of 
transportation (e.g. walking, bicycling, and transit) and further reduce single occupancy vehicle 
(SOV) trips to the Proposed Project. SF Planning’s Transportation Demand Management Program, 
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which was approved in February 2017 under Planning Code Section 169, provides a menu of 
potential TDM measures.5 While the Proposed Project is not subject to Section 169, the Project 
Sponsor has agreed to implement the following TDM measures from the Standards for the 
Transportation Demand Management Program that would reduce SOV trips to and from the Project 
Site.6 

1. Provide a minimum of 1 on-site Class I and 6Class II bicycle parking spaces to encourage 
bicycling by employees and visitors; 

2. Provide bicycle maintenance tools and supplies within the store on a permanent basis and 
in good condition to encourage bicycling by employees and visitors; 

3. Provide delivery services by bicycle, on foot, or in a vehicle that makes multiple stops, when 
possible, to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled from single-stop motorized deliveries; 

4. Provide 100% subsidized monthly transit passes to employees, as requested, to encourage 
employee transit use; 

5. Produce tailored marketing and communication campaigns and distribute information via 
the Project Sponsor’s website and/or member on-boarding forms to encourage visitor use 
via bicycle, on foot, or transit. 

If the Proposed Project were subject to SF Planning’s TDM Program, the sum of these TDM 
measures – and including the fact that the Proposed Project would not provide parking – would 
result in 23 points according to the program’s web-based tool.7 For comparison purposes, a retail 
use that is subject to SF Planning’s TDM Program that provides 0-4 parking spaces would be 
required to attain 13 points.  

                                                      
5 SF Planning (2017). “SHIFT: Transportation Demand Management (TDM).” Accessed at http://sf-
planning.org/shift-transportation-demand-management-tdm  
6 SF Planning (2017). “Standards for the Transportation Demand Management Program.” Accessed at 
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/emerging_issues/tsp/TDM_Program_Standards_02-17-
2017.pdf  
7 SF Planning (2017). SF TDM Tool. Accessed at http://www.sftdmtool.org/ 



Andrew Perry
SF Planning Department
1 650 Mission St., #400
SF, Ca. 94103-4279
(415) 575-9197
Andrew.perry@sfgov.org

Dear Mr. Perry,

I'm writing to support The Apothecarium's proposed medical marijuana dispensary at2050 Noriega Street, I believe patients on San Francisco's West Side need access totheir medicine in their own neighborhood.

The Apothecarium would be a positive addition to the neighborhood. They are acommunity-minded nonprofit that has donated $335,000+ to community groups andhas never had a single police incident since they began operations in 201 1 .

The President of the Castro Merchants' Association says:

"Everyone in the neighborhood loves the Apothecarium: their security improvessafety; their foot traffic increases business; their philanthropy helps ovr
community; and their upscale space sets a high standard. We've had no troublefrom them -- in truth, we need more businesses like the Apothecarium."

Patients on San Francisco's West Side deserve the opportunity to purchase theirmedicine in a safe, responsible dispensary run by a company with a strong track recordof being a positive force in the community.

Check all that apply:

live in the Sunset
live within two blocks of 32"d Ave. 8~ Noriega
expect to use the proposed location.
am a parent

Sincerely,

~~ ~ -~
Name ~~, ~ ~~ ~~ti-~ ~v'~ Date:

Signature

Address (Required)
I ~' ~ ~f 2 ~ ~- ~. ~,.
~~.,~ F~ ::l ~ ~ a 5

es, please keep me informed about other ways I can support The Apothecarium's new
location.



From: Virginia Ramsay
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Perry, Andrew (CPC); ynez@apothecarium.com
Subject: Another Sunset resident pro Apothecarium at 2505 Noriega
Date: Friday, March 10, 2017 12:24:31 PM

I am writing in support of a  proposed medical marijuana dispensary at 32nd and
Noreiga, specifically 2505 Noriega.

I am a resident of the Sunset, near 25th and Noreiga, who is in favor of the opening
of a  neighborhood Apothecarium.  Our community would benefit by this addition by
making it convenient for residents and others in the area to have access to
cannabis, our beneficial medicine and spiritual ally.  This particular part of our city is
in dire need of a culturally relevant, safe, community oriented  cannabis business. 
Such development along this Noriega commercial strip is welcome by the majority of
Sunset voters who have shown by their votes that they are in favor of both medical
marijuana and are pro legalization, as you know. In 1996 Sunset residents voted
66% in favor of medical marijuana and last November 58% voted pro legalization.

I recall  this same situation:  proposed dispensary permit application vs. noisy
minority opposition occurring nearly 13 years ago here.  I have been waiting for my
neighborhood to have a dispensary as so many other neighborhoods in San
Francisco have.  But NOT my neighborhood...yet. At that time there was an attempt
to open a  local dispensary.  I remember one of the participating moms at the end of
a  local infant and baby group session loudly denouncing that permit application with
vehement lies about the increase in crime and risk to children that would result if  a
dispensary were to open and her appeal to attend the community meeting and voice
opposition.  There was no dispensary permitted then.  I don't know how many other
unsuccessful attempts have been made since then. !3 years! This is civic injustice. 
It is past time for our community to have a dispensary. The people have spoken with
their vote.  How can you deny in good conscience the needs of Sunset residents and
the positive business history of the Apothecarium?

The presence of noisy minority opponents who prevent  community meeting and civil
discourse  to proceed continues  as evidenced by the  events at the community
meeting at the Taraval police station last week.  Do not let your mission as
Supervisor and Planner be thwarted by the presence of minority opposition
particularly when instigated by those who wish to deny rights to others different
from them or with different politics and who try to  undermine the establishment of
a legal and needed business here in the Sunset.  We have waited long enough!  

When this sorely needed dispensary opens I will become a regular patron. I will walk
to this location smiling as I make a legal purchase of  cannabis in this wonderful
city.

Virginia Ramsay
1847 25th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122

415 225 9157 
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From: sasha zullo
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC); eliot@apothecarium.com; ynez@apothecarium.com
Subject: Apothecarium on Noriega
Date: Monday, May 08, 2017 2:27:03 PM

Hello,
I am writing to you regarding the proposed opening of The Apothecarium at 32nd & Noriega. As a
Sunset mother of two young children attending St Ann's (where I'm a room parent); a business
executive who works downtown near another MCD; and an active member of this community, I'd like to
share my perspective:

Years ago I was a passenger in a car that got in terrible accident. I underwent physical therapy,
medical procedures, acupuncture, and countless doctors visits to manage the lingering pain from
injuries sustained to my spine. My doctor prescribed me powerful opioids.

However, I'm a lightweight when it comes to drugs. Those painkillers, while they helped relieved my
pain, made me utterly dysfunctional. I was loopy and drowsy and confused on them. As a corporate
VP and active school mom, such pills were not a viable solution. When I brought this up with my new
doctor, he  recommended I try medical marijuana instead. At first I protested because I equated
marijuana with the same symptoms I experienced on painkillers: drowsiness, loopiness, confusion.
There's also the reputation MJ users have of being listless and lazy that I never wanted to be
associated with. However, something had to be done for my pain so I gave it a try. On the advice of
my doctor's assistant, I visited the Apothecarium in the Castro (she said it was meant for people like
me. Not sure if that was an insult, but she was right!). It was very clean. Tastefully decorated.
Professional. 

I was intimidated because I didn't know much about marijuana but the staff was extremely polite, very
helpful, and walked me through all of my options after I described my symptoms and concerns. I never
felt rushed or pressured into buying anything and appreciated their patience and empathy. I wound up
with a product that helped alleviate the pain but did not make me lose focus or get me "high." It was a
game changer. I can now manage my pain but still be active, alert and able to tend to my
responsibilities.

I believe the objections to The Apothecarium opening on Noriega are rooted in ignorance about what
medical marijuana dispensaries are really about. These are deep seated blanket anti-drug biases that
are shrouded in misconceptions and urban legends. I've never seen anyone loitering in front of the
Apothecarium's Castro store. Crime has not escalated because of the store. It's not a shady place.
Patients there are not "stoners" or lazy bums. They're people like me: good members of the community
trying to alleviate their symptoms so they can continue to be active/helpful/productive members of
society.

I ask that you please keep an open mind regarding the Apothecarium and use a bit of the empathy that
was bestowed unto me by the employees there. Empathy for the Sunset grandmother battling cancer,
who shouldn't have to trek across town to pick up her marijuana oil that will quell her nausea. Empathy
for the young Sunset man who is fighting crippling anxiety and still trying to get to work on time every
day. Empathy for the Sunset dad who would give anything to be able to play basketball with his kids
and not spend the next day suffering in pain because of it. 

Please support this good business opening in our neighborhood. West side residents who rely on
medical marijuana should not have to endure long treks across town (especially when they're sick) to
alleviate the ignorance and biases of a select few.  This is San Francisco's chance to demonstrate that
the Sunset is a compassionate community with empathy and common sense. Please, I urge you to
support this business opening on Noriega. It would be a welcomed addition.

Thank you,
Sasha Zullo
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From: Qoo Guy
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: eliot@apothecarium.com; Ynez Carrasco
Subject: Letter of Support (address added)
Date: Monday, May 15, 2017 10:25:18 AM

Hello, my name is Michael Yen.  I am a Chinese-American resident of San Francsico and I write to state my
strong support for a new Apothecarium dispensary in the Sunset district.    

As a result of a work-related injury, I suffer from recurring and at times debilitating back pain.  After trying
many pharmacuetical pain medicines and also alternative treatments including accupuncture, I obtained a
license and tried medical marajuana. A combination of that and Chinese herbal medicine finally alleviated my
pain.  

I was reluctant to share my story with friends due to the cultural prejudice against cannabis, especially in the
Chinese community due to its conflation with opium. However, when one of my best friends had post operation
pain due to a severe fall, I urged him to try it after he found no relieve from the medicines prescribed to him.
It was the only thing that worked for him.

I later learned that many people I knew were using medical marajuana without talking about it for fear of
stigma.  Even my very straight laced brother-in-law told me it was the only thing that worked for his chronic
insomnia.  But, the fact that even recreational marajuana is now legal in California has not removed the bias
against medical marajuana.

As an employee and later the manager of a bookstore on Valencia street that was next to a badly managed
dispensary, I can attest that we had issues with people who smoked marajuana outside that operation.  It was
later closed by the City for selling to unqualified customers.  However, I observed that well managed
dispensaries, especially the higher end ones like the Apothecarium, had a positive effect on businesses in their
area.

I often shop on Noreiga Street and I am certain the restaurants and shops in the neighborhood will benefit
from a responsibly run dispensary that will bring new shoppers to the area.  I am also sure that the folks at
the Apothecarium will help enforce the no smoking in public clause of the law.  Cannabis has a long history in
Chinese medicine and it is unfortunate that some people in my community forget that and fixate on a "Reefer
Madness" propaganda attitude against it.

I would attend the Planning Commission Hearing in person to state my case, but as the main caregiver to my
elderly and disabled mother, I probably cannot.  I therefore request that this letter be read at the Hearing in
support of what I know will be a beneficial addition to the social fabric of the neighborhood.  

Thank you for your attention.  

Michael Yen
181 Margaret Ave.
San Francisco, CA.
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From: Cindy Lutz
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: ynez@apothecarium.com; eliot@apothecarium.com
Subject: my support for Apothecarium
Date: Saturday, May 06, 2017 10:32:33 AM

Dear Ms. Tang and Mr.Perry,

I would like to share with you why I support  Apothocarium coming into my neighborhood.  I think you
will find that my story is not unusual, and could happen to anyone. I would like to preface that I do not
use marijuana either medically or recreationally (but I would medically if a health issue arouse).

Last July, doctors discovered cancer around my best friend’s heart. O. had not been a smoker, a drinker
or a marijuana user. He was straight laced to almost a fault. Since the cancer had progressed to fluid
build up in the lungs and the prognosis was poor, O. and his support team of doctors, friends and
family chose a path of quality over quantity. My boyfriend and I, having known him for thirteen years,
became his main caregivers.

From July until October, managing the symptoms worked. He had to have fluid drained from his lungs a
couple of times, and we took life a little slower. Hikes in Fairfax turned into walks up to Safeway on
Noriega. We cooked with less salt. We watched more Netflix. We had that period of time where we
thought maybe it wasn’t real, that maybe we could manage it like a chronic condition. Magical thinking.

In October, my partner and I flew to Hawaii to visit our new granddaughter and O. enthusiastically went
to spend the week with a mutual friend. When we returned, our friend warned us that O.’s cough had
gotten pretty bad. We took him to urgent care the next day.  The good doctors were able to temporarily
clear up his lungs so he could breath for the time being. He was put on a strong medicines that would
also help keep his lungs from filling with fluid, but not without some unpleasant (but manageable) side
effects.

Through October and November, O. had mostly good days. We could no longer take our walks up to
Safeway, so we would walk to the free library a block away on 35th. The cough was constantly present.
There were occasional seizures as well.  One of O.’s doctors added a Chinese medicine formula to the
regime of his daily medicines, which I purchased each week at the shop just across the street from the
proposed dispensary.  His breathing was noticeably easier, and his jolly spirit came back. His pain
remained manageable, but the slow suffocation we’d been warned about was clearly becoming
apparent.

In December, my partner and I managed our work schedules the best that we could so that O. would
not have to be alone for long periods of time, and others visited him as they were able. He still did not
complain about pain, but the coughing fits were clearly stressful and the fluid draining was becoming a
more frequent event. And all through this, O. remained the most cheerful and fun-loving guy you could
ever meet. On Christmas Eve, we opened gifts together, O. doing his traditional clowning around of
throwing wrapping paper around. On Christmas morning, he seemed too frail to join the family
gathering which he’d attended the last twelve years, so my partner and O. had a quiet dinner together.

In January, the doctors said we should start considering our hospice plan. O., possibly because he
didn’t do the chemo route, had not lost his appetite or his sense of humor, so it was hard to fathom the
reality of this. She suggested that we consider using a CBD in conjunction with his other medicines,
because the anxiety he was having over the possibility of passing out during a coughing fit (it had
happened a couple of times now), could actually make it even harder to breath. My partner has a
medical card, so he began visiting Sparc (another reputable dispensary) and worked with a someone
there to fine tune what would be best for O.
We anticipated the usual resistance from O., but after the first “homeopathic” small dose, he had almost
no anxiety and wanted to take a walk outside. CBD strains contain almost no THC, which means there is
no psychoactive effects on the patient.  He would just take a small piece of a jelly-like candy, and in a
half hour, he would take a big smiling sigh and ask for something to eat.  For the next three weeks, he
never increased his dose. He managed it like the other meds (still the Western, the Chinese, and now
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the CBD), he did quite well as far as living a relatively normal life. We took some small walks, and even
one day he wanted to go to Ocean Beach. He didn’t need a hospital bed. He struggled to breath, but
the pain was minimal and the CBD tamed the anxiety of trying to catch his breath almost completely.

Late in January, he died. It was raining that night, but the day had been sunny and warm. O. and my
boyfriend had chatted about life in the backyard. O. didn’t need to go into hospice or spend weeks in a
hospital. He was lucid and jolly until about a half hour before he passed, in fact he even wanted
something to eat. He slipped into sleep while my partner hugged him. He “snored” and then he passed
away. If there is such a thing, it was a beautiful death.

When we think now about how O. chose a quality over quantity (little joys over more days), as
caregivers, one of the best decisions was having the option of using the CBD. The other medicines
managed the cancer’s physical symptoms, and the CBD probably kept the pain away, but definitely kept
him eating and kept him from becoming depressed and anxious. My partner was traveling across town
between working and caregiving to pick up the medications. Having to leave a fragile person alone is
very stressful.  For anyone who has been a caregiver, the difference between leaving someone alone for
more than an hour or being able to go down the block and be gone ten minutes is enormous. What an
extra miracle it would have been to have a place like  Apothecarium two blocks away during this time!
Every neighborhood deserves a compassionate dispensary because these kinds of situations are very
real in all families.

Most patients and caregivers who visit the new Apothecarium won’t be handling an end of life scenario,
but they will be facing worries and anxieties over treating illness and injuries. When I was young and
invincible, I could not imagine the weight of this. I’m 48, my boyfriend is 62, and my aging parents are
facing new health challenges all of the time. As we navigate a healthcare system where the only
affordable healthcare might come from alternative medicine like Chinese and medical marijuana, each
neighborhood needs upstanding dispensaries such as this one. There are definitely sketchy “pot clubs”
around the Bay Area, but Apothecarium is on par with an Apple Store by comparison. As a
neighborhood that will eventually have a dispensary in it, shouldn’t we set the bar high now?

Please, consider this dispensary to be the very needed and compassionate addition to our
neighborhood. So many people lives could actually become better by it’s arrival. They legitimately care
about patients; test their products for safety; and have a proven record for community outreach, the
chances of bringing down the neighborhood are null. 

Thank you for taking the time to listen to my story. Supporters of this project are not “stoners”, we are
people who care about the well being of others and recognize that this is an opportunity for exactly
that. I would not be so quick to advocate for any and every dispensary, but Apothecarium could have a
really special place in our community.

 I appreciate that you took the time to read my story and reasons for supporting this community
endeavor (which is really what it is.)

Sincerely,
Cindy Lutz
1719 35th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122



From: Michael J Lamperd
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Perry, Andrew (CPC); ynez@apothecarium.com; eliot@apothecarium.com;

jashley.summers@sfgov.org; Law, Ray (BOS)
Subject: New Cannabis Dispensary on Noriega Street
Date: Monday, April 10, 2017 9:14:16 PM

I completely support the cannabis dispensary on Noriega.

I use marijuana for major pain, from a horrendous sports injury suffered
in 1981.  I don't want to be hooked on unnatural pain killers.  It is my
right foot - the last operation was in 2014.  I can walk with special
appliances from the UCSF Medical Center, but I must be very careful.

I have no car. Thus, I take Muni to whatever dispensary is closest.  There
are three (the Apothecarium on Market Street, Harvest on Geary Blvd.,
and one on Ocean Avenue) that I have used. Trips to these places all
entail a difficult ride for me.  I am 73 years old. 
  
Suddenly, I find that it may be possible to go somewhere that is much
closer.  This will help me greatly.

This dispensary on Noriega has my full support.  Thank you.
 
Michael J. Lamperd

4611 Lincoln Way, Apt. 3
San Francisco, CA 94122, USA

One's life is all about being who you truly are. - Robert Earl Burton
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From: joel kamisher
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS)
Subject: Noriega Street Medicinal Marijuana Dispensary
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2017 1:22:38 PM

I am urging all of you to support the proposal to open up a dispensary that will be considered
at the July 17 Planning Commission meeting if it meets all of the code requirements for a
business in that neighborhood as well as any special use rules for a dispensary and any
special conditions that might be appropriate for Noriega Street.
That store front has been vacant for several years and has been a frequent target for graffiti
vandals.
Putting the building back in use will reduce neighborhood blight.  
I live in The Sunset District. I don't use medicinal marijuana but I have several friends and
family members who use it and say it is helpful to them so they should have the right to buy
it in a safe and legal location and not from a dealer on the street.
I know that other medicinal marijuana outlets operate in San Francisco and they are able to
co-exist with other businesses. I'm sure that this one on Noriega will fit in well.
If problems come up they should be resolved in an appropriate manner or the operating
permit should be revoked although I don't think this is likely to happen since a lot of thought
has gone into this and the operators appear to have a good background.
Lastly, I hope that you will have sufficient security on hand to allow all voices to be heard in
a respectful manner.
Unfortunately it was widely documented by local media  that a previous meeting at the
Taraval Police station was disrupted by a small but vocal group of overzealous opponents
who forced it to adjourn before supporters could be heard.
I hope you won't let that happen again.

Sincerely,

Joel Kamisher
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From: maelig@chez.com
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: ynez@apothecarium.com; eliot@apothecarium.com; Summers, Ashley (BOS); Law, Ray (BOS)
Subject: The Apothecarium at 2505 Noriega
Date: Sunday, April 09, 2017 8:39:07 PM

Dear Katy and Andrew,

It came to my attention that the proposed medical cannabis dispensary on Noriega Street and 32nd
Avenue is facing some backlash. I am a Sunset resident, and while I am not (currently) a patient, I fully
SUPPORT it.

I have been paying attention to how the Apothecarium has benefited the neighborhood and
communities around their original location in the Castro, and I look forward to having them do the same
on the west side of San Francisco.

As a scientist working in biomedical research, I also understand the importance for patients to be
educated and have access to their medicine in a safe, reliable, and knowledgeable environment such as
a well-run dispensary. As a cancer and HIV researcher, I also know how critical it is for patients to be
able to have this option available for the management of their pain and other symptoms.

I am also a father of 2 children, and I am NOT AT ALL worried by the presence of this dispensary in our
neighborhood. I would even wish we had one closer to our place near the Judah corridor as we are
lacking new small businesses and the many benefits that they are bringing to our community, and that
the Apothecarium will certainly bring to the Noriega corridor.

This is why I hope that you will both support this new dispensary and join me in welcoming such a
responsible and community-oriented business in our neighborhood.

Thanks for reading me,

Maelig Morvan, Outer Sunset resident
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From: Sherif Soliman
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: Support for the Apothecarium Sunset
Date: Thursday, June 08, 2017 9:38:15 AM

Dear Mr. Perry, 

as a 16 year resident and home owner on the Noriega corridor and a father of a four year
old, I strongly support the proposed Apothecarium at 32nd and Noriega.

I first want to make it clear that I'm not a cannabis user of any kind and that my support of
project is purely because I think it will improve our neighborhood. 

First, this project will greatly help the neighborhood because first it will prohibit smoking of
any kind within 100 feet of the Apothecarium. This is critical because right across the
street is Fire Fly bar where smokers often congregate outside during the afternoon and
night. In addition, up the same block, at the Donut Time shop, every morning there is
loitering and heavy smoking. 

Second, this project will greatly beautify a run-down corner and stretch of the Noriega
corridor that has been neglected for well over a decade. The Apothecarium, in addition to
being a high end retail store, has promised to plant trees at the proposed section which
are desperately needed as the entire corridor has very few trees. 

As a volunteer for friends of the urban forest, a resident, a home owner and a father, I
reaffirm my support for this project. 

Sherif K Soliman
1767 39th Ave
San Francisco

Get Outlook for Android
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Collin Lam 
4441 Balboa St #2 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

June 8, 2017 

Subject: Apothecarium Support 

To Supervisor Tang and Mr. Perry: 

I'm writing to support The Apothecarium's proposed medical marijuana dispensary at 2505 Noriega 
Street.

I live on the Westside of San Francisco in the neighboring Richmond District.  We currently have one medical 
marijuana dispensary, which has beautified our Geary St retail corridor, attracted a desirable clientele, and 
provided a safe and welcoming environment for patients. Patients on the Westside need more options and
allowed convenient access to their medicine. 

The Apothecarium is a world-class retail operation.  Rather than drive across the City, safe access to medical 
marijuana for the Westside’s residents is a quality-of-life priority for me as a San Francisco homeowner,
property tax payer and voter. 

I am a second generation Chinese American, native San Franciscan, alumni of Saint Ignatius College Prep 
(Class of 2001) and consider Sunset District, my “home” neighborhood.

I prefer to have the Apothecarium serve the neighborhood rather than drive across town or order delivery from 
gray-market delivery services that currently serve your district (over 24+ MMJ delivery services advertise to the 
Sunset District on Weedmaps). Having a storefront operated by The Apothecarium provides access to
knowledgeable patient consultants and treatment support in a safe environment.  MMJ transactions are already 
occurring in your district in an unsafe and unregulated manner, which is a riskier proposition than allowing a 
best-in-class operator to provide superior service in a regulated medical cannabis market.  This is the 
marketplace which has been envisioned by San Francisco’s Board of Supervisors for decades and now
affirmed by the will of the voters of the State of California. 

Sincerely, 

Collin Lam
4441 Balboa St #2 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

P.S. The following apply to me:

I live in the Richmond District and currently own my property. 
I live within 5-7 min drive of 32nd Ave & Noriega. 
I expect to use the proposed location at 2505 Noriega Street.
I am a parent. 



Dear Supervisor Tang and Mr. Perry, 

I’m writing to voice my support for the Apothecarium’s proposed medical 

cannabis dispensary at 2505 Noriega St. Just some quick personal background, so you 
know where I’m coming from. I’m a 25-year-old, Chinese American, Sunset District 
native and current resident. As a proud product of SFUSD (Jefferson Elementary, 
Hoover MS, and Lowell HS), I went on to study sociology and public health at UC 
Merced. I’m particularly interested in drug use and drug policy. Since obtaining my 
bachelor’s degree in 2013, I’ve been working as a research assistant with the Center for 
Substance Abuse Studies at the Institute for Scientific Analysis here in the city. I work 
on several National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA)-funded studies, including a 
qualitative study of Baby Boomer marijuana users in the SF Bay Area. I’ve gained 

insights from interviews with over a hundred study participants, medical and recreational 
cannabis users in my own family, and my own life experiences, so I want to share some 
perspective on this complex issue. 

Establishing a dispensary in the Sunset would be an asset to our community. 
With at least 20 dispensaries in other parts of the city, Sunset residents have very 
limited options for safe local access to their medicine. They are forced to travel across 
town, putting an extra burden on patients, especially those with limited mobility. Some 
rely on delivery services, but these often lack the personalized, face-to-face 
consultations that many patients need when searching for the right products. Other 
residents skip the dispensaries altogether and continue to get their cannabis from illicit 
sources. They face increased risks of getting a contaminated product, cheated, robbed, 
and arrested in an unregulated market. Californians and an increasingly majority of 
Americans have already voted in favor of legalizing cannabis for medical and 
recreational purposes. Activists around the world have fought long and hard for 
cannabis policy reforms because this plant is at the intersection of so many other 
issues: civil rights, social justice, environmental sustainability, public health and safety, 
just to name a few. Punitive drug control measures marginalize members of our 
community, while threatening the environment, public health and safety because 
prohibition sustains the underground economy. I think you’re aware of the 
consequences and failures of the war on drugs. It’s clear that taxation and regulation is 

a more humane, effective strategy at minimizing the risks and maximizing the benefits 
associated with cannabis cultivation, distribution, and use. We won’t benefit from these 
policy reforms if we continue to ban legal businesses in our neighborhood. Dispensaries 
also offer services beyond cannabis products, such as referrals to substance abuse 
treatment programs and social services, social support groups, art and entertainment 
programs, educational programs, and they act as a host for community events. The 
Apothecarium’s “CONNECT! Community Services” currently offers yoga classes, 

women’s and veterans’ support groups, a meditation group, and other self-help classes 



through a partnership with a local church. The Apothecarium has already donated over 
$250,000 to nonprofits and schools, contributing to development in other 
neighborhoods. Why should we miss out on these opportunities for building a healthier, 
thriving community? When there was conflict over a proposed dispensary on Taraval 
St., I went to City Hall to share my opinion and listen to my neighbors’ testimonies. I 
understand the concerns of the opposition, but I support evidence-based arguments. I 
want to touch upon a few points of contention here, because I cannot respect the 
arguments based on fear, prejudice, and lack of knowledge. 

Some perceive medical cannabis to be a hoax, and regard any drug use to be 
immoral. Others consider cannabis users to be dangerous criminals or unproductive 
members of society. If we want to develop into a more compassionate, inclusive society, 
we must overcome the prejudicial remnants of “Reefer Madness” propaganda and “Just 

Say No” rhetoric, cultural taboos, and the criminalization of otherwise law-abiding 
citizens. While the federal government continues to maintain that cannabis is as 
dangerous as heroin, accumulating evidence1 supports something our ancestors have 
said for thousands of years: cannabis is a safe and effective treatment for a variety of 
medical conditions. An important emerging trend is the use of cannabis as a substitute 
for other drugs, particularly pharmaceuticals2, which has significant public health 
implications: 

“Prescription drug overdose is now the leading cause of accidental death in the 
United States. Many of these overdoses are related to the increasing number of 
people taking opiate-based medications for pain related conditions. Marijuana 
has been shown as an effective treatment for pain, and has a better safety profile 
than opiates with less risk for dependence and no risk of fatal overdose. States 
that have passed medical marijuana laws have seen a decrease in opiate related 
mortality, and medical marijuana patients are claiming that the use of marijuana 
as a substitute for opiates is resulting in relief without the worries about 
dependence.”3 

                                                           
1 The Health Effects of Cannabis and Cannabinoids: The Current State of Evidence 
and Recommendations for Research. (http://nationalacademies.org/hmd/reports/2017/health-effects-of-
cannabis-and-cannabinoids.aspx) 
 
2 Lau, N., Sales, P., Averill, S., Murphy, F., Sato, S.-O., & Murphy, S. (2015). A safer alternative: 
Cannabis substitution as harm reduction. Drug and Alcohol Review, 34(6), 654–659. 
 
Lucas, P., Walsh, Z., Crosby, K., Callaway, R., Belle-Isle, L., Kay, R., … Holtzman, S. (2016). Substituting 
cannabis for prescription drugs, alcohol and other substances among medical cannabis patients: The 
impact of contextual factors. Drug and Alcohol Review, 35(3), 326–333. 
 
3 Marijuana and Opiates. (http://www.drugpolicy.org/resource/marijuana-and-opiates) 
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Unfortunately, many patients- especially elderly Chinese folks- don’t understand 

or can’t accept that…yet. When they begin to get it, the results can be life-changing. My 
79-year-old grandmother’s experience is a prime example (she’s also a Sunset 

resident). She is prescribed opiates for chronic pain, but pharmaceuticals have had 
limited efficacy and negative side-effects such as constipation, loss of appetite, 
moodiness, and increased risk of developing an ulcer. My aunt, cousins, and I had to 
push my father, who oversees my grandma’s healthcare, to advocate for medical 
cannabis with her doctor. The doctor finally suggested cannabis when all other options 
had been exhausted. My grandma recently started using it to replace her opiates, with 
positive results. Although my grandfather creates a hostile environment with his 
disapproving attitudes, I’m happy to see my grandma relieved of some suffering. I only 
wish we were able to quell misperceptions and convince them to try it sooner. Cannabis 
is improving my grandma’s quality of life, but the reluctance and cultural divide were a 
serious hurdle.  

One major issue in our medical cannabis system is the lack of integration with 
healthcare and service providers. Doctors can recommend cannabis for therapeutic 
use, but they lack the formal education required to discuss the specifics of treatment 
options. Patients are left to develop a regimen on their own. Dispensaries act as a 
bridge between these formal and informal sectors of healthcare to help patients 
determine which strains, doses, or routes of administration to choose. I came across a 
study which indicated that places with a higher number of dispensaries were associated 
with more marijuana-related hospitalizations.4 This may be due to the fact that some 
people, particularly novice users, are unequipped with knowledge. Harm reduction 
information is especially important for the minimizing risks associated with using new 
and unfamiliar delivery systems, such as concentrates or edibles.5 I anticipate that the 
study’s findings could be used as a rationale for banning dispensaries altogether. 
However, it actually highlights the need for more education at the point of access. This 
is further complicated by language-barriers, an issue that the proposed dispensary 
seeks to address. They plan to hire bilingual staff, which will be monumental for 
increasing equal access to healthcare services in San Francisco. They also seek to 
collaborate with acupuncturists and herbalists to provide an integrative, holistic 
approach more in line with traditional Chinese medicine. The dispensary will serve as a 
vital resource, especially for Chinese-speaking patients. I believe the dispensary would 

                                                           
4 Mair, C., Freisthler, B., Ponicki, W.R., Gaidus, A. (2015). The impacts of marijuana dispensary and 
neighborhood ecology on marijuana abuse and dependence. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 154, 111- 
116. 
 
5 Murphy, F., Sales, P., Murphy, S., Averill, S., Lau, N., & Sato, S.-O. (2015). Baby Boomers and 
Cannabis Delivery Systems. Journal of Drug Issues, 45(3), 293-313. 



also have significant symbolic value, working to eliminate stigma and increase 
recognition of cannabis as medicine in our community. 

There are concerns about increased crime and youth use, but these are 
speculative fears. For example, a study found no association between crime rates and 
the density of dispensaries, concluding that “measures dispensaries take to reduce 
crime (i.e., doormen, video cameras) may deter possible motivated offenders.”6 
Cannabis prohibition is supported in the name of protecting the youth, but teens actually 
find it easier to buy marijuana than beer because drug dealers don’t ask for ID. These 
illicit transactions are the real “gateway” to other drugs, when kids are seeking 
marijuana but are offered other substances. Dealers get free reign in areas without 
dispensaries. Dispensaries provide a legal option for adults to purchase their cannabis, 
which separates drug markets and drives out illicit competition. I know some are worried 
about being confronted with a public storefront, and perceive it to be encouraging use. 
It’s difficult for some parents to talk about cannabis and other drug use with their 

children, but this is a larger sociocultural issue and not a basis to ban a dispensary. A 
dispensary in our community could actually eliminate some barriers to harm reduction 
drug education, because it represents a realistic approach to drugs that youth can 
respect. It’s the “safety first” approach.7 Regulating cannabis provides safer access, 
drives out illicit competition, and demonstrates to non-users that cannabis users are 
normal people too. They’re co-workers, church congregation members, neighbors, 
family, and so on. While motivations for cannabis use can range from recreational, to 
medical and spiritual (these aren’t mutually-exclusive categories), adults typically use it 
in a controlled, responsible manner.8 

Dispensaries are key to the implementation of sensible drug control policies that 
prioritize public health and safety. Failure to uphold the right to establish a dispensary in 
my community will impede the progress of drug policy reforms, limit access to medical 
cannabis in District 4, deny the expressed desires of the majority of voters, and 
contradict the city and county’s directive to support policies to tax and regulate 

marijuana for adults.9 

                                                           
6 Kepple, N.J. & Freisthler, B. (2012). Exploring the ecological association between crime and medical 
marijuana dispensaries. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 73, 523-530. 
 
7 Safety First: A Reality-Based Approach to Teens and Drugs 
(www.drugpolicy.org/sites/default/files/DPA_SafetyFirst_2014_0.pdf) 
 
8 Lau, N., Sales, P., Averill, S., Murphy, F., Sato, S.-O., & Murphy, S. (2015). Responsible and controlled 
use: Older cannabis users and harm reduction. International Journal of Drug Policy, 26(8), 709–718.  
 
9 SEC. 12X.7.  MARIJUANA POLICY REFORM: (a) It shall be the policy of the City and County of San 
Francisco to support policies to tax and regulate marijuana for adults. 

file:///C:/Users/SAC8A/Downloads/www.drugpolicy.org/sites/default/files/DPA_SafetyFirst_2014_0.pdf


Thank you for taking the time to consider my viewpoint. Please contact me with 
any questions. I would gladly speak more on this issue, as it hits very close to home.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Nicholas Lau 
 
(415) 608-5629 
 
1638 26th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 
 
 



Dear Neighbors and Former Customers, 
 
 
Ace Pharmacy is proud to have been an integral part of the community 
since 1935. I have worked for Ace Pharmacy since 1966 and have been 
the pharmacist and owner since April 1, 1983. Throughout the past 48 
years, it has been my good fortune to have made numerous lasting 
friendships while serving three generations of San Francisco families 
and watching them grow. Many neighborhood young people have been 
employed by Ace Pharmacy along with our three children who worked 
through high school and college. 
 
 
Upon my retirement, the owners of The Apothecarium approached us to 
lease this building for a medical cannabis dispensary. As a responsible 
neighbor and landlord, I did not consider it until I could see how their 
business in the Duboce Triangle was run. I went to the building and to my 
surprise their security people refused to let me in because I did not have 
the proper paperwork to enter a cannabis dispensary. Even when I 
explained why I needed to see the interior, I was told legally I could not 
enter.  I was impressed that they followed the law so strictly. 
 
Later, after making special arrangements with the owner, I was given a 
tour and I was extremely impressed with the way they conduct their 
business.  
 
The nature of health care practice is changing, along with the 
understanding of the use of cannabis as medicine. I believe cannabis 
should be dispensed legally and safely. I am impressed with the way 
the Apothecarium is run and I think it would be a positive addition to 
our neighborhood.  
 
 
Gerald Davalos, Pharmacist 
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584 Castro Street #333 
San Francisco CA  94114-2512 

 
 formerly “Merchants of Upper Market & Castro – MUMC” 

415/431-2359 
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April 21, 2015 
By Email and USPS hardcopy 
Andrew Perry, Staff Planner 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco CA  94103-2479 
 
Re:   Case No. 2014-003153CUA, for 2505 Noreiga Street, San Francisco 
 Conditional Use Authorizations & etc. for Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) 
 
Dear Mr. Perry,  
 
CASTRO MERCHANTS hereby expresses its support for the proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) 
Application from our Member, The Apothecarium, proposed for 2505 Noreiga Street, in San Francisco.  The 
Apothecarium has operated a similar MCD in our service area, at 2095 Market Street for almost four years.  
 
CASTRO MERCHANTS is the merchants’ organization serving San Francisco’s Castro-Upper Market area, 
generally along Upper Market Street from Octavia Blvd. to Castro Street; Castro from Market to 19th Street; and 
cross streets throughout that area.  This area is one of the most historic and vibrant retail corridors in the City. 
Preserving that character and economic vibrancy (here and elsewhere in the City’s neighborhood business 
areas) is an important goal of CASTRO MERCHANTS.  CASTRO MERCHANTS has over 300 currently-
paid Members.  The Apothecarium’s current MCD at 2095 Market Street is within our organization’s primary 
service area, and we write this letter based on observations and experience with that location.  
 
When The Apothecarium first applied for an MCD permit in our neighborhood, it prompted a spirited debate 
about the appropriateness of the business.  Our community raised numerous issues and concerns during the 
process, all of which were addressed by the applicant. But the real proof has been in how the Apothecarium 
actually has operated since they moved into our neighborhood.  They have been a model business, with a well-
run MCD that has never had a police incident in its three years of operation.  The storefront is beautifully 
designed, spotlessly clean and staffed at the front door during operating hours to prevent loitering, double-
parking or other nuisances.   
 
The Apothecarium has been a benefit to the surrounding neighborhood businesses.  San Francisco’s Planning 
Staff even referenced them as a dispensary that successfully blends into the community, in its 2014 Report to 
the Board of Supervisors. 
 
 

 
….. continued 
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CASTRO MERCHANTS 
 
San Francisco Planning Department                  April 21, 2015 
Re: The Apothecarium;  Case No. 2014-003153CUA, for 2505 Noreiga Street, San Francisco 
 
 
The Apothecarium also gives back generously to the community in which they operate. Their Philanthropic 
Advisory Board directs funds back into the community, making it a stronger place through their 
generosity. They have supported over 30 neighborhood groups in the area, including Canine Companions for 
Independence, Muttville Senior Dog Rescue, Lyon-Martin Health Services, Dolores Street Community 
Services, Maitri, SF AIDS Foundation, and Rooms that Rock 4 Chemo. They also provide a Veteran Support 
Group and Patient Wellness Program through their dispensary.  
 
We urge your favorable consideration of The Apothecarium’s current application. We believe that the 
Noreiga/Taraval communities will be well served by having The Apothecarium join your retail family and 
neighborhoods.  It is a model business that actually invests in the neighborhood where it operates with the goal 
of making it a better place for everyone to live.  
 
In addition to today’s email to you and to the individuals cc’d below, a hardcopy of this letter is being mailed to 
you today.  
 
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding CASTRO MERCHANTS’ SUPPORT for this 
Application.  Please include this letter in the matter’s permanent file with your Department, and assure that it is 
provided to all of your Department’s Staff and Commissioners and to any other hearing panels at the time that 
this matter is considered by them.  Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
  Respectfully, 

                                 
Daniel Bergerac, President 

 
 
 

Email and hardcopy cc:  Ryan Hudson, The Apothecarium 
email cc:     Supervisor Katy Tang 
         Capt. Curtis Lum, SFPD Taraval Station 
                   

…. LtrPlanningApothecariumTaraval041715.docx 



April 22, 2017

Andrew Perry -Project Manager
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94013

Dear Mr. Andrew Perry:

As a resident of Sunset, I strongly oppose to the opening of medical marijuana
outlet (MCD) at 2505 Noriega Street in San Francisco. If opened, it will be
disastrous and intolerable for the residents and merchants in the vicinity.

To begin with, there are children facilities within 1,000 feet of the proposed
MCD and thus such proposal violates Californian State Law. Regardless, more
consideration and protection should be given to the children, not to profit-
oriented marijuana businessmen. Please spare our children and future
generations from drugs!

In addition, the proposed MCD is in a busy area. Thus, traffic problems will
aggravate, not to mention the likely tremendous increase in traffic accidents
related to marijuana as reflected in other marijuana states.

Crime rate will likely increase very considerably due to the MCD, and residents
will have to live in an unsafe environment. According to California District
Attorneys Association, their biggest worries about legalization of marijuana are
the infiltration of drug gangs and traffic accidents.

Businesses in the vicinity will be adversely impacted to a large extent. Some of
them may have to go out of business. This is really unfair to them.

Suffice it to say, because of the various pernicious effects, please definitely
reject the MCD application at 2505 Noriega Street.

Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

~` __.~



From: Frank Lee
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: 2505 Noriega Street MCD Application
Date: Monday, March 20, 2017 7:04:52 AM

Dear Mr. Perez,

On behalf of a large number of businesses and residents in Sunset District
in the vicinity of 2505 Noriega Street in San Francisco, I hereby ask you and
your department to disapprove the MCD application on 2505 Noriega Street.

In accordance with the current law, no MCD can be opened within 1,000 of
schools or registered child care centers.  Within just 250 feet or two blocks
of this location, Ark of Hope Preschool, Inc., a state registered child care
center, has been operating there for over 10 years.  Now their administrators
and parents are extremely concerned with this MCD application and they
would likely go out of business if this MCD application was granted.  They
have already found attorneys to handle the case and will use every effort to
oppose to the application.

Residents in the vicinity are vehemently objecting to the application, which
can be reflected by the vociferous opposition on March 2nd when Dr. Huen,
an owner of this MCD, tried to convince residents in a meeting.  The news
story of that evening by CBS (KPIX Channel 5) can be found at Youtube
when one types “Residents of San Francisco Sunset District Protest Pot”. 
Local residents and merchants are extremely concerned with this MCD
application since it will likely cause various pernicious problems to the
neighborhood including but not limited to crime, traffic accidents and
congestion, youngsters’ addiction rate, loss of business, living environment,
etc.  

Right across the street from 2505 Noriega Street is Lutheran Church of the
Holy Spirit.  In accordance with California law, church is also a place where
children congregate and no MCD can be opened nearby.  In fact, we are
continuously collecting signatures from local businessmen and residents
even though more than 10,000 signatures have already been obtained
including from all the merchants in the vicinity.  According to the
“Conditional Use” provision in Sunset, no MCD can be opened without the
blessings of local residents who are determined to fight against this to the
end of their tether including going to court if needed.

Suffice it to say, please handle this impartially, keep us posted, and
disapprove the MCD application of 2505 Noriega Street.  This is a
straightforward application case which should be rejected or disapproved
beyond any shadow of a doubt.  We look forward to hearing from you. 
Thank you very much!

mailto:frlee@att.net
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org


From: maureen murphy
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: 2505 NORIEGA STREET MCD
Date: Thursday, June 01, 2017 3:43:59 PM

Hi, I am writing to express my strong opposition to the Medical Marijuana Dispensary on Noriega Street.
I was born in San Francisco and grew up in the Sunset. As an adult I bought a home in the Sunset.
That is 52 years living here and I live here for many reasons. One of them being that the Sunset is the
last of the truly residential neighborhoods. People establish roots here and raise a family. It is a quiet
neighborhood where until recently there was barely any crime. The crime rate sky rocketed when the
City or State passed the legislation that let criminals with drug charges free. (Can't remember the name
of it). They let drug addicted people back on the street and in order to feed their habit they need
money so they rob and steal. This has upset the neighborhood and brought a fear into the Sunset we
never had.

Regarding the Dispensary.  This has already been rejected by the neighborhood in years past. Anyone
can pay around $100 and get a doctor to approve a card for headaches, a sore back, etc. There are
plenty of Dispensaries in the City and Medical Marijuana is available to everyone by delivery. I have
gone by the one in the Haight where there were 5 men who looked homeless and dirty and they were
standing outside smoking and talking and laughing.  My point being that the Dispensaries are not always
being used by true patients. The Sunset is adjacent to Golden Gate Park where there are homeless and
drug addicts living there. I believe this will bring more crime and undesirable people into our quiet
neighborhood of families with children.

I also think, but I'm not sure, that this is the first time the proposed owners and developer of a Sunset
Dispensary are Chinese. I think the Mayor and Katy Tang are trying to push this through for whatever
reasons they have, while the residents who are 50% are Chinese (not sure of percentage) are opposed.
The Chinese have their own doctors and medicinal herbs. Nobody wants this around their kids. I think
you would find that people who are opposed are home owners that pay property taxes, while renters
who are transient and have no investment in the Sunset may approve it.

One argument the proposed owners have is that patients should be able to get medicine in their
neighborhood. I belong to UCSF, and if I need to get an MRI or see a general practitioner I need to go
to Mission Bay campus. If I need podiatry they send me to St. Lukes campus. If I need other things I go
to the Main campus. Medical services do not always come in a neat little package that is close to home.
The fact the other Dispensarys are located within San Francisco and will deliver to one's home should
be acceptable to patients.

Please help keep the Sunset a safe residential area where people plant roots and raise a family.  Please
keep the Medical Marijuana Dispensary out of the Sunset.

Maureen Murphy
3218 Moraga Street
San Francisco, Ca 94122

Sent from my iPad

mailto:caltgal@hotmail.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org


From: Alexandra Butler
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Vellve, Sara (CPC); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS);

Christensen, Julie (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang,
Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;
wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); Kessler, Larry (DPH)

Subject: Apothecarium Planned New Locations - Letter of Protest
Date: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 10:11:08 AM

Good Morning,

My name is Alexandra Butler. I am a resident of the Sunset, a public health and
cannabis professional and a former employee of the Apothecarium. I write to you to
implore you to STOP the expansion of this awful business in the Marina AND the
Sunset.

I am a resident of the Sunset (94122) and a community public health activist; I
worked at Apothecarium from August 2012 until late 2014. And if you doubt my
claims, please note Apothecarium still uses me to promote their business (you will
see my face if you look at apothecariumsf.com on the main page next to Senator
Dina Titus). I support safe access to medical cannabis, but I DO NOT support
Apothecarium in their bid to expand to the marina or to the sunset.

Why?

1. They lie to patients and sell poison as medicine.
When I worked at Apothecarium, I pressured management to improve standards for
testing. They began testing their medicine for poisonous, neurotoxic,
neurodegenerative residual solvents. They had me do media work to get this
published nationally (Cannabis Now Magazine, issue 11, see interview with Alexandra
Butler). As soon as I quit, they got rid of this rule. They still test their medicine, but
they are knowingly releasing very high levels of these poisons into their patients.
Additionally, despite being notified of the health effects of drinking isopropyl alcohol,
they have had a product on their shelves for years that is an isopropyl extract that
they recommend for oral use. In my time working there, I saw many people get sick
off the medicine Apothecarium was dispensing, which is why I worked hard to
establish reasonable limits on toxic substances in these items marketed as
medicines. I find it morally unconscionable that these individuals knowingly make
their patients sicker (even though they have every resource available to improve
community health). 

2. Poor community outreach
In their first application to the board of supervisors, Apothecarium made a lot of
promises. In my time their or in the time since, I have not once seen Apothecarium
clean the sidewalks as they promised. I have seen them cut programs that my
research showed was needed including a veterans group that I established after
performing a community health needs and resource assessment, AND I have seen
them cut funds to their education program. My neighborhood, the Sunset, does NOT
want this business here. I would love safe access to medicine in my neighborhood,
but I do not consider Apothecarium a provider of safe or affordable medicine. 

3. Bad business practices
Simply enough, this group of very greedy people is very wealthy, wants more
money, and cares not for the effects its actions take on others. I left this

mailto:butler.alexandra.erin@gmail.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:sara.vellve@sfgov.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=546a7a58df8a4684ba38c772e4fbb4a3-John Avalos
mailto:london.breed@sfgov.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87a5f8a3ee934182ac43f8a3d8dd1cb6-David Campos
mailto:julie.christensen@sfgov.org
mailto:malia.cohen@sfgov.org
mailto:mark.farrell@sfgov.org
mailto:jane.kim@sfgov.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=044204eb242548a6b8d9fded03e7d748-Eric L Mar
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mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:cwu.planning@gmail.com
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organization in good standing after putting in my two weeks notice in August 2014. I
was not paid my last check for months, until January 2014, despite repeated
requests. Poor management and a lack of understanding of how to operate a legal
business reflects badly on this business; they have a cadre of disgruntled former
employees who would agree.

Apothecarium is quite simply a BAD ACTOR in this industry. They are not activists,
they do not help patients, and if you vote to support them you, our supervisors, are
knowingly making a choice to poison the people of San Francisco. This organization
does not deserve the glowing reputation they have achieved. I spoke out to support
SPARC during their hearings last year; I am also a former employee of that
organization and even though I was fired from SPARC I would support them anyday
over the Apothecarium. I understand this is an organization that has gone out of its
way to sway your opinions and I beg you to understand that they are liars, they are
not good business people and they are knowingly hurting patients. I particularly
implore those of you who generally do support safe access (Mr. Richards, I
remember you from Apothecarium, and Ms. Johnson, I remember you from SPARC)
to STOP the expansion of this busines.

I would support any other dispensary operator from the City of San Francisco in its
expansion OTHER than Apothecarium: SPARC, The Green Cross, Barbary Coast and
many others are doing a lot to make REAL medicine available for people. I have
proof of all of this and am happy to speak to any of you in person. 

There are real good actors in this industry, just not Apothecarium. As a heads up, I
have designed and am planning to implement a citywide community health research
and needs assessment relating to medical cananbis (I was going to do this with the
Harvest on Geary team but have decided to keep it grass roots, no pun intended)
and I would love the input of the Board of Supervisors and Department of Public
Health in this process. I emailed Larry Kessler last week to touch base and he was
excited. In any case, thank you for your time and attention, and please vote to stop
the expansion of Apothecarium San Francisco.

Best,
Alexandra Butler
Founder, The Hepburns
MPH, GIPH, NYU, International and Community Public Health
BA, UCLA



From: elena rodriguez
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS)
Subject: marijuana dispensary
Date: Saturday, June 24, 2017 4:10:50 PM

Dear voting party

Please do not advocate for this dispensary in the sunset.  It's common knowledge that many "patients"
of marijuana are obtaining quicky prescriptions to get their addiction satisfied.  
I do understand those that truly need the product, but I know that the methods for obtaining their
needed medicine is available through many different methods.

If it goes through, what I foresee, is a lot of people that are heavily addicted frequenting an
establishment like the dispensary along with others selling more potent drugs.

It's sad seeing our young getting addicted so easily and I don't really want our neighborhood making it
easier.  All the data regarding how young minds are altered permanently from habitually smoking
marijuana is worrisome and again, why make it easier.

I also foresee people with  prescriptions buying at the dispensary and then selling it to those who don't
have a prescription , much like adults buying liquor for minors.

I don't know.  Shootings are increasing in the sunset, homelessness is increasing as well.  Pease. let's
not be naive and say that a dispensary will not attract a crowd that can sometimes be desperate and
careless while driving and careless with their own health.,

You have a lot of power and a lot of responsiblity.  My hope is that you remember that every action will
have consequences.  

Sincerly,

Ilma and James  longtime sunset residents

mailto:elenarodriguez232@yahoo.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:Richhillissf@yahoo.com
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From: David Pelfrey
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: MCD - 2505 Noriega Strongly Opposed
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 9:53:22 PM
Attachments: marijuanarpt0315.pdf

Dear Commissioner Perry,

My name is David Pelfrey and I am a supervisory ranger with the National Park
Service and I live at 1751 32nd Ave in San Francisco, a few houses north of the
proposed MCD.

I strongly oppose this site use on several grounds.  Firstly, it is possible to purchase
marijuana and have it delivered to one's door through the Apothecarium company
on a same-day delivery basis with the existing footprint.  If one desires to order
groceries online for delivery, one must typically order by 6pm the day previous to
the expected delivery.  In short, one may obtain marijuana more efficiently in this
city than food & vegetables.  There is simply no viable need for this service in our
neighborhood.

Secondly, the City & County of San Francisco needs to consider carefully any public
policy that expands the number of MCDs in its jurisdiction.  This urban area is a
large demand market on Marijuana cultivated & produced in this state.  Presently
there are insufficient resources & controls in place to monitor environmental
compliance & enforcement of laws designed to protect both the public & the
environment.

I attach here a PDF from the California Department of Fish & Wildlife/California State
Water Resource Control Boards outlining the current, ongoing, environmental
impacts of marijuana cultivation in the state, its impacts on watersheds, wildlife, &
public lands. Under the present system, both state & federal agencies are
inadequately funded to ensure basic compliance & my career in the field is a
testimony to the severe and ongoing impact of poorly regulated marijuana
cultivation in our state. 

The City and County of San Francisco should do its part and craft a sound policy
that severely limits the MCD facilities to a number small enough to allow law
enforcement & public health authorities to easily monitor compliance with existing
law.  Marijuana needs to be sustainably grown, free of harmful toxins, and marketed
in areas close to departments that are tasked with monitoring & compelling
compliance.

Aside from the massive environmental catastrophe the marijuana industry has visited
on our state, there is the issue of the Eagle 20 fungicide.  I understand that
Apothecarium allegedly tests all of its product via the Steep Hill laboratory; however,
what testing program does the San Francisco Department of Public Health have in
place to safeguard the public in this area of compliance?  If the answer is none,
there should be no further discussion of allowing an MCD to operate as a business
where the potential byproduct of smoking the marijuana is hydrogen cyanide.  It is
already difficult to take children to a public park and not have to inhale second-hand
marijuana smoke of undetermined origin.  I would like some assurance that the SF
Department of Public Health has an inspection & monitoring plan in place and that
the number of MCDs is small enough for the department to guarantee full

mailto:primarysourceresearch@gmail.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
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Joint Report to the Legislature on the Department of Fish and Wildlife and State 
Water Resources Control Board pilot project to address the Environmental 
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This report is in response to the 2014-2015 Supplemental Report for item 3600-001-0001-
Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department or CDFW), which provides the following directive: 
 
 “The Department of Finance shall report, on behalf of the Marijuana Task Force, on or before 
January 10, 2015, to the Assembly and Senate budget committees, on its recommendations to 
require marijuana producers growing under Proposition 215 protections, to comply with regular 
permitting, and with any need for regulatory changes to allow law enforcement to accompany 
regulators for site visits.” 
 
In this report, the Department and the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board)1 
provide an overview of the joint pilot project to address environmental degradation resulting 
from marijuana cultivation, a discussion of the agencies’ interaction with other state agencies, 
and a discussion of the program’s outcomes between August 2014 and February 1, 2015.   This 
report also describes that the CDFW and the Water Board intend to require that marijuana 
producers growing on private lands comply with CDFW’s and the Water Boards’ existing and 
soon-to-be adopted permitting programs and current environmental protection laws.  There is 
no need for a regulatory change that would allow law enforcement to accompany regulators on 
site visits as that authority currently exists.   
 
Background 
 
While the Department, as the trustee agency of the state’s fish and wildlife resources, and the 
Water Boards, as the trustee agencies of the state’s water quality and water supply, have been 
engaged in enforcement activities relating to cannabis cultivation for many years, they recently 
proposed through the Governor’s Office a pilot project to deploy regulatory measures and a 
focused enforcement effort regarding growers on private lands.  The pilot project arose, in part, 
out of the rapid escalation of cannabis cultivation and proliferation of cultivation sites, primarily 
in Northern California.   
 
Based on satellite imagery and aerial photography, the Department confirmed in 2014 that 
streams and rivers that contain threatened and endangered species habitat have experienced a 
five-fold increase in grading and land clearing activities in the last five years as a result of 
conversion for cannabis cultivation.  The CDFW study results indicate water diversion for 
marijuana cultivation could completely dewater three of four study streams.  Study results 
were confirmed in the summer of 2014 when water diversion for marijuana cultivation, in 
combination with severe drought, caused large segments of these same streams to run dry.  In 
all, CDFW personnel documented or received public reports of more than 24 salmon and 
steelhead streams going dry in the northwestern portion of California due to drought and 
excessive use for marijuana cultivation.   


                                                           
1 The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and the State Water Resources Control Board, distinct state agencies, are all involved in the pilot project with 
CDFW.  For the sake of simplicity, the three Water Board entities will be referred to herein simply as the Water 
Boards.   
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Nearly all of the marijuana cultivation in drought-stricken watersheds in the state is occurring 
without regard to other applicable laws and regulations because cultivators do not apply for 
permits intended to protect water quality and fish and wildlife resources.   
 
 
  


 
Figure 1.  In 2012, southern Humboldt County alone contained more than 2,000 marijuana 
cultivation sites (each red dot indicates a site).  The number of sites and the average size of 
these operations steadily increase every year. 


 
 
The Budget Act of 2014 appropriated resources for both CDFW and the Water Board to reduce 
environmental damage caused by marijuana cultivation on private and high value state-owned 
public lands in California.  CDFW received $1.5 million and seven positions, and the Water 
Boards received $1.8 million and 11 positions, to create a multi-disciplinary Marijuana Task 
Force, and to implement a priority-driven approach to address the natural resources damages 
from marijuana cultivation on private lands in northern California and on high conservation 
value public lands.   
 
The pilot project’s initial effort is focused in the geographic area where CDFW and the Water 
Board have the greatest need, which are those counties covered by CDFW Regions 1 (Del Norte, 
Siskiyou, Modoc, Humboldt, Trinity, Shasta, Lassen, Mendocino, and Tehama), and Region 4 
(Tuolumne, Stanislaus, Mariposa, Merced, Madera, San Benito, Fresno, Monterey, Kings, 
Tulare, San Luis Obispo, and Kern).  These counties are covered by the Central Valley and North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
Division of Water Rights.  The pilot project has four components; (1) the development of a 
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regulatory program; (2) targeted enforcement in high value watersheds; (3) education and 
outreach to cultivators about best management practices; and (4) multi-agency coordination at 
the state and local level.  CDFW’s and the Water Boards objective is to prevent, assess, and 
remediate environmental damage from marijuana cultivation sites.  CDFW’s and the Water 
Boards’ top priorities are to prevent environmental damage impacting streams and habitat and 
preserve scarce water supplies, each of which is being severely afflicted by the ongoing drought 
coupled with increased demands on stream flows caused by the rapid proliferation of cannabis 
cultivation sites.   
 
Overview of the Program 
 
In July 2014, CDFW and the Water Board prepared a Strategic Plan entitled, “Regulation and 
Enforcement of Unauthorized Diversions; Discharges of Waste to Surface and Groundwater 
Caused by Marijuana Cultivation.”  The Strategic Plan describes a multi-agency approach for 
regulating environmental impacts and enforcing against crimes and civil violations associated 
with marijuana cultivation. The Plan directs CDFW to investigate and enforce violations of illegal 
streambed alterations associated with marijuana production, and the Water Board to 
investigate and enforce against violations of water quality laws, regulations and objectives as 
well as unauthorized diversions of surface water.  
 
In August 2014, CDFW formed the Watershed Enforcement Team (WET) to implement the 
Strategic Plan.  The specific mission of WET is to accomplish the objectives of the Strategic Plan: 
permitting, enforcement, education and outreach, as well as coordination with other agencies.  
WET is composed of one Wildlife Officer Supervisor (Lieutenant), two Wildlife Officers, two 
Senior Environmental Scientists (Specialist), one Attorney, and one Associate Government 
Program Analyst.  At about the same time, the Water Board formed its WET teams, consisting 
of water resources control engineers, geologists, environmental scientists and a senior 
attorney.  Four are stationed in the Central Valley Region’s Redding office, four are stationed in 
the North Coast Region’s Santa Rosa office, and three, including the senior prosecutor, are 
stationed at the Office of Enforcement in Sacramento. 
 
Program Outcomes 
 
Permitting  
 
The Water Board is in the process of promulgating a conditional waiver of waste discharge 
requirements (permit) in both the North Coast and Central Valley Regions.  A conditional waiver 
of waste discharge requirements will require all persons engaged in the activity of cultivating 
cannabis to enroll in the program, comply with terms and conditions and pay a fee.  While the 
permits must undergo a public process before they can be adopted by the respective Regional 
Water Boards, they are expected to contain such terms and conditions as, among others, a site 
operations plan, proper fuel storage and maintenance, appropriately sized and graded stream 
crossings, appropriately graded grow and structure pads, guidelines for fertilizer use and pest 
control and water conservation measures.  The North Coast Region is expecting to have its 
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permit available for public comment in March, and hopes to have the permit considered for 
adoption by its Board in Summer, 2015.  The Central Valley Region’s permit is approximately 4-
6 months behind the North Coast Region’s due to differences in the applicable Basin Plan and 
other existing regulatory programs.  The permits only apply to activities conducted on private 
land.   
 
Education and Outreach 
 
Members of the CDFW and Water Board team made presentations on the adverse 
environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation and the pilot project to the Association of 
California Water Agencies, the Association of Environmental Planners, the Governor’s 
Prevention and Advisory Council, the Emerald Growers’ Association, the Small Farmer’s 
Association, the Humboldt Watershed Council, the California Association of Counties, the 
California Bar Association (North Coast Environmental Chapter), a group of loosely affiliated 
medical marijuana advocates from the Central Valley, the Western Plant Science Association, 
California NORML, California Cannabis Industry Association, American for Safe Access, CalTrout, 
Trout Unlimited and the Nature Conservancy.   
 
Pilot project staff has distributed over 2,000 flyers providing basic information about safe 
environmental practices to be printed and distributed at public meetings, at grower’s supply 
shops and other places where cannabis cultivators purchase materials.  We have just proofed a 
flyer to be sent to all licensed grading contractors in the pilot project area warning of the 
potential liability for improperly graded areas that threaten to discharge sediments or other 
pollutants to waters. 
 
Between the Department and the Water Boards, we have undertaken over a dozen radio 
interviews addressing the adverse impacts of cannabis cultivation and the components of the 
pilot project, in addition to many dozens of newspaper and periodical interviews resulting in 
print stories.  Publications where CDFW and/or the Water Boards have addressed adverse 
environmental impacts and/or the pilot project include the Associated Press, the New York 
Times, Discover Magazine, the San Francisco Examiner, the Santa Rosa Press Democrat, the 
Eureka Times Standard, and the Willits News.   
 
The agencies are working with the California Department of Pesticide Regulation to develop 
and circulate information about safe, non-chemical pest control practices.   
 
Enforcement 
 
In September of 2014, WET Wildlife Officers received training while working with the CDFW’s 
Marijuana Enforcement Team (MET) and local county drug task forces.  During this training, 
these Wildlife Officers played an important role in seizing several thousand pounds of 
processed marijuana.  WET Environmental Scientists prepared field data sheets and templates 
for Environmental Impact Assessments and acquired the necessary tools to properly investigate 
violations.  These scientists also worked closely with WET Wildlife Officers to organize case 
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work and timelines.  Meanwhile, Water Board team members received training in inspection 
protocols and violations and prepared to enter the field. 
 
CDFW and the Water Boards undertook 42 site inspections in the pilot area between 
September 2014 and February 1, 2015.  The multi-disciplinary team noted unauthorized 
discharges of waste, unauthorized diversions of water, diversions without streambed alteration 
agreements and other water quality violations.  Most cases will result in administrative civil 
liability actions by CDFW and/or the Water Boards, and/or cleanup and abatement orders.  The 
remaining cases will be referred to the applicable County District Attorneys for criminal 
prosecution, or to applicable County Counsels’ offices for civil code and nuisance abatement 
actions.  WET staff also took 23 public complaints (phone calls, emails, interviews) in 
September, mostly concerning water trucks diverting stream flow on fish-bearing waterways. 
 
 (See Figure 3.)  
 


 
Figure 3.  CDFW personnel inspecting an unpermitted pond found adjacent to a marijuana 
cultivation site.  This pond captured and diverted all the water from a small tributary to an 
important salmon and steelhead stream. 


 
 
Multi-Agency Coordination 
 
CDFW and the Water Board have met with the United States Department of Justice and United 
States Environmental Protection Agency to discuss the pilot project and how it is consistent 
with recent guidance to the United States Attorneys with respect to cannabis enforcement 
under federal law.  (See 8/29/2013 Memorandum for all United States Attorneys; Guidance 
Regarding Marijuana Enforcement.)   
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The agencies are engaged in ongoing meetings with the California Department of Pesticide 
Regulation regarding the safe use of pesticides and developing educational materials 
concerning non-chemical pest control.  We have also met with a variety of other state agencies 
to brief them on the pilot project and investigate and ascertain what rolls they can play in 
helping stop the adverse environmental impacts from cannabis cultivations, including the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, CalRecycle, the Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection, the Board of Forestry, the Department of Water Resources, the Department of 
Justice, the District Attorneys’ Association, the North Coast Sheriffs, the Rural County 
Representatives of California, some Resource Conservation Districts, the Agriculture 
Commissioners and the Board of Equalization. 
 
Critically, we have met with law enforcement and civil officials, including members of Boards of 
Supervisors, County Counsels, Sheriffs, District Attorneys, County Planners and Code 
Enforcement officers and County Executives in Butte, Shasta, Siskiyou, Tehama, Mendocino, 
Trinity, Yuba and Humboldt Counties.  The pilot project team members coordinate inspections 
and enforcement actions with local law enforcement and civil officials to ensure we are 
leveraging our resources to the maximum extent practicable, and that we are not interfering 
with local efforts aimed at protection of the environment and/or the public healt 
 
DFW and Water Board Recommendations Regarding Possible Legislative/Regulatory Changes 
Needed to Assure Growers Under Proposition 215 Comply with Existing Permitting 
Requirements. 
 
DFW Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement Fee Enhancement for Marijuana Cultivation 
Sites that Require Remediation. 
 
CDFW is considering a proposal to modify its Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) permitting 
program by increasing the fees that marijuana growers must pay to apply for LSA permits 
associated with MCS that require remediation.  Specifically, CDFW is considering whether to 
update California Code of Regulations section 699.5 to add a separate fee schedule specific to 
MCS that require remediation.  CDFW believes that increasing the fee schedule for LSA permits 
sought for MCS that require remediation will give unpermitted marijuana producers, growing 
under Proposition 215, an incentive to comply with CDFW’s LSA permitting program before 
MCS remediation is necessary.   
 
In 2014, the Departments’ Region 1 office issued LSA permits for approximately 11 MCS’s in 
Humboldt County.  The Humboldt County Sheriff’s Department estimates there are more than 
4,000 such sites spread throughout this mostly rural county.  If one compares the number of 
MCS-related permits issued in Humboldt County to this law enforcement estimate, CDFW has 
permitted approximately .002% of all MCS in one third of the Emerald Triangle (includes 
Humboldt, Trinity, and Mendocino counties).  If CDFW and SWRCB are successful in getting 
regulatory compliance with even one quarter of Northern California marijuana growers, one 
can expect a substantial increase in permit applications for these often complex projects.   
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The LSA permitting of a MCS cleanup is complex.  Most sites, typically inspected on search 
warrants during the summer cultivation season, require some form of expedited remediation 
measures before the onset of winter rains due to poorly constructed roads, stream crossings, 
on-stream dams, and cultivation areas graded into very steep and erosive terrain.  Without 
timely remediation, MCS’s can impair water quality through direct and indirect sediment 
delivery to stream channels, which negatively impacts important habitat for state and federally-
listed aquatic species. 
 
The potential for MCS’s to significantly impact the state’s natural resources requires immediate 
action on the part of the CDFW’s permitting staff.  While the governing statutes require staff to 
issue an LSA within 90 days of receiving a complete application, the permitting of MCS 
remediation is typically expedited in the interest of protecting public trust resources.  Such 
permitting is often completed well before the 90 day statutory timeline, to ensure construction 
activities are completed before inclement weather.  In addition, given the potential for impacts 
to sensitive species and habitats, permit application processing for MCS cleanup is often given 
preference over more typical project applications (i.e. a single culvert installation on a private 
road in an urbanized setting). 
 
This unconventional permitting process is problematic for a number of reasons.  First, the 
additional workload is unanticipated and strains the CDFW’s personnel resources.  No 
additional staff are available to process these unexpected permit applications.  Second, 
application processing and issuance of permits for law-abiding citizens are delayed, creating an 
unfair burden on those who followed the law.  Third, expediting permits for MCS remediation 
does not dissuade people from continuing to violate Fish and Game Code section 1602.  Given 
that these fees are identical for lawful applications and an expedited timeline to receive a 
permit, the process could possibly encourage unscrupulous growers to choose the unlawful 
route. 
 
CDFW regulatory staff spend considerably more time on LSA applications’ associated with MCS 
remediation than more typical permit applications.  Remediation plans included in these LSA 
applications often contain engineered grading plans, habitat restoration or enhancement plans, 
and strict timelines for completion.  CDFW staff must review and approve those plans, and 
conduct frequent monitoring of sites to ensure proper implementation and completion.  More 
complicated sites require additional staff with different areas of expertise, and thus greater 
staff time and personnel expenditures. 
 
CDFW’s WET program will greatly expand its efforts in 2015 to regulate the marijuana 
cultivation industry.  In addition, the SWRCB will begin a regulatory program involving the 
permitting of MCS.  Part of this new SWRCB program will include the need for applicants to 
apply for a LSA permit when applicable.  If both programs are successful, CDFW expects a 
substantial increase in LSA permit applications.  Existing staff will not be capable of handling 
this new permit workload in addition to conducting public outreach, working on enforcement 
efforts, documenting environmental damages, and monitoring existing permitted sites.  
Additional staffing resources and funding will be necessary to protect public trust resources.  A 
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fee enhancement on these new applicants would provide CDFW with the necessary funding to 
properly permit MCS. 
 
CDFW proposes a fee enhancement of 300%, up to the statutory cap of $5,000 (see Fish and 
Game Code section 1609(b)(1)), to obtain a LSA permit that requires MCS remediation in order 
to help ameliorate the unconventional permitting process described above.  Each segment of 
the fee schedule would increase correspondingly.  This enhancement would help fully fund the 
true cost of staff processing MCS permits, enable CDFW to hire additional staff to help process 
these complicated permits and the anticipated increase in permit applications as the WET team 
expands its operations, and would provide a disincentive for violating Fish and Game Code 
Section 1602.   
 


Table 2. CDFW Standard LSA Agreement Current Fee Schedule and 
Proposed Change for MCS Remediation 


Project Cost Current Fee Proposed Fee 
$0-$5,000 $245.50  $736.50  


$5,000-$10,000 $307.25  $921.75  
$10,000-$25,000 $613.75  $1,841.25  


$25,000-$100,000 $921.00  $2,763.00  
$100,000-$200,000 $1,351.50  $4,054.50  
$200,000-$350,000 $1,833.25  $5,000.00*  
$350,000-$500,000 $2,763.25  $5,000.00  
$500,000 or more $4,912.25  $5,000.00  


* Regulatory fee cap per Fish and Game Code section 1609(b)(1).  
 
 
 
 State Water Resources Control Board Water Diversion/Storage Permit and Waste Discharge 
Permit.  
 
The Water Board’s Division of Water Rights oversees and regulates California’s system of water 
rights, including the diversion of surface waters.  In the first major category, the Task Force is 
gathering information about, analyzing and developing solutions to address unauthorized 
diversions by cannabis cultivators.  It is also doing the same with respect to riparian right 
holders who may be diverting consistent with their right, but are nevertheless adversely 
affecting in stream flows and, consequently, fish and wildlife habitat and drinking water 
supplies.  In addition to addressing how best to deploy resources to curtail unauthorized 
diversions, the Task Force is looking at how to work with riparian right holders so that they can 
divert at high flow periods and stop diverting during low flow periods.  This requires looking at 
storage and permit options, waste and unreasonable use issues and, potentially, public trust 
issues, all of which are issues of primacy for the water boards.   
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At this time, the Water Boards plan to transition to a regulatory structure by adopting two 
“tiered” conditional waivers of waste discharge requirements or “permits” in the North Coast 
and Central Valley Regions, respectively.  The two permits will be substantially similar, but have 
some nuanced differences based primarily on differences in the Regions’ respective Basin Plans 
and other existing regulatory programs.  The North Coast conditional waiver is being reviewed 
internally by the Task Force at this time.  The North Coast’s conditional waiver is slated for 
release to the public sometime in March, and should be on track to be considered for adoption 
after public comments and response sometime in Summer 2015.  The Central Valley’s 
conditional waiver is likely 4-6 months behind this time frame.  Once adopted, the Water 
Boards will expect cannabis cultivators to enroll in the permits and pay an appropriate fee, 
which will be based on the tier in which the cultivator is slotted.  The Water Boards have agreed 
with local sheriffs and other law enforcement agencies that it will work with them to determine 
which cultivators qualify, or could qualify with compliance assistance, for inclusion in a 
regulatory program, and which cultivators cannot qualify and are better suited to referral to 
law enforcement for criminal or civil prosecution.   
 
Additional Consideration: Regulations/Legislation Related to Diversions or Obstruction of  Fish-
bearing Waterways, and Transport of Stolen Water. 
 
CDFW and the Water Boards are considering whether legislative or regulatory changes are 
necessary to help address other cultivation-related activities adversely affecting fish and 
wildlife resources.  For example, the obstruction or impeding of fish passage,  unscreened 
diversions, and vehicular transport of water for marijuana cultivation without a lawful water 
hauler license may impact fish and wildlife resources.  Illegal water drafting by individuals using 
unscreened diversions, barriers to fish movement, and portable tanks and pumps has increased 
at an alarming rate, especially during the drought. CDFW is considering proposals to enhance 
enforcement of Fish and Game Code sections 5901 and 6100. Most laws addressing theft of 
water are found in the Water Code, but are difficult to enforce.  California Health and Safety 
Code (H&SC) section 111120 requires operators of water haulers (WH) operating in California 
to obtain a water hauler license issued by the Department of Public Health’s Food and Drug 
Branch.  The water hauler license is required to haul water in bulk for drinking, culinary or other 
purposes involving a likelihood of the water being ingested by humans. “In bulk” means 
containers having capacities of 250 gallons or greater.  Section 111120 of the H&SC applies to 
potable water.  Based on CDFW and Water Board staff receiving tips on trucks drafting and 
delivering water for marijuana cultivation, it is reasonable to assume this water is not initially 
meant for consumption and it is questionable whether a source is potable water.  Therefore, 
CDFW and the Water Boards believe legislative and/or regulatory changes may be necessary to 
regulate the vehicular transport of water used by marijuana producers growing on private 
lands. 
Additional Consideration: Abandoned and Orphaned Site Cleanup Funds. 
 
CDFW and the Water Boards have discovered many abandoned cannabis cultivation sites and 
those where the property owner lacks funds to remediate adverse site conditions.  These sites 
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pose significant threats to water quality on both public and private lands.  Currently, there are 
no public funds available to remediate orphaned and abandoned sites.   







compliance with existing California law. 

I urge the commission not to allow the proposed MCD, the Apothecarium at 2505
Noriega Street, San Francisco CA 94122, to conduct business in our neighborhood. 
Moreover, I urge the Planning Commission to cease granting any additional permits
for MCDs in the City & County of San Francisco until the marijuana industry matures
into a less environmentally destructive force in this state.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TOZPLRXR_xk

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RGx_u648W28

Kind Regards,

David Pelfrey
415-716-1807

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TOZPLRXR_xk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TOZPLRXR_xk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TOZPLRXR_xk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RGx_u648W28
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RGx_u648W28
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RGx_u648W28


From: Myron Lee
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: Medical Marijuana In Sunset
Date: Friday, June 30, 2017 8:45:31 PM

Hi Andrew Perry,

I am a resident of the Parkside/Sunet and so are my parents. I am writing to protest the
location of the proposed dispensary on Noriega and let me quickly outline why:

1. Noriega is notoriously busy and there is already limited parking during most of the
day.

2. The proposed location is a couple blocks away from at least 2 preschools (Moraga and
31st and Ark of Hope at Noriega and 34). You don't put strip joints there or a liquor
store, please don't put a dispensary there.

3. The location is also close to the tree line along Sunset Blvd. People already hang out
there to smoke so you can imagine it's a place to hide and light up right next to a
West Portal Lutheran (Moraga and 36th).

4. There are 2 churches (31st and Noriega, 34th and Noriega) where a number of family
church activities are held.

5. Sunset is really one of the last affordable refuge for families. Many parents oppose
opening one near schools their kids attend including mine.

Personally, within 2 years of me moving to 31st and Lawton, I was attacked by a medicinal
marijuana user. The person tried to follow my family into my house and I had to push him
out to keep him out. He took a swing at my dad and I. The cops came and because he had a
medical card, they can only take him to the "tank" (similar to drunk people) to sober up.
They asked if we wanted to press charges but did not due to what could happen if he comes
back with his friends. I've had to add a security metal gate to my house, change my front
door to a heavy metal gate, added a metal side security gate and an alarm system. 

Given Stonestown mall or the shopping center at Sloat where parking is much easier and
there are mall security guards, please ask them to move there. Help keep the kids and our
family safe and keep the sunset family friendly. I'm not opposing the dispensary, I'm
opposing the location near pre-schools and in an area that is very difficult to find parking. 

Thanks,
Myron Lee

mailto:myron_lee@hotmail.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org


From: Linda Medina-Sam
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: richhillissf@yahoo.com
Subject: No Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) in the Sunset District at (2505 Noriega Street, 94122) - Hearing today

6/8/17
Date: Thursday, June 08, 2017 1:22:08 PM

Dear Planning Commission and Supervisor Tang,
As 25+ year resident living within a 2-block radius of the proposed MCD, I strongly
oppose the opening of this retailer in my neighborhood along with my other
neighbors.  As a mother of two children; one currently attending and one that recently
graduated from Lowell High school, I cannot begin to tell you the challenges of raising
two good kids with all the distractions and temptations already in our neighborhoods
and the City alone.  Our quiet neighborhood does NOT need a MCD!

The proposed MCD is within 2-3 blocks of two different elementary schools and a
middle school (that my children attended).   Our quiet Sunset neighborhood DOES
NOT NEED or require a medical Marijuana (Cannabis) dispensary where kids may be
exposed to or tempted by adults or individuals that will wander in our neighborhood
streets.  The proposed MCD location is within the same blocks that mothers /
grandparents and seniors shop for groceries with their young children and
grandchildren.  We don't want our kids to be tempted to try marijuana or our seniors
to be robbed on their neighborhood streets.  This is the same location where families
and regular neighborhood residents bring their families to enjoy a night out for dinner.
 The proposed MCD in our neighborhood will provide only opportunities for crime and
exposure to individuals that may be addicted to other illegal drugs and substances.
 Our neighborhood and community cannot afford to have our children and seniors
exposed to such potential threats dangers.   The MCD does not provide value to our
Sunset neighborhoods. The MCD investors are only interested in lining their pockets
with profit, not to improve the quality of life in our quiet Sunset neighborhoods.  

This is the second or third time an MCD has been proposed in the Sunset and I do
not want to have this MCD on Noriega or any other block in the Sunset.  I have
personally spoken to the MCD investors at this Noriega location and have asked they
consider moving their "investment" to other areas that are more accessible to public
transportation near the City's downtown areas if this is truly a business interested in
helping those that need this medical cannabis treatment.  The Sunset doesn't need
this type of retailer/clinic.  I'd rather see a new hospital/clinic, school, or childcare
business in our neighborhood than an MCD.  

As a resident of the Sunset and a voter in San Francisco, I ask that you deny an MCD
in this Sunset location and other nearby locations.  An MCD will not benefit our
community.  This is a business that will only provide profit to the MCD investors and
will NOT provide value to the established neighborhoods where our families, children,
and seniors thrive.

Thank you for your consideration.

mailto:lm_sam@yahoo.com
mailto:katy.tang@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@yahoo.com


From: Anna Wall
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to MCD in Sunset District (2505 Noriega St)
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 4:30:26 PM

Dear Mr. Perry & Supervisor Tang:

We are the residents of Sunset District for 20 years in 2018.  Ironically, 2018 is when
recreational marijuana takes effect.  I am a single mother who raised 2 children in
the neighborhood, started  the pre-school at Ark of Hope Preschool & ended at
Lincoln High.  My whole life is in Sunset & we, at least I have no intention to leave
my beloved neighborhood.  

Although my children are all grown & not in their teens, having an MCD on 2505
Noriega St. may not be my major concern.  However, I feel very sorry for my
neighbors who have children to raise in the neighborhood where MCD is right at the
corner.  As a parent, you will try all your best to provide a safe & decent
neighborhood for your children to learn, experience & grow.  But, having an MCD in
my neighborhood is totally irresponsible because of its location where pre school,
daycare, community centers are so closed by.   It has more negative impact to our
community than helping other patients who need marijuana for medical use.  

I was on-line  & did my little research.  Patients who need marijuana for pain due to
illness can have delivery service with no obstacles.  In fact, the delivery service is
impressively efficient & even in minutes to get to patients'  doorstep.  My mother is
a cancer patient whose pain is controlled under the supervision of her  family doctor.
I understand every patient's need is different but the goal of keeping our Sunset
community free from marijuana is inevitable the same.  

Please say No to MCD on 2505 Noriega St.  

Thank you! 

Regards,

Anna Wall
Sunset Resident on 30th Ave. 

mailto:annawall.usa@gmail.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:katy.tang@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@yahoo.com
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org


From: Clee
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: Pot dispensary On Noriega St & 32 nd Ave
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 9:42:51 AM

Dear Andrew Perry,  Rich Hillis, Dennis Richards, Katy Tang,

I am the former Graphics Supervisor of DCP. I retired in 2003. One of my assign duties was preparing
CU maps for the planners.(ask long timers like Ozzie Taeb)  I live just 2 blocks down from the proposed
Pot Dispensary.  I remember preparing many 1000 ' radius maps for projects such as this. Isn't this a
Planning Code Violation on the proposed usage?  It is just 1 block down from a Lutheran church day
school. Many kids go there.  2 blocks down is a church pre-school day care.

The proposed for profit marijuana store is extremely bad for our neighborhood.  Besides the above
mentioned kids schools, the neighborhood contains many small businesses.  Many popular restaurants.
grocery markets, food take out stores, dim sum store, 4 banks, Chinatown health clinic, acupuncture
and herb stores, bar, hardware store, 2 dentist offices, coffee shop, packaging store, travel offices,
watch & clock store, liquor store, 2 churches, massage parlor, misc. stores & offices.  And a big Safeway
store.  These are all I can think of now. I'm sure you have prepared the entire list. The point is, is that
all of them generate an immense amount of traffic in the area. It is often congested with cars. Drivers
circling the block to find a parking spot. Delivery trucks parking in the middle of the street to make
deliveries. At times I have noticed that many of the available parking spaces are occupied with "disable 
card" automobiles.  So there is not a whole lot of parking here.

Yet the pot store has posters on the window boasting of serving over 4000 needy clients. I can not
imagine what will happen to the traffic here. Where will these additional 4000 people find a parking
space? Surely, I do not want them parking in front of my garage!  Nor do Safeway. High on pot!  In the
last few years, several store  and bank fronts have been smashed into by drivers stepping on the gas
instead of the brakes. Will these "brain impaired" pot drug takers be able to park correctly? The pot
store window also shows a poster of an Asian elderly couple who take the drug. Will they take a bus or
drive over here? Very scary. Many kids and elderly people walking around. I be very afraid to cross the
street with someone high on pot driving around here.

The pot store window poster also mentioned that a Lutheran church pastor approves and endorse this
dispensary. We thought it was the Lutheran church pastor up the block. No, it it's Not him. This Church
disapprove of the MCD dispensary store.  The referenced pastor is somewhere downtown. They also
mentioned in "donating" money to help the neighborhood. They are trying desperately to deceive &
"influence" the people living here with mis-information.  Not a good sign for the future of this
neighborhood. We do not need "drug profits" help here.

There are a handful of bio drugs companies developing pain control drugs using a ingredient from
marijuana without having a patient getting high or addicted to it. These drugs are in clinical trials. So
this proposed pot store will be totally unnecessary.
As Safeway already has a pharmacy, we don't need a specialized "drug" store.  We and our neighbors
do not need nor want this proposed pot store in our neighborhood. Please REJECT their application for
this proposed MCD store at 2505 Noriega Street. Thank you for your time in reading this.

Mr. &  Mrs. Clarence Lee
2708 Noriega Street

Sent from my iPad

mailto:clsnoopy@yahoo.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org


From: Jonathan Saunders
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: Rejection of The Apothecarium"s Proposed Noriega Location
Date: Wednesday, March 29, 2017 9:36:32 PM

Andrew Perry
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission St., #400
SF, CA 94103-4279
(415) 575-9197
Andrew.Perry@sfgov.org

Dear Mr. Perry,

I’m writing to NOT support The Apothecarium’s proposed medical marijuana dispensary at 
2050 Noriega Street. I live within blocks from the proposed location and am a frequent 
visitor of The Apothecarium’s 2029 Market Street location. I greatly admire the 
Apothecarium for its nonprofit focus to community groups and am happy to know that not a 
single police incident has occurred since they began operations in 2011.

As someone who has a medical condition that requires the support they provide, I do not 
believe they will be a positive addition to the neighborhood. My rejection of the location has 
nothing to do with concerns of safety or fears that they will not support the community. My 
rejection stems from the knowledge that their proposed location will not provide an additive 
benefit to the community or the customers they already provide service to. The San 
Francisco’s West Side can benefit from a host of other businesses or community efforts. A 
medical marijuana dispensary is not one of those businesses. Additionally, if an impairment 
kept me, an individual dedicated and loyal to The Apothecarium, from physically 
commuting to their location, I know they offer a delivery service, which in my opinion 
negates the necessity of requiring their services in my neighborhood. 

I am free to discuss my opinions further if necessary.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Saunders
2131 26th Avenue,
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 879-2604
jonjsaunders@gmail.com

mailto:jonjsaunders@gmail.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:Andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:jonjsaunders@gmail.com
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From: Mary
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: MCD Application for 2505 Noriega Street, SF
Date: Thursday, March 30, 2017 10:15:44 AM

ARK of Hope Preschool
2701 Noriega Street, San Francisco, CA  94122

 

3/25/2017

To whom it may concern,

We strongly oppose to the MCD application at 2505 Noriega Street in San Francisco. We
are voicing our objection to the opening of a marijuana dispensary within a 1000 feet of our
preschool.  We are a state licensed preschool which has been an important part of the
neighborhood, offering childcare to the families of the Sunset District of San Francisco.  We
have been at our location at 2701 Noriega since 2007. We have an enrollment of 42 children
between the ages of 2.5-6 years of age.
 
We consider the opening of the cannabis dispensary a hazard to the safety and well-being of
our children who walk past the dispensary on their way to our facility, and because we often
walk our children around the neighborhood for exercise and education. We take our
children out for neighborhood walks on a regular basis to introduce the variety and
uniqueness of their environment. Because of the homeless often camping near or on our
property, and the increasing traffic… our outings have been more challenging. Recently, we
and the children have been noticing the odors of marijuana in the air.  Comments like…
“what’s stinky’, “I smell a skunk”, “yew yucky smelly”, “what’s that stuff” are heard from the
children.  On one occasion the police was called because of a homeless person camped on
the corner of Noriega and 34th Avenue at the bus stop... he was obviously intoxicated and
high (open container by him plus the smell of marijuana). People waiting for the bus and a
driver stopped at the stop sign were concerned for us and called the police for us. Already,
the children are exposed to the risks of marijuana.
 
There is a contention that preschool students should not be protected under the 1,000-foot
rule against marijuana outlets since preschool students never come out of preschool during
the day and are just for parents to drop off and pick up.  The notion that preschoolers are in
“lock-down” after they arrive at school is ridiculous.  Preschoolers can be seen daily at public
playgrounds, on their way to dance and music classes, visiting the local police/fire stations,
visiting the zoo, museums, and walking the neighborhood. We were instrumental in
reopening a public playground in the neighborhood after it was burned to the ground. 
Outdoor activity is important to preschoolers. It shouldn't matter if the children attend
public or private facilities... they are still children... and our responsibility to keep safe.
Suffice it to say, based on above-mentioned facts, this contention does not stand and

mailto:marypfping@aol.com
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org


marijuana outlets should not be opened near a preschool.
 
We consider marijuana, whether for medicinal or recreation use a hazard to our children,
and threat to our business if parents withdraw their patronage due their opinions regarding
the use of marijuana.  We do not wish to be a testing nor proving ground for marijuana
tolerance at the expense of our children.  Do it where there are no children.  Let’s not make
the same mistakes we made with tobacco use… hundreds of years before we discover and
admit its harm.  Only now we ban it from most public places, and away from children.
 
We would object as a preschool, the opening of a bar, a brothel, an X-rated bookstore, a
casino, or even the construction of a micro-wave communication tower… because of the risk
of harm, and negative influence to our children.  There are already ordinances and
restrictions for these risks in place. Marijuana, a classified narcotic, a substance known to
adversely affect teens, negatively affect driving and decision making, and still illegal in many
places in the US and internationally, should be no exception.  Keep it out of reach and
influence of our children. Keep the marijuana dispensary away from our preschools, schools
and playgrounds.
 
A bar doesn’t by intent mean harm… but it’s very nature provides a facility and lure to
drunkenness, violence, DUIs, underage drinking, etc.  Marijuana may prove to be the same. 
Children are children and need to be protected.
 
 
Will and Mary Ping
Owners, staff and parents of the Ark of Hope Preschool















From: Chris Ng
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Perry, Andrew (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com
Subject: Community comment on proposed MCD 2505 Noriega St
Date: Monday, May 08, 2017 3:40:20 PM
Attachments: Non SF Residents-Oppose MCD Signatures 4-19-2017.pdf

NWHIDTAMarijuanaImpactReportVolume1.pdf

Dear Supervisor Tang, Mr. Perry, and Mr. Hillis, 

I’m one of the pastors at Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit (2400 Noriega St.) and I’ve been working
there for the past 8 years.  I’ve sent, via Certified Mail, a package of collected signatures each to Mr.
Perry and Mr. Hillis of the Planning Department.  The signatures are from SF residents and non-
residents, within these past two months, who oppose the proposed medical cannabis dispensary on
2505 Noriega St.  Here is the hyperlink to file since the SF resident file is 116MB and over Gmail’s 25MB
attachment limit.   I wish for this data to be included in the case report.

I also wish to detail some reasons for my objection to the proposed dispensary:

1)       This location is on a pedestrian and traffic heavy corridor.  School age children walk through here to
neighboring schools (Lawton, Robert Louis Stevenson, A.P. Gianini) from morning to early evening.  The
Ark of Hope Preschool (2701 Noriega St.) is also within 250ft away; it has had a documented police call
to address the public nuisance of a person loitering on property under the influence of alcohol and
marijuana.  My church has been hosting the Mayor’s Youth Employment and Education Program Sunset
cohort for the past three years, serving students from Abraham Lincoln High School.  This corridor also
has seen its share of vehicles jumping the curb, due to driver error, and crashing into buildings, most
recently at 2533 Noriega St., which has a new storefront.    

2)       The business interested in the proposed dispensary apparently has permission from the landlord of
2505 Noriega to post advertisement on the storefront window, detailing the business’ safety and the
benefits to the local community and contact for job positions.  Granted that is their prerogative, but I
find a conflict of interest that Dr. Floyd Huen can recommend medical marijuana as a doctor and be a
partial owner of this business selling medical marijuana.  Matier & Ross of the SF Chronicle posed the
question “Why doesn’t Quan and Floyd open a business in Oakland?” and the report follows that the
spokesperson of the Apothecarium says that they don’t want to give the appearance of a conflict of
interest.  What makes it ok in SF?  

3)       Although the business touts the harmlessness of medical cannabis dispensaries, please consider the
proximity of a bar 75ft across the street (2457 Noriega St.) and two liquor stores within a block’s
radius.  I have no wish to vilify anyone’s legal use of substances, but I see potential risk of having them
in close proximity, much like household chemical products in earthquake safety and preparedness. The
March 2016 Washington State Marijuana Impact Report (see attached) by the Northwest High Density
Trafficking Area has relevant statistics on teen access and school violations, active-THC impaired driving
and fatalities, and marijuana-related crime which serve as counter-points (Key Points pg 8-10,
Conclusion pg 134).      

4)       Recent crime (residential break-ins) and a daylight attempted kidnapping of a teen, where the
suspect admitted being under the influence of alcohol and marijuana, do not inspire much confidence in
what a cannabis dispensary can bring to the Sunset neighborhood. 
http://www.sfchronicle.com/crime/article/Man-arrested-in-SF 

5)       While Dr. Huen notes his partnership with the Apothecarium and the under-serviced patients in the
Sunset District, a search on Yelp.com (“medical cannabis” “Outer Sunset”) yields over 20 selections (2
dispensaries and 20 delivery services) in the vicinity before reaching the Apothecarium in the Castro
District. 

6)       I find it unfortunate that Dr. Huen considers opposition of the proposed MCD to be new immigrants

mailto:christopherng@gmail.com
mailto:katy.tang@sfgov.org
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@yahoo.com
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B-MUjZfzG6j1YjIwUC1QZkFxSG8
http://digital.olivesoftware.com/Olive/ODN/SanFranciscoChronicle/shared/ShowArticle.aspx?doc=HSFC%2F2017%2F03%2F05&entity=Ar03301&sk=A9A07592
http://www.sfchronicle.com/crime/article/Man-arrested-in-SF-s-attempted-kidnapping-of-11022748.php?cmpid=gsa-sfgate-result
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Executive Summary  


 The Northwest High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (NWHIDTA) is reporting on the 
impacts of the legalization of marijuana in Washington State. The purpose of this document is to 
discuss the regulatory functions set by marijuana policy, present data on the impacts of the 
industry, and to depict where the state stands after one year of commercialization.  


Throughout Washington State’s history with the issue, various bills have been passed 
concerning marijuana. This report will be addressing the bills listed below: 


 1998: Medical Use of Marijuana Act (Initiative 692) 
 2007: Concerning the Use of Medical Marijuana (House Bill 6032) 
 2009: Concerning Medical Marijuana (Senate Bill 5798) 
 2011: Concerning the Medical Use of Cannabis (Senate Bill 5073) 
 2012: Legalization of Recreational Marijuana (Initiative 502) 
 2014: Concerning Marijuana Processing and Retail Licenses (House Bill 2304) 
 2015: Cannabis Patient Protection Act (Senate Bill 5052) 
 2015: Comprehensive Marijuana Market Reform (House Bill 2136) 
 2015: State Agreement with Indian Tribes (House Bill 2000) 


Data that has been collected and analyzed include an overview of the Washington State 
Liquor and Cannabis Board processes and regulations. The Board is the regulatory authority 
responsible for recreational licensed businesses including the production of products for retail 
sales. Other data under Board authority that will be examined are marijuana product testing, the 
marketing associated with the businesses and products, as well as marijuana transportation.  


With legalization, marijuana policy shifted from addressing a criminal offense to a civil 
enforcement priority. The enforcement data on licensed marijuana businesses will be examined 
for overall violations and the penalties imposed.  


Impacts on youth and adults will also be analyzed. This includes examining 
consumption, use, rate of abuse, and treatment admission rates for marijuana abuse and 
addiction. For youth, available data regarding the effects in schools will be included.  


With legalization and commercialization increasing the availability of marijuana across 
the state, the effect on crime will be noted. Major crime categories including impaired driving, 
diversion, and THC extraction lab explosions are an increasing concern for the state. When also 
considering other marijuana-related crimes such as robberies, burglaries, and assaults, there is 
sufficient data to associate the incidence of specific criminal acts with the availability of 
recreational marijuana.  


Washington State is among the first states to experiment with the legalization and 
commercialization of marijuana. The licensed businesses comprising the recreational marijuana 
market report the sales, taxes, and revenues that have been generated. Additionally, historical 
and current data will be included regarding the existing medical marijuana market.  
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Finally, a brief overview of the legislative changes being considered in 2016 will be 
provided. This includes regulations, modifications, and new laws proposed for both the 
recreational and medical marijuana markets.  


The two stages involving recreational marijuana will be discussed: legalization and 
commercialization. Legalization commenced in 2012 when the initiative to legalize marijuana 
was passed. Commercialization commenced when recreational marijuana businesses began 
operating and selling marijuana across the state in July 2014.  


 This is the first NWHIDTA Marijuana Impact Report providing data for the State of 
Washington. This report has been organized in order to lay out the foundation of legalization 
and identify and discuss challenges, changes, and impacts. In addition, it will examine the grey 
areas that still exist and propose projections for the next year. NWHIDTA’s goal is to gather the 
most up-to-date information and data to correctly examine the marijuana industry in 
Washington State.  


In total, the report will include ten sections providing in depth-information on the 
specified topic, followed by a conclusion. The data sections include: 


 Section One: Legal Overview 
 History of Medical Marijuana 


 Legalized in 1998 via Initiative 692 
 Legalized the medical use of marijuana for qualified patients with 


certain qualified medical conditions  
 History of Recreational Marijuana  


 Legalized in 2012 via Initiative 502 
 Legalized the use of marijuana for those over the age of twenty-one 


 Section Two: Regulatory Overview 
 Recreational marijuana consumers may legally buy up to 2,529 grams of 


marijuana per transaction which includes useable, concentrate, and infused 
product 


 By July 2015: 1,164 licenses issued – 533 producer, 460 processor, 171 retailer 
licenses representing 735 individual businesses 


 59,394 pounds (950,304 ounces) were produced during one year of 
recreational commercialization 


 68% of the marijuana-infused products in the state fall within the baked 
goods or desserts category 


 90% of public safety violations against recreational licensees deal with minors 
 The average potency of marijuana flower for one Seattle based retailer during 


the month of July 2015 was 21.24% - for marijuana concentrates the average 
potency was 72.76% 


 Section Three: Youth Impacts 
 One in five 10th grade students reported riding with a driver who had used 


marijuana – 9% reported driving within three hours of consumption  
 During 2013-2014, 48% of statewide student expulsions and 42% of 


suspensions directly involved marijuana 
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 98% of the student drug violations within the Seattle Public Schools from 
September 2013 to May of 2014 involve marijuana 


 In 2014, youth under the age of twenty made up 45% of statewide Poison 
Center calls – since legalization in 2012, these calls have increased to 80% 


 Youth treatment admissions for marijuana have remained between 66% and 
70% of overall admissions since 2010 


 Section Four: Adult Impacts 
 24% of young adults (18-25) consumed marijuana at least once during the 


past-month in 2014 – 17% used at least once a week and 6% were daily users 
 Washington State young adults (18-25) past-year marijuana use was 6% 


higher than the nation’s in 2012-2013 - Washington adults (26+) were 5% 
higher 


 Washington State young adults (18-25) and adults (26+) past-month 
marijuana use was 5% higher than the nation’s in 2012-2013 


 Section Five: Impaired Driving 
 44% of marijuana DUI cases for 2015 (January – April) tested by the 


Washington State Patrol Toxicology Lab were over the legal limit of 5 
nanograms per milliliter of blood 


 64% of the marijuana DUIs reported by the Spokane Valley Police 
Department during 2014 involved youth 


 61.9% of drivers do not believe marijuana makes a difference in their driving 
ability according to the Roadside Survey conducted by the Washington State 
Traffic Safety Commission  


 Drivers with active THC in their blood involved in a fatal driving accidents 
have increased 122.2% from 2010 (16) to 2014 (23) according to the 
Washington State Traffic Safety Commission  


 Section Six: Diversion 
 Youth (12-17) accounted for 74% of all state marijuana seizures in 2014 


compared to 28.9% in 2010  
 Since legalization in 2012, Washington State marijuana has been found to 


have been destined for 43 different states throughout the United States 
 32,059 grams of marijuana was seized during the first nine months of 2015 


on highways and interstates across Washington State 
 Since 2012, 320 pounds of Washington State-origin marijuana was seized 


during attempted parcel diversions  
 Section Seven: THC Extraction 


 17 THC extraction lab explosions occurred in Washington State in 2014 
 Operation Shattered charged four separate explosions in federal court  


 Section Eight: Marijuana-Related Crime 
 The most common marijuana-related crimes reported to the Spokane Valley 


Police Department for 2015 (January – August) were possession (21), theft 
(14), and harassment (11) 


 80% of the quantitation cases submitted to the Washington State Patrol 
Crime Lab for testing involved minors 


 Section Nine: The Current Markets  
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 Total sales generated in the recreational marijuana market from June 2014 to 
July 2015 totaled $307,560,066 


 Total state excise taxes generated in the recreational marijuana market from 
June 2014 to July 2015 totaled $76,621,302 


 Total taxable retail sales reported by the medical marijuana market for FY 
2015 totaled $109,239,149 


 Total state retail sales, business and occupation, and local retail sales taxes 
due from the medical marijuana market for FY 2015 totaled $11,031,511 


 The Tulalip Reservation organized the Tulalip Marijuana Conference for 
tribal leaders across the nation to weigh the possibility of becoming involved 
in either the medical or recreational marijuana markets 


 Section Ten: The Upcoming Markets 
 Senate Bill 5052 


 Restructuring of the medical marijuana market with new regulations 
begins July 1, 2016 


 House Bill 2136 
 New taxing structure and disbursements began July 1, 2015 


 House Bill 2000 
 State agreement with federally recognized tribes concerning 


marijuana  
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Section 1: Legal Overview 
Introduction 


In 1998, Washington State legalized marijuana for medicinal use and thereafter became 
the second state to legalize marijuana for recreational use in 2012. The emergence of both 
markets and the reformulation of laws have caused major shifts affecting law enforcement, 
public health institutions, and cultural perceptions. The bills that will be analyzed include: 


 1998: Medical Use of Marijuana Act (Initiative 692) 
 2007: Concerning the Use of Medical Marijuana (House Bill 6032) 
 2009: Concerning Medical Marijuana (Senate Bill 5798) 
 2011: Concerning the Medical Use of Cannabis (Senate Bill 5073) 
 2012: Legalization of Recreational Marijuana (Initiative 502) 
 2014: Concerning Marijuana Processing and Retail Licenses (House Bill 2304) 


 


Washington State’s History with Medical Marijuana 


 Initiative 692, the Medical Use of Marijuana Act, was passed by Washington State voters 
in 1998. This legalized the use of marijuana for qualified patients with certain conditions. 
During this time, physicians and osteopathic physicians were the only professionals allowed to 
issue authorizations. The qualified conditions for patients included: cancer, HIV, multiple 
sclerosis, epilepsy, spasticity disorder, seizure disorders, intractable pain, and glaucoma. 
Primary caregivers were an option for patients with the responsibility for the patient’s housing, 
health and/or care. These patients were allowed to possess a 60-day supply of marijuana. 


 In 2008, ten years later, House Bill 6032, Concerning the Medical Use of Marijuana, was 
passed. This bill specified what the permitted 60-day supply entailed: twenty-four ounces of 
useable marijuana and up to fifteen marijuana plants for home cultivation. The bill also added 
new medical conditions: hepatitis C, Crohn’s Disease, and diseases such as anorexia that result 
in nausea, vomiting, spasms, and appetite loss that are unrelieved by standard treatments or 
medications. Lastly, the title “primary caregiver” was changed to “designated providers” who 
were no longer responsible for providing housing or additional care. The sole obligation of these 
providers was to supply marijuana to only one patient at a time    


 Senate Bill 5798 was passed during the 2009 legislative session. Additional healthcare 
professionals were added to grant authorization for patients. These included physicians’ 
assistants, osteopathic physician’s assistants, naturopaths, and advanced registered nurse 
practitioners. Valid documentation of an authorization to use marijuana as medicine was also 
now to be issued from the healthcare professional on tamper-proof paper.  


 In the same year congress passed Senate Bill 5798, prompting the federal government to 
issue a memo from United States Deputy Attorney General David Ogden. As marijuana is illegal 
at the federal level, the memorandum explained when the use of federal resources was allowed 







 


NWHIDTA Marijuana Impact Report – 12 | P a g e  
 


for enforcement. The message to all United States Attorneys was to not get involved if 
individuals were compliant with the laws the state enacted regarding medical marijuana. The 
only instances where the federal government would be concerned involved these activities: 


 Unlawful possession or unlawful use of firearms; 
 Violence; 
 Sales to minors; 
 Financial and marketing activities inconsistent with the terms, conditions, or 


purposes of state law, including evidence of money laundering activity and/or 
financial gains or excessive amounts of cash inconsistent with purported compliance 
with state or local law; 


 Amounts of marijuana inconsistent with purported compliance with state or local 
law; 


 Illegal possession or sale of other controlled substances; 
 Ties to other criminal enterprises; 


Thirteen years after the legalization of medical marijuana in Washington State, the 
examination process between the healthcare provider and the patient was formalized. Senate 
Bill 5073 stated that an examination of the patient was needed to verify the medical condition 
before the authorization for marijuana use was to be issued. Also, the bill stated that “collective 
gardens” were now an option for patients. These gardens were allowed a maximum of forty-five 
plants and seventy-two ounces of useable marijuana. Up to ten patients or providers were 
allowed to be members of the garden at any given time.  


Collective gardens quickly came to include “dispensary” storefronts also known as 
“healthcare access points”. These illegal businesses flourished, selling to an unaccounted 
number of individuals with no limits on production.  No requirements from the state were 
implemented to license these illegal businesses.  With such lack of oversight and the push to 
supply convenience to consumers, the medical marijuana market became connected to black 
market operations. 


With the expanding qualified conditions list and proliferating healthcare access points, 
the number of patients was growing as quickly as the market. Due to the lack of a registry 
system, there are currently an unknown number of medical marijuana patients in the state. 
Estimates of the total number of patients, providers, and dispensaries in the state are at best 
speculative. 


 


Washington State’s History with Recreational Marijuana 


The legalization of recreational marijuana was passed by the voters in November of 2012. 
Initiative 502 (I-502) passed with 55.7% of Washington State voters approving legalization. Out 
of the thirty-nine counties, twenty voted for the initiative and nineteen voted against. 


Individuals twenty-one years of age and older were now able to consume, possess, and 
buy marijuana legally. The initiative also marked the start of a new commercial industry.  
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Residents had the ability to become licensed business owners in the recreational market.  These 
licenses allow an applicant to be a producer, processor, or retailer of marijuana. 


House Bill 2304 added additional parameters to the original legalization language, 
addressing concentrated products, possession amounts, and licenses.  


The Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board (formerly the Washington State 
Liquor Control Board) is the legal authority over the recreational marijuana market for 
Washington State. 


 The Board has the power to adopt or amend rules as they see fit for the businesses, set 
regulations on products for consumers, and organize all recreational licenses within the state. 
Responsibilities also include establishing rules for all production, testing requirements, 
packaging and labeling, and marijuana products.  


In 2013, the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board (WSLCB) released the 
formalized rules for the recreational marijuana industry, derived from a combination of bills 
passed to expand the products available for consumption and possession. Shortly after, the 
licensing window was opened; licenses were then issued at the beginning of 2014. 
Commercialization started in July of 2014. 


As with the legalization of medical marijuana, recreational marijuana is also illegal at the 
federal level. A memo was released by the Department of Justice’s Office of the Deputy United 
States Attorney James Cole in 2013 addressing federal concerns. The Cole Memo was directed to 
federal prosecutors and federal law enforcement agencies and identified the eight priority areas 
that states needed to ensure would not be violated:  


 Preventing the distribution of marijuana to minors; 
 Preventing revenue from the sale of marijuana from going to criminal enterprises, 


gangs, and cartels; 
 Preventing the diversion of marijuana from states where it is legal under state law in 


some form to other states; 
 Preventing state-authorized marijuana activity from being used as a cover or pretext 


for the trafficking of other illegal drugs or other illegal activity; 
 Preventing violence and the use of firearms in the cultivation and distribution of 


marijuana; 
 Preventing drugged driving and the exacerbation of other adverse public health 


consequences associated with marijuana use; 
 Preventing the growing of marijuana on public lands and the attendant public safety 


and environmental dangers posed by marijuana production on public lands; 
 Preventing marijuana possession or use on federal property; 


The year following the Cole Memo, the Department of Justice issued another 
memorandum in regard to marijuana known as the Monty Wilkinson Memo. Sovereign Indian 
Nations requested guidance on how legalizing marijuana would impact Indian Country. The 
same Cole Memo priorities applied if sovereign nations opted to legalize the cultivation or use of 
marijuana. No changes to the authority or jurisdiction of United States federal law were 
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attached to the memo. If enforcement was needed, then the memo directed United States 
Attorneys and the affected tribes to consult on the matter on a government-to-government 
basis.  


The federal government has thus set the parameters for the legalization of marijuana to 
unfold in Washington State and sovereign Indian Country. Just as the Ogden memo stated its 
priorities concerning medical marijuana, recreational marijuana has to recognize those 
priorities. 


 


Conclusion   


Currently, three markets exist in the state: recreational, medical, and illicit. The illicit 
black market operates illegally through its activities, the medical market is considered “grey” 
due to the lack of regulation and oversight, and the recreational market is expected to promise a 
solution for the state through regulation. Even with full legalization, all markets remain viable 
and in operation. This report will showcase which effects and impacts have occurred as a result.  


With Washington legalizing a federally illegal drug, the state hosts an experiment the 
entire nation will closely watch unfold. Depending on the politician, police officer, consumer, or 
citizen, perceptions differ on how the cards will fall. This report will provide a snapshot of the 
state following the legalization of recreational marijuana and discuss the state’s relationship 
with the medical marijuana market.  
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Section 2: Regulatory Overview    
Introduction 


This section will provide an overview of the regulatory functions the Washington State 
Liquor and Cannabis Board (WSLCB) established for legalized recreational marijuana. Topics 
will include: possession, licensing, production, testing, packaging, labeling, advertising, and 
licensing violations. Within each topic, the rules and breakdown will be explained. Examples 
will be provided on impacts and what the recreational landscape looks like for the state.  


 


Data Summary 


 Recreational marijuana consumers may legally buy up to 2,529 grams of marijuana 
per transaction which includes useable, concentrate, and infused products; 


 By July 2015: 1,164 licenses were issued – 533 producer, 460 processor, 171 retailer 
licenses representing 735 individual businesses; 


 59,394 pounds (950,304 ounces) were produced during one year of recreational 
commercialization; 


 68% of the marijuana-infused products in the state fall within the baked goods or 
desserts category; 


 90% of public safety violations against recreational licensees deal with minors 
 The average potency of marijuana flower for one Seattle-based retailer during the 


month of July 2015 was 21.24% - for marijuana concentrates the average potency was 
72.76%. 


 


Possession 


Recreational Marijuana 


With the legalization of marijuana in the state of Washington, a possession limit for 
those twenty-one years of age and older was set: 


 1 ounce (28.3 grams) of useable marijuana 
 7 grams of marijuana concentrate 
 16 ounces of marijuana-infused product (edibles) 
 72 ounces of marijuana-infused product (liquid) 


Under the Washington State Administrative Code (WAC) 314-55-0951, serving sizes and 
transaction limits are defined. A single transaction is not allowed to go over the set possession 
limits.  
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A single serving size for a marijuana-infused product (solid or liquid) cannot exceed ten 
milligrams of active tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) or Delta 9 – the compound in marijuana that 
creates the psychoactive effects. The maximum number of servings in an infused product is ten 
servings or 100 milligrams of active THC or Delta 9. Examples are shown below: 


  


 The photo on the left is a marijuana-infused chocolate-chip cookie with 10mg of THC – 
the equivalent of a single serving size. The photo on the right shows marijuana-infused “drops” 
that are directed to be added to any beverage the consumer chooses. The product contains 
100mg of THC – the maximum serving size allowed per product.  


There are no serving sizes established for useable marijuana or concentrates. 


Under this WAC, there is no limit on how many times a consumer may buy marijuana in 
a day. The only limitation is how much is allowed to be purchased at one time.  


Legal consumers over twenty-one years of age are allowed to buy up to 2,529 grams of 
marijuana in a state-licensed marijuana retailer in one single transaction. This includes 
marijuana in useable and concentrate form alongside both types of infused products.  


 


Medical Marijuana 


When medical marijuana legislation was originally passed, the state set a “sixty-day 
supply” for the amount qualified patients and caregivers could possess. In 2007, the state passed 
a law identifying a new possession limit: fifteen plants and twenty-four ounces of useable 
marijuana. Collective gardens were set at forty-five plants and seventy-two ounces of useable 
marijuana. These gardens quickly evolved into illegal storefronts throughout the state. These 
became the three access points for the medical market in addition to the black market: home 
grows, collective gardens, and illegal dispensaries.  
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The law only addressed the total number of plants 
that were allowed but no consideration was given to how 
large these plants could be grown. Norms for the state 
soon entailed marijuana plants in the form of trees rather 
than small bushes. With marijuana plants reaching such 
a large size, the pound yield is extremely high. Law 
enforcement has encountered single plants that generate 
several pounds per harvest.  


This photo provides an example of what a typical 
outdoor marijuana plant looks like2.  


As reference, a pound of marijuana is equal to 
about 453 grams. These plants can reach over six feet in 
height and width. Multiply by fifteen plants per patient 
and the total grams are significant. Multiply by forty-five 
plants per collective garden and the same conclusion is 
drawn – more marijuana than permissible by law. 


 


Licensing  


Recreational Options and Process 


Applications to become a licensed business in the recreational marijuana market were 
accepted during a thirty day period in December of 2013. All applications were sent to the 
WSLCB which began issuing licenses at the beginning of 20143. The WSLCB established three 
license categories for which applicants could apply: 


 Producer  
 Responsibilities:  harvesting marijuana and selling marijuana, marijuana 


plants, seeds, and plant tissue cultures to licensed processors in the state at a 
wholesale price; 


 Processor 
 Responsibilities: processing, packaging and labeling useable marijuana and 


marijuana-infused products (liquid and solids) to sell to licensed retailers in 
the state at a wholesale price; 


 Restrictions: no infused products that require refrigeration, freezing or hot 
holding environments; 


 Retailer 
 Responsibilities: selling useable marijuana, marijuana-infused products, and 


marijuana paraphernalia to persons twenty-one years of age or older; 
 Restrictions: no selling of butane, extraction tubes, and/or blenders for home 


extractions; no allowing anyone under the age of twenty-one to be on the 







 


NWHIDTA Marijuana Impact Report – 18 | P a g e  
 


licensed premise; no open consumption or open containers on the licensed 
premise. 


The basic requirements for an applicant included being at least twenty-one years of age, 
having resided in Washington State for the past three months, and the ability to pass a criminal 
history investigation. These same requirements applied to the financiers of the licensing 
applicant as well. 


For a retail license, certain limits applied. First, this was a discrete license that could not 
be held in combination with a producer or processer license. Secondly, the Board set a limit of 
334 total retailers statewide. The WSLCB calculated the total number of retailers allowed per 
city and county based upon population and total jurisdiction4.  


Once the cap was set, if more applications were received for a jurisdiction than allowed 
by the cap, a lottery was to take effect. For example, King County received 191 applications but 
was capped to only allow sixty-one 
retailers. A total of seventy-five 
jurisdictions subsequently required 
a lottery.  


Producer and processor 
licenses were not limited by a 
capped amount. These licenses may 
also be held in combination or as a 
standalone license. Applicants may 
not have a direct financial interest 
in a marijuana retailer. Any 
business may have up to three 
licenses. For producers, there are 
three tiers to choose from:  


 Tier one: less than 2,000 square feet; 
 Tier two: 2,000 – 10,000 square feet; 
 Tier three: 10,000 – 30,000 square feet. 


All marijuana businesses were subjected to boundaries. Restricted zones were created for 
certain protected locations. A buffer zone was set at 1,000ft from locations such as: 


 Elementary or secondary schools 
 Playgrounds 
 Recreation center or facilities 
 Child care centers 
 Public parks 
 Public transit centers 
 Libraries 
 Any game arcade (where admissions is not restricted to persons twenty-one and 


older) 
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After the application window closed, the WSLCB licensing division began the issuing 
process. This included a telephonic interview, announcement to local authorities, and evaluation 
of the proposed business location. Additionally, applicants were required to submit all business 
documentation, operating plans, and identify all financiers. After the applicant passed all the 
elements of the process, the license was issued5.  


Fees established for the licensing process include an application fee of $250, a $15 
processing fee, a $5 registration fee with the Business Licensing Service, and an annual renewal 
fee of $1,000 per license. 


 


Recreational Licensing Landscape 


From July 2014 to July 2015, there were a total of 1,552 recreational marijuana licenses 
issued6. Of that, 388 licenses closed down leaving a total of 1,164 active licenses open for 
operation. See below: 


 


Of that total, 724 were producer licenses although 191 were later closed permanently 
leaving 533 licensed producers in operation. The number of processor licenses was 608, with 
148 having closed permanently, leaving 460 active licenses. Finally, 220 retailing licenses were 
issued; forty-nine later closed which left 171 remaining open. The counties that lost the greatest 
total number of licenses were: King (84), Snohomish (48), Pierce (35), Clark (26), and Thurston 
(22). 
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Washington State is distinctively characterized as having two regions in the state: west 
and east. Culturally it is known that the west side of the state is more liberal and urban whereas 
the east side is more conservative and rural. The county breakdown is as follows: 


 West side counties: Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish, King, Pierce, Lewis, Skamania, 
Clark, Cowlitz, Wahkiakum, Pacific, Grays Harbor, Mason, Jefferson, Clallam, 
Island, Kitsap, San Juan, and Thurston  


 East side counties: Okanogan, Chelan, Kittitas, Yakima, Klickitat, Douglas, Grant, 
Benton, Ferry, Stevens, Pend Oreille, Lincoln, Spokane, Whitman, Adams, Franklin, 
Walla Walla, Columbia, Garfield, and Asotin  


The graph above highlights where the active licenses are located within the two sides of 
the state. Western counties had 629 active licenses and eastern counties totaled 535. 
Furthermore, western counties accounted for 47.8% of producer licenses and 53.4% of processor 
licenses. Out of the 171 retailer licenses issued, 74.8% are located on the west side of Washington 
State, with the eastern counties home to 52.1% of producer licenses, 46.5% of processor licenses, 
and 25.1% of retailing licenses.  
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The counties with the highest total number of licenses issued are: King, Snohomish, 
Spokane, and Okanogan counties. King County holds 115 licenses, Snohomish County totals 
ninety-three licenses, Spokane County is the most active county with 189 licenses, and seventy-
five licenses have been issued in Okanogan County. 


 


Of the 334 retailer licenses to be issued, 70.3% are located on the western side of the 
state. The 235 retail licenses that have been designated in the west, only 128 have been issued. 
Eastern licenses issued are at forty-three of the ninety-nine total allowed licenses.  
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 According to the Association of Washington Cities, 90% of the population residing in 
Washington State lives within ten miles of a marijuana retail store. Roughly 93% of residents 
live within twenty miles of a retailing location7.  


 


It is important to keep in mind that there is a difference between the number of licenses 
issued and total number of businesses. For example, producers and processors may hold one 
license number which would apply to two licenses under one business.  


Of the 1,164 marijuana licenses issued, there are a total of 735 recreationally licensed 
businesses operating in the state. By comparison, there are 559 Starbucks locations statewide. 
The combination licenses for producers and processors make up 58% of the total number of 
marijuana businesses while retailers entail 23.2% of the industry.  


 Of the producer-only licenses, seventy-five are located on the eastern side of the state 
and thirty are located in the west. Dually-licensed producers and processors are split almost 
evenly between both sides of the state: 52.4% in the west and 47.6% in the east. Two thirds of 
processor licenses are located on the west side of the state with a third located on the east side. 


 


Recreational Impact on Local Jurisdictions 


Soon after legalization, local governments were taking individual stances on the 
recreational market. Many passed restrictive ordinances for their jurisdictions and questioned if 
state law preempts local ordinance.   


 In January of 2014, the State Attorney General’s Office issued a formal opinion on the 
issue. They concluded that state law would not impede local jurisdictions. This left cities and 
counties free to decide how they would react to marijuana businesses8.  
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The Municipal Research Services Center (MRSC) collects data on local jurisdictions and 
the ordinances they enact involving all types of marijuana business licenses9. The zonings are 
categorized in six major groups: 


 Allowed under existing zoning: businesses are not specifically allowed, but are 
allowed in appropriate zones; 


 Permanent zoning: specifically allowed in designated zones; 
 Interim zoning: provisional zoning for businesses that includes review processes and 


amendments with set time periods; 
 Moratorium zoning: prohibited businesses until the state legislature deliberates on 


the subject more thoroughly; 
 Prohibited zoning: businesses are not allowed; 
 No action: have not taken a specific stance regarding marijuana businesses.          


The position a county takes with regard to its zoning can be much different than the 
views of its voters. The following tables on the right detail how counties decided on their zoning 
in relation to how the county voted on legalization10. 
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Of the twenty counties that voted against legalization, 40% have implemented either a 
moratorium or have prohibited zoning. In counties that voted for I-502, only 15% have zoning 
against marijuana businesses. In total, fifteen west-side counties and five east-side counties 
were in favor of legalized marijuana. For those counties opposed, fourteen were located in the 
east with five located in the west.  


According to the Policy Surveillance Report published by the Public Health Department 
for Seattle and King County, less than 50% of local jurisdictions have zoned specifically for 
recreational marijuana. Some jurisdictions have opted to use pre-existing zoning for these 
businesses under the umbrella of either general retail or general processing. Of the 180 
jurisdictions they examined, fifty-six had imposed a moratorium and fourteen had full bans 
against marijuana businesses. More of these bans were enacted on the western side of the 
state11.  


It is noteworthy, that incorporated cities within all counties are able to take an opposite 
stance from the county on marijuana businesses. Each city and county is able to adopt 
ordinances in the way they see fit by means of their city council or based on local voting. 
Examples include:  


 City of Woodland: permanent zoning for producers and processors, but not for 
retailing locations12: 
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 Located in both Clark County, with prohibited zoning, and Cowlitz County, 
with permanent zoning; 


 City of Federal Way: ban imposed on retailing locations13:  
 Located in King County which has permanent zoning. 


With the different variations of the law being imposed, businesses have often been 
caught between the state’s stance and the local jurisdictions. The primary issue is that many 
business owners believe that a state license trumps all local jurisdictional business licenses. This 
is not the case. In order for a licensee to legally open shop, it needs to be recognized by both the 
state and the city or county in which it wishes to operate.  


The City of Yakima encountered this issue in June of 201514. A retailer received a WSLCB 
license to open shop but the city had banned marijuana businesses as directed by the Yakima 
City Council on a 6-1 vote in 2014. Due to this ban, there was no avenue for marijuana 
businesses to receive the necessary city business licenses, complete city inspections, or meet 
code compliance. Nonetheless, the shop opened with just the state-issued license. The Yakima 
City Office of Code Enforcement sent building inspectors to shut down the business four days 
after it opened.  


Citizens within city and county jurisdictions have also had a voice in deciding marijuana 
business locations. A marijuana retailer proposed a planned location to the city of Everett but 
residents were opposed. The location was a house that was zoned for retail business but was 
located in a family neighborhood15. The neighbors took the issue to the city which found in favor 
of the retailer16. The business was granted a business license as the application completed at the 
time met all regulations set forth by the city. The city released a statement indicating that 
granting the license avoided the potential risk of facing a lawsuit filed by the marijuana 
business.  


 


Shifts on the part of city and county councils regarding zoning have also taken place. 
Some cities, such as Granger, have continually extended their ban on marijuana businesses. 
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Others, such as Woodland, have established permanent zoning for producers and processors but 
zoning for retailers has not been approved.  


Certain cities, such as Spokane Valley, have adopted clean air laws for all marijuana 
businesses. Businesses that do not abide by these rules face potential closure. Additionally, an 
emergency moratorium prohibiting new marijuana businesses from opening within Spokane 
Valley’s jurisdiction has been enacted. 


 


Medical Marijuana 


When medical marijuana laws were first passed in Washington State in 1998, there was 
no consideration given to licensing or zoning. This has in part precluded any understanding 
about how expansive the industry is, allowing only an estimate of the number of patients, 
providers, collective gardens, and dispensaries that are located in communities.  


 


Dispensary owners found cause to be more concerned about landlord tolerance than 
zoning compliance17. Seattle officials assume that over 100 dispensaries are located in the city 
and the state estimates upwards of 1,300 statewide. However, the only method to verify such 
numbers is to canvas all cities and counties. Local governments may opt to search permitting 
and licensing records to seek out these businesses but there is no guarantee that they will all be 
found. Depending on the name of the business used, they may avoid detection18. 


The Policy Surveillance Report published by the Public Health Department for Seattle 
and King County examined local residents’ responses to recreational and medical legalization in 
the state19. According to the responses, only eighteen jurisdictions in the area had zoned for the 
medical market. In 2014, when recreational sales started, those zoning ordinances jumped to 
thirty-one in addition to thirty-nine jurisdictions banning dispensaries and thirty-five imposing 
a moratorium.  
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Overall, 19% of cities and counties have some sort of permissible zoning in place. Fewer 
than 10% of all cities surveyed have enacted a buffer zone of 1,000ft from youth-serving spaces. 
There are 126 cities across the state that do not have restrictive buffer zones in place.  


 


Production 


Traceability 


As Washington State has legalized a federally illicit, widely abused substance, for 
regulators, keeping track of all production activities is critical. The WSLCB contracted with 
BioTrackTHC to utilize their traceability software20. The intention for this database is to track all 
marijuana, from seed-to-sale, and require all state-licensed businesses to use it.  


When owners are issued their license, they must complete a one-time training on the 
traceability system. Once that is complete, the business is deemed to be compliant with the 
system. Other employees may be designated to operate the system but there is no mandatory 
training required by the WSLCB for these employees on how to utilize the system21.   


All plants in the producer tier receive a barcode when the plant reaches eight inches in 
height. This barcode is required to be attached to the specific marijuana product through its 
entire production life. This is the sole identification system.  


 When products are sent in for testing, all product information is required to be logged in 
the system. Other requirements include entering the date of the destruction of a product, when 
plants are moved to another room, or when a shipment is made. 


There are five examiners employed by the WSLCB who are assigned to oversee the state’s 
recreational marijuana industry. This includes checking inventory, shipments, transports of 
product, ensuring testing standards have been met, and the overall accountability of the market. 
More importantly, it is intended to ensure that marijuana is not being sold illegally.  


 


Transportation 


Transporting marijuana is only permissible when entered into the traceability system.  
The system generates manifests for transportation as well as receipts, records, and notifications 
of shipments between businesses. All applicable information must be included on the manifest 
including the type, amount, and/or weight of the product being shipped. Additional information 
includes the name of the transporter, transporting vehicle, and expected delivery date and 
time22. 


The manner in which marijuana is to be shipped requires that all products are in sealed 
packages and in a locked compartment within the vehicle. If the product being transported is 
plants, they must be in a fully enclosed, windowless locked trailer. Alternatives for transporting 
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plants can be via box truck or van. Only employees of the licensee or a certified testing lab are 
allowed to transport marijuana products. 


Any product that is transported in the state without a manifest and that has not been 
entered into the traceability system is illegal. The regulations do not allow for any licensed 
business to transport product to residences, other businesses, or medical marijuana 
dispensaries/collective gardens.  


 Illegal delivery services jumped into the market almost immediately. Many presumed 
that with legalization, there were no laws against connecting consumers to the drug. “Street 
corner” marijuana dealers opened webpages and advertisements in newspapers attempting to 
pass as legitimate businesses. Other similar services continued to flourish on Craigslist, social 
media, and online ordering pages. 


For example, one group of college students embraced the entrepreneurial spirit and 
created an app to connect medical marijuana patients to a delivery service from dispensaries 
called Canary23. Another example was the Winterlife Cooperative in Seattle24. Consumers could 
call, place their order, meet at an agreed location, and then exchange marijuana for cash. 
Deliveries were done on bikes throughout the city and in cars to reach further destinations.  


 


These two services have since been shut down. Canary has now merged with another 
company to promote an app that organizes in-store marijuana pickups25. The Winterlife 
Cooperative was granted a state processor license and now makes edible products available 
throughout Washington26 . 


   


Estimating Production 


The supply and availability of marijuana in the state of Washington has not been a 
concern for over twenty-five years. With an operational but murky medical marijuana market 
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and thriving black market, consumers were in a sustainable market place. The challenge for the 
state was to meet that demand within a recreational framework.  


 The RAND Corporation was contracted by the WSLCB to publish a report estimating the 
state’s market before commercialization27. RAND is a nonprofit policy research center that 
focuses on research and analysis on topics of policy and strategy. Their report provided highly 
detailed statistics on where the state was and what it needed to continue production for its 
marijuana consumers. Below are their findings specific to Washington State: 


 The National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) reported for 2010-2011 that 
the average total of consumers was 556,000; 


 King, Snohomish, and Pierce County account for 50% of marijuana users with: 
 King County accounting for 30% of marijuana users; 
 Snohomish County accounting for almost 11% of marijuana users; 
 Pierce County accounting for almost 11% of marijuana users; 


 High-frequency users of marijuana, those who consume more than twenty-one times 
a month, account for 80% of total consumption; 


 High-frequency users of marijuana, those who consume more than twenty-one times 
a month, consume on average 1.3-1.9 grams during a typical day: 
 9.1 grams – 13.3 grams a week; 
 36.4 grams – 53.2 grams a month;  
 436.8 grams – 638.4 grams a year;  


 The total consumption of marijuana entailed 135-225 metric tons for 2013: 
 Or 297,624 pounds – 496,040 pounds a year. 


In compiling the report, collecting exact data was not feasible and was based upon 
examining various datasets to build a snapshot for the state. Conclusions from the report 
admitted that overall consumption and consumption methods from the sampled populations 
might not be fully representative. The true level of consumption for Washington State residents 
is therefore only an estimate, not subject to verification.  


 


Fiscal Year 2015 


The WSLCB’s traceability system was the first effort to quantify the state’s recreational 
consumption of marijuana. The data below was obtained directly from licensed businesses 
through the WSLCB Fiscal Year 2015 spreadsheet28. 
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In one year of commercialization, 59,394 pounds (904,304 ounces) of marijuana was 
harvested from producers.  


Since the legal limit of useable marijuana is set at one ounce, this would be equivalent to 
providing one ounce to each person in attendance at over fourteen full-capacity events at 
Century Link Field.29.  


Furthermore, the state reports that over 29,940,896 grams have been produced. This 
would allow everyone in the state of Washington, regardless of age, to receive over four grams30. 
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Of the pounds harvested, a total of 29,808 pounds were packaged for retail sale by 
processors. A total of 22,654 pounds of useable marijuana were sold, equaling 10,275,682 grams 
of useable marijuana. This graph shows the total amount sold by retailers to consumers in one 
year. 


 


The total number of grams produced for extraction was 2,043,038. These extracts are 
used for marijuana concentrates, extracts for inhalation, and oil for marijuana-infused products.  


 


The WSLCB defines a single marijuana product as “one unit”.  No product can be greater 
in size than the transaction limits defined in WAC 314-55-09531.  For example, marijuana 
concentrate has a transaction limit of seven grams.  A transaction could therefore entail seven, 
one-gram products, or seven units, and be within the transaction limit32.  
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What this graph does not show is the purchase amount – this data treats one gram of 
marijuana concentrate and a half gram of marijuana concentrate as one unit. Sizes of what 
consumers are buying are not documented in detail.   


The preceding graph shows that consumers are buying more solid edibles and extracts 
for inhalation than liquid edibles or topicals: 


 Total edibles: 559,336 units; 
 Total liquid edibles: 172,137 units; 
 Total extracts for inhalation: 491,383 units; 
 Total topicals: 10,661 units. 


The combination of both solid and liquid edibles totals 731,473 units which exceeds the 
total number of units of extracts for inhalation. Thus, edibles were the top selling product as 
measured by number of units sold. 


 


Marijuana-Infused Products 


Increasing concern has been expressed across the nation regarding marijuana-infused 
products. As indicated by the FY 2015 data, consumers in Washington State are buying more 
with each month of commercialization. Protections applicable to this ever-growing part of the 
market were implemented by the WSLCB and Department of Agriculture.  


 Products must be first granted approval from the Department of Agriculture. Inspections 
are conducted in the manufacturing kitchens of the processors in the state to ensure best 
practices. In addition, recipes are reviewed to ensure proper labeling of major allergens and that 
the THC is evenly distributed throughout the product33.  


 Once produced, the product moves to a four panel review process by the WSLCB. The 
product is examined in order to be categorized and to determine how much THC it contains. The 
guidelines imposed by the state are intended to keep marijuana products out of the hands of 
children - the first priority of the Cole Memo. The panel conducting this review is comprised of 
the rules coordinator, health liaison, enforcement unit, and licensing unit of the WSLCB34. 


Members of this panel understand that packaging with bright colors has a strong appeal 
to children as do certain products such as Rice Krispy treats and hot chocolate, products that 
have not been approved by the panel35. The following chart depicts the categories of products 
that have been approved by the WSLCB panel36: 
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The categories are: 


 Baked goods: cookies, brownies, scones, biscotti, muffins, bread: 35%; 
 Desserts: chocolate, caramels, truffles, brittle, fudge, mints: 33%; 
 Candy: “pebbles”, “jewels”, “gems”, “nuggets”: 7%; 
 Snacks: pita chips, granola, granola bars, trail mix, croutons, pretzels, nuts, fruit 


snacks: 7%; 
 Liquid form: drinks, syrups, honey sticks, “shots”, cooking oil, olive oil: 9%; 
 Miscellaneous: capsules, tinctures, breath strips: 9%. 


In total, baked goods (cookies) and desserts (chocolates) account for almost 70% of the 
approved products on retail shelves. By the end of one year of commercialization, the WSLCB 
panel approved over 700 products and vetoed less than thirty products.  


 


Marijuana Potency 


The potency of marijuana has been increasing at a steady rate since the 1990’s. Today’s 
marijuana is not your dad’s marijuana. This section will examine the potency of marijuana in 
useable, concentrated, and infused form based upon data gathered at a retail store located in 
Seattle37. For comparison, national data is drawn from the University of Mississippi Potency 
Monitoring Program38. The program is contracted by the National Institute on Drug Abuse to 
analyze marijuana seizures from the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) and various local 
and state law enforcement agencies.  
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The three strains of marijuana flower are sativa, hybrid, and indica. Sativa is described as 
uplifting and energetic while indica users report a body-numbing high. A hybrid is a mix of the 
two strains which will be different dependent upon which is more dominant39. These three 
strains were examined for THC content at the Seattle retailer and then compared to national 
marijuana potency averages. 


 


THC content during the month of July 2015 at the Seattle retail store found that sativa 
was at 21.65%, hybrid was at 21.35%, and indica was at 20.74%. All three strains for marijuana 
flower ranged from a low between 10% and 15% and peak levels between 26% and 28%. The 
overall average for all three strains was 21.24%. The average cost for one gram of marijuana 
flower, regardless of strain, during the month of July was $16.32 including all applicable taxes.  
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 The average THC percentage for useable marijuana based on national samples was 
11.16%, compared to the Seattle retail store’s average of 21.24%.  


 


An examination of marijuana concentrate potency during the month of July 2015 at the 
Seattle store found that hybrid was the highest at 76.74%. Indica was next at 71.99% and sativa 
was at 69.57%. The ranges for all three strains had a low between 49.5% and 65.6% and peak 
levels between 84.6% and 90.8%. The overall average for marijuana concentrates regardless of 
strain was 72.76%. The price of one gram of marijuana concentrate, regardless of strain, during 
the month of July was $65.69 including all applicable taxes.  
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 The average THC percentage for useable marijuana based on national samples was 
55.45%, as compared to the Seattle store’s average of 72.76%.  


Concentrates have become a significant commodity for marijuana businesses and are 
known as wax, budder, shatter, butane hash-oil (BHO), and other types such as bubble and 
sugar. 


 


THC concentration for marijuana-infused products ranges from 10mg to 100mg per 
product due to serving size rules. During the month of July 2015 at the Seattle store, hybrid 
infused products averaged 42.59mg whereas sativa and indica both averaged 21.66mg. Sativa 
and indica also had a smaller range of 10mg to 30mg per product. The average cost for a 
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marijuana-infused product, regardless of strain, type, and size, for the month of July was $25.54 
including all applicable taxes.  


  


Environmental Impact 


Collecting data on the environmental impacts of marijuana cultivation is very specific to 
the individual grow itself. Depending on whether the grow site is outdoors or indoors, variations 
will be observed. Both indoor and outdoor marijuana grows rely heavily on access to water and 
electricity. Data on cultivation sites has historically come from illegal operations that were 
dismantled by law enforcement or from academic researchers trying to conceptualize operations 
on a state-wide scale. 


 According to the Lighting Design Lab in Seattle, 200 watts of lighting power density are 
used per square foot in grow operations40. Generally, indoor grows utilize 1,000-watt light 
bulbs. The problem with these types of bulbs is the heat that is produced. This requires indoor 
grows to also provide fans and air conditioning units for the plants to ensure proper growth, 
increasing the demand for electricity. 


By their calculations, if the plant canopy for cultivation reached 4 million square feet, 
licensed producers would account for 1.63% of the state’s total energy use. The current plant 
canopy for the state was over 7 million square feet at the time of this report’s publication. 


A report published by RAND examined the cost of production associated with legalizing 
marijuana41. Water is a significant element when growing marijuana either outdoors or indoors. 
The report concluded that in order to grow sixteen marijuana plants, a range of 10-25 gallons 
are is needed per week. Another report, published by the Integral Ecology Research Center, 
concluded that marijuana plants need 6-8 gallons of water per plant per week. 


When Washington State legalized marijuana, no consideration was given to where these 
additional resources were going to come from and what impact legalization would have on the 
environment in the long term.  


Illegal outdoor marijuana cultivation sites historically have diverted water from rivers, 
streams, and reservoirs. This has had a detrimental and often irreversible impact on the 
environment. Miles of water lines as well as the use of various pesticides and fertilizers have 
caused damage to foliage and wildlife alike. With the recent droughts and wildfires in the state, 
maintaining the environment has become a more emergent and difficult task.  


 


Medical Marijuana 


The medical marijuana market in Washington State has been growing and evolving for 
nearly twenty years. With a nexus to the black market, the production of marijuana plants has 
increased dramatically. With the historical lack of regulation from the state, the industry 
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fostered an explosion of bad practices, illegal activity, and a culture of perceived immunity from 
legal sanctions.  


 Outdoor marijuana grows have long been cultivated on the east side of Washington 
State. Due to the sprawling agricultural community and favorable weather, it is ideal for 
marijuana grow operations. Black market growers under the guise of medical marijuana 
collective gardens thrived.   


 


 These sites became known as “plywood” grows across the state. The only restriction 
imposed on these grows was they were not allowed to be in view of the public. Hence, growers 
would buy cheap fencing to hide their plants. The example above shows a large grow operation 
hidden behind plywood42. Other materials used have included tarps and plastic. 


 The state has been silent on regulating the various products that can be created from 
marijuana that is labeled as “medical”. Dispensaries have been allowed to create a multitude of 
products for patients with no legal limits. Products range from cookies, to concentrates, drinks, 
and various tinctures for consumption, all with unknown amounts of THC.  


      


Quality Assurance Testing and Pesticides  


 Written into I-502 was the requirement that all marijuana must be tested before a 
product can be sold or transported in the state, now codified as WAC 314-55-10243. Quality 
assurance testing labs must be certified and considered competent by the WSLCB before their 
services can be purchased. The Center for Laboratory Sciences located at Columbia Basin 
College Center (CBC-CLS) was contracted by the WSLCB to have responsibility for the 
application process44. 


 The labs that received approval from the WSLCB and certification from the CBC-CLS are 
located in seven counties across the state. The total number of labs that currently conduct 
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potency analysis testing for marijuana is fourteen45. The following map shows the locations and 
the names of the testing labs:  


 


 Nine of the certified lab locations are located on the western side of the state, in four 
counties. King County is home to four of the nine locations. The remaining five locations are 
located in three eastern counties, with Spokane County home to three of the five testing 
locations.  


 According to Washington Administrative Code 314-55-10246, moisture content, potency 
analysis, foreign matter, microbiological screening, pesticide, chemical residue, metals 
screening, and residual solvent levels comprise the general quality assurance tests for marijuana 
flowers and marijuana-infused products. Steep Hill Lab, in coordination with the BOTEC 
Analysis Corporation, established the practice and regulatory guidelines for marijuana 
sampling.  


 However, the nature of the product sent to the lab will determine the type of testing 
required. Various levels of testing and types of tests are conducted depending upon the 
marijuana submitted. The three levels of testing are: 


 Initial testing:  
 Product: lots of marijuana flowers that will not be extracted; 
 Tests required:  


 Moisture content; 
 Potency analysis; 
 Foreign matter inspection; 
 Microbiological screening; 
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 Intermediate testing: 
 Products: marijuana mix; 
 Tests required: 


 Moisture content; 
 Potency analysis; 
 Foreign matter inspection; 
 Microbiological screening; 


 Product: concentrate or extract (solvent based); 
 Tests required: 


 Potency analysis; 
 Microbiological screening; 
 Residual solvent test; 


 Products: concentrate or extract (CO2 based), concentrate or extract (ethanol 
based), concentrate or extract (food grade solvent based), concentrate or 
extract (non-solvent based), and infused cooking oil or fat in solid form 


 Tests required: 
 Potency analysis; 
 Microbiological screening; 


 End product testing: 
 Products: infused solid edible, infused liquid, infused topical, marijuana mix, 


infused marijuana mix, and concentrate or marijuana-infused product for 
inhalation; 


 Tests required: 
 Potency analysis.  


The cost of testing is based upon the sample submitted to the lab. According to 
Confidence Analytics, costs are as follow47:  
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If at any level marijuana fails quality assurance testing, the licensee who submitted the 
sample has three options: destroy the failed item, request a retest, or sell the failed item to 
another processor for extraction only48.  


If the marijuana product passes all levels of testing, then it is allowed to be transported 
to other licensed marijuana businesses in the state.  


When I-502 was passed, the initiative did not require pesticide testing for any marijuana 
product.  


The WSLCB and Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) have been given 
oversight for regulating the use of these chemicals. Under WAC 314-55-084, there are rules 
addressing pesticides, fertilizers, and other growing mediums for the production of marijuana49. 
WSDA refers producers to a twenty-five page list of approved pesticides for use with a total of 
271 pesticides to choose from50.  


Pesticides pose a threat not only to the end consumer but to the workers at the growing 
facilities as well. Little is known about the health risks from the pesticides used and ingested or 
their long-term effects. Under WAC 314-55-087, records must be kept of all pesticide 
applications including what was used, the amount used per plant, and who applied the 
chemicals51.  


Current practice does not require all marijuana plants under cultivation to be tested. 
Only samples are submitted for testing as representative of the lots they came from. These lots 
are established after the plants have been harvested. It is up to the discretion of the business to 
select their samples after harvest52.  


 Medical marijuana has never been required to follow any rules in regard to testing 
products. The original initiative and all the legislative amendments were silent on this topic. No 
direction has been given to this market.  


 It is unknown what pesticides, fertilizers, soil amendments, or growth mediums have 
been applied to medical marijuana products since 1998. Most of the labs that are responsible for 
testing recreational marijuana also have options for non-licensed marijuana businesses, but 
collective gardens and dispensaries have the choice to seek and pay for testing. Qualified 
patients cannot assume that these entities will get their products tested.  


 


Marketing 


Recreational Packaging and Labeling 


The requirements for packaging and labeling are listed in WAC 314-55-10553. Each type 
of marijuana product is labeled with a set of specific warnings. However, packaging and labeling 
is not permitted to be appealing to children in the form of statements or illustrations.  


The labeling warnings for useable marijuana include:  
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 “Warning: this product has intoxicating effects and may be habit forming. Smoking is 
hazardous to your health.” 


 “There may be health risks associated with consumption of this product.” 
 “Should not be used by women that are pregnant or breast feeding.” 
 “For use only by adults twenty-one and older. Keep out of reach of children.” 
 “Marijuana can impair concentration, coordination, and judgment. Do no operate a 


vehicle or machinery under the influence of this drug.” 
 A statement that discloses all pesticides and growing mediums during marijuana 


production. 


Additional information that is required to be labeled on useable marijuana includes: the 
business or trade name and the identifier of the business that produced, processed, and sold the 
marijuana, an inventory identification number that matches to the traceability system, the 
concentration of THC and CBD, the net weight, and the date of harvest. Also, the label must 
include the statement, “this product may be unlawful outside of Washington State”. 


Examples of useable marijuana packaging and labeling are shown below: 


 


This photo highlights three different strains packaged for retail sales by Avitas54. Useable 
marijuana is placed directly inside the sealed plastic bag. The sticker is then placed over the re-
sealable opening, providing required product information on the back.  


The warning labels for marijuana concentrates and infused products include:  


 “There may be health risks associated with consumption of this product.” 
 “This product is infused with marijuana or active compounds of marijuana.” 
 “Should not be used by women that are pregnant or breast feeding.” 
 “For use only by adults twenty-one and older. Keep out of reach of children.” 
 “Products containing marijuana can impair concentration, coordination, and 


judgment. Do not operate a vehicle or machinery under the influence of this drug.” 
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 “Caution: when eaten or swallowed, the intoxicating effects of this drug may be 
delayed by two or more hours.” 


 A statement that discloses all pesticides and growing mediums used on the 
marijuana plants. 


 A statement that discloses the extraction method type, use of any solvents, gases or 
other chemicals or compounds to produce or are added to the extract. 


Labeling information required to be placed on marijuana concentrates and infused 
products includes: the business or trade name and the identifier of the business who produced, 
processed, and sold the marijuana, an inventory identification number that matches to the 
traceability system, the date manufactured, the best-by date, the recommended serving size and 
total number of serving sizes included, the net weight, and a list of ingredients along with major 
food allergens. In addition, information on the extract that was added to the product including 
the type of solvent used and the extraction process used must be provided. Also, the label must 
include the statement, “this product may be unlawful outside of Washington State”. 


For marijuana-infused products, packaging has strict requirements. The packaging must 
be child resistant in accordance with the Poison Prevention Packaging Act, Title 16, Code of 
Federal Regulations 170055. If there is more than one serving included in the product, each 
serving needs to be individually packaged in childproof packaging. If the product is in liquid 
form with more than one serving, the product must come with an appropriate measuring device.  


   


The photo on the left shows how marijuana-infused product packaging appears in retail 
locations56. Per the label, there is a total of 60mg THC in the product. Each “pebble” is equal to 
10mg THC and packaged individually. The photo on the right provides an example of how 
marijuana concentrates are packaged57. The concentrate is originally placed inside a plastic 
container and then attached to additional packaging that includes the required information.   
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No marijuana product in the state of Washington may be labeled organic unless verified 
by the Department of Agriculture in accordance with the Organic Foods Production Act.  


 


Recreational Business Advertising 


WAC 314-55-155 addresses restrictions and rules regarding the advertising businesses 
may engage in including labeling, location of advertisements, types of marketing events, and 
warning labels58. As with labeling, no advertisements may be appealing to children as 
statements or illustrations. Also, they may not be false or misleading, promote over-
consumption, or purport that marijuana use has curative or therapeutic effects. 


Advertisements are not allowed within 1,000ft of: a school ground, a playground, 
recreation center or facility, a child care center, a public park, a library, or a game arcade that is 
not restricted to those aged twenty-one or older, on a public transit vehicle or public transit 
shelter, or on publicly-owned or operated property.  


All advertisements must include these warnings: 


 “This product has intoxicating effects and may be habit forming.” 
 “Marijuana can impair concentration, coordination, and judgment. Do not operate a 


vehicle or machinery under the influence of this drug.” 
 “There may be health risks 


associated with consumption of this 
product.” 


 “For use only by adults twenty-one 
and older. Keep out of reach of 
children.” 


Online advertising platforms have 
proliferated within the recreational marijuana 
industry. Licensed businesses are allowed to 
operate a website to advertise but online sales 
are not permitted. Social media in the form of 
Twitter, Instagram, and Facebook may all be 
used as an advertising platform as well. 
However, businesses are directed to be cautious 
to not appeal to viewers under twenty-one. 
There are no limits as to what can be shared 
online but advertising may not contain 
statements or illustrations that are misleading, 
encourage heavy marijuana use, promote its 
therapeutic effects, or appeal to those under 
twenty-one. 
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Traditional advertising is regulated as well. Businesses may place advertisements on 
shopping bags, flyers, and drug paraphernalia with their logo or trade name. Newspapers and 
magazines are also available. There are no limitations in place for restricted print publication 
companies. Businesses are allowed to place flyers in publications that are delivered to 
residences. The previous photos provide examples of marijuana advertisements published in a 
Seattle-based newspaper59. 


Billboards may also be utilized as a marketing tool for businesses. The only restriction 
imposed is that the location of the sign cannot be within 1,000ft of a protected area, such as a 
school. The photo below provides an example of a billboard located in Seattle. The sign is 
directly across the street from the business. The hand on the photo is pointing in the direction of 
the marijuana retailer60. 


 


All producers, processors, and retailers are allowed one 1,600 square-inch sign attached 
directly to their business. No other signs are allowed to market the facility or the building.  


Depending on the jurisdiction in which the business operates, additional advertising may 
be allowed. This includes sign twirlers, costume characters, sandwich boards and models 
alongside strip mall reader-boards.  
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The photo on the left provides an example of a marijuana retailer’s signage in Pierce 
County61 on a strip mall reader-board where the business is located. The second photo was taken 
in the city of Spokane62. This type of additional advertisement is allowed depending on the local 
authority. 


 


Recreational Product Advertising 


The WAC addressing packaging, labeling, and advertising puts restrictions on the 
elements of statements referring to marijuana products: they cannot be misleading, promote 
over-consumption, represent the use of marijuana as having curative or therapeutic effects, or 
be appealing to children under the age of twenty-one.  


 The following are descriptions of various useable marijuana, concentrates, and infused-
products from a local marijuana shop’s online menu: 


 Useable marijuana: 
  “Turn your brain into a science experiment!” 
  “…psychoactive effects settle firmly throughout the body…” 
 “…unique terpene profile that has an unmistakable candy-like sweetness. The 


taste of this smoke will have anyone’s palate asking for seconds.” 
 Marijuana concentrate: 


 “Take the challenge and get ‘super stoned’ with this gem!” 
 “Try some and sink into a brain-bending blizzard.” 
  “Lovely taste with a face melting high!” 


 Marijuana infused-products: 
 “Best bang for your buck! Long lasting high.” 
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 “These hard candies are sweet and colorful! Kind-of like a sucker without the 
stick.” 


  “Slap this on your skin and you’ve got 12 hours of continuous THC 
application!” 


These statements generally do not appear on the actual package for a marijuana product 
but instances have occurred. Through the avenues of social media and online advertising, these 
messages are one click away from impacting viewers of any age. 


 


Medical Marijuana Packaging, Labeling, and Advertising 


There are no regulations bearing on the packaging, labeling or advertising of medical 
marijuana businesses or products. It is up to the discretion of the collective gardens and 
dispensaries to market their operations as they see fit. Some businesses will opt to package 
marijuana products with trade names, logos, and THC content. However, due to the absence of 
laws addressing these enterprises, the legitimacy of the content should be questioned.  


 


The photo above provides an example of how useable marijuana is generally packaged at 
dispensary locations63. Nothing has been separated out or properly labeled to provide product 
information for the consumer.  
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 These photos provide two packaging examples for marijuana-infused products. The 
photo on the left is for a marijuana-infused edible64. The entire chocolate bar totals 180 
milligrams. In the photo on the right, the marijuana-infused liquid label states that each product 
contains 70mg THC at a minimum65. Missing from the product is an attachment that allows for 
the consumer to dispense a proper serving size. Both products are without any guidance or 
information about consumption or the exact concentration of marijuana.  


Advertising for the business itself has been fully embraced including the culturally-
accepted green crosses that identify establishments that are ubiquitous in Washington State. 


 


Licensing Violations 


Introduction  


This section of the report will discuss the four penalty categories for recreationally-
licensed marijuana businesses. The penalties are imposed on licenses or employees if a violation 
of a law or rule set forth by the WSLCB occurs. WAC 314-55-515 states that if a licensed 
marijuana business has three separate violations within a three-year period, the license will be 
cancelled66. The four categories of violations are: public safety violations, regulatory violations, 
license violations, and producer violations. 


 


Group One – Public Safety 


Public safety violations are the most serious in the WAC. The sanctions for these 
violations are in place to penalize those businesses who operate without regard for ensuring safe 
communities. Examples of such violations are sales or service to a minor, an employee under the 
legal age, a licensee and/or employee opening and/or consuming marijuana in a retail licensed 
premise, and permitting or engaging in criminal conduct. The full list can be found in WAC 314-
55-52067.  
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Each violation has penalties that follow. The penalties imposed on violations involving 
sales to a minor, consumption on the licensed retailer premises, and involvement with criminal 
conduct are a 10-day suspension or a monetary fine for the first occurrence, a 30-day suspension 
for a second occurrence and license cancellation for a third. In regard to a violation where a 
licensee employs a person under the age of twenty one years of age, the penalty is a $1,000 
monetary fine per incident.  


 


Group Two – Regulatory 


These violations involve the general regulation and administration of licensed 
recreational businesses. Examples are violations involving advertising statements or 
illustrations, improper record keeping, failure to submit monthly tax reports and/or payments, 
failure to utilize and/or maintain traceability, and a retail outlet selling unauthorized products. 
The full list can be found in WAC 314-55-53068: 


The penalties imposed on violations involving statements or illustrations used in 
advertising, improper record keeping, failing to submit monthly reports or payments, and 
failure to use the traceability system face a first-time penalty entailing a five-day suspension or a 
$500 monetary fine. The second-time offense results in a ten-day suspension or a monetary fine 
followed by a thirty-day suspension on the occurrence of a third offense. With the fourth 
violation, the license will be cancelled. If a retailer is found to be selling unauthorized products, 
it is a $1,000 monetary fine for each transaction.  


Group Three – Licensing  


The full list of these violations is detailed in WAC 314-55-530 and involves licensing 
requirements, license clarification, and special restrictions69. Examples of violations include 
issues involving the true party of interest, failure to furnish required documents, and violating 
the WSLCB-approved operating plan.  


At the first violation regarding the true party of interest and/or failure to furnish 
required documents, the license will be cancelled. For violating the board-approved operating 
plan, the penalty imposed at first offense is a five-day suspension or a monetary fine. The second 
occurrence and subsequent penalty is a ten-day suspension or a $1,500 monetary fine followed 
by a thirty-day suspension for a third violation. If a fourth instance occurs, the license will be 
cancelled.  


 


Group Four – Producer 


The violations defined here pertain to marijuana producers. They involve the 
manufacturing, supply, and/or distribution of marijuana by licensed businesses as well as 
violations imposed for prohibited practices between a producer and a retailer. The full list can 
be found in WAC 314-55-53570. Examples include failure to utilize and/or maintain traceability, 
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improper record keeping, and failing to maintain required security alarm and surveillance 
systems. 


The penalties imposed are the same for each type of violation occurring in this category. 
For the first offense, licensees face a $2,500 monetary fine. The second occurrence will result in 
a $5,000 monetary fine and destruction of 25% of harvestable plants. The third penalty is a 
$15,000 monetary fine and destruction of 50% of harvestable plants. By the fourth violation, the 
penalty will entail a cancelled license.  


 


Current Violations 


Data obtained from the WSLCB enumerate the total violations and penalties imposed on 
licensed businesses71. The WSLCB enforcement department is responsible for conducting 
compliance checks, inspections, following up on complaint investigations, and verifying license 
site locations. The enforcement division did not start compliance checks on licensed businesses 
until May of 2015, nine months after commercialization had begun72. The data will pertain to 
WSLCB enforcement of licensees during the first year of commercialization. 


 


Over 300 penalties were imposed on marijuana businesses during that period. Of the 
penalties, over 50% were in the form of fines and 42.5% were warnings. Suspensions, 
destruction of plants, and cancellations of licenses make up roughly 4% of the penalties. 
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The top five violation categories were failure to use the traceability system, failing to 
maintain required security systems, violations related to the content of advertisements, violating 
the WSLCB-approved operating plan, and sales or services to minors. 


 


The penalties for the top violations are depicted above. Two violators had their licenses 
suspended with the penalty imposed for failure to use the traceability system and sales or service 
to a minor. One license was cancelled due to a failure to utilize the traceability system. From 
among the nineteen violations involving sales or service to a minor, one license was suspended. 
All other penalties involved a monetary fine.  
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The violation that has the highest number of instances is failure to maintain and/or 
utilize traceability, the foundation on which the recreational regulatory system is built. There is 
no known information at this time regarding the scope or impact concerning marijuana 
inventory due to these violations. 


 


The chart above shows the total number of violations per category and the percentage of 
the most frequent violation type per category. For group one, 90% of the violations involved 
minors. Group two shows that 30% of the violations were related to the traceability system. 
Group three shows that 76% of the violations disregarded the board-approved operating plan. 
Finally, group four involved the same issues as group two where 46.5% of violations were 
resulted from failing to maintain traceability. 


From September 2014 to May 2015, the WSLCB collected $74,100 in fines from licensees 
across the state73.  


 


Compliance Checks 


In May of 2015, the first counties that were subject to checks were Skagit, Snohomish, 
Kitsap, Pierce, and Cowlitz – all located on the western side of the state. Of the twenty-two 
marijuana retailers visited, four retailers were caught selling to the WSLCB’s underage 
investigative aides. Two of the retailers were located in Tacoma and the other two were located 
in Everett74.  


 In the two months following, WSLCB enforcement underage investigative aides went to a 
total of 157 retailing locations and found nineteen retailers who sold marijuana to a minor75. 
Most retailers didn’t check the minor’s licenses correctly or simply failed to ask for it.  
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 By the end of July 2015, violating retailers has been identified from rural Thurston 
County all the way east to the city of Spokane. One retailer had in fact been caught selling to 
minors for a second time in Everett.  


 All of these licensed retailers faced a first-violation offense: a 10-day suspension or a 
$2,500 monetary fine. The retailer in Everett, who was on violation two, faced a thirty-day 
suspension76. The WSLCB not only imposed penalties on the basis of the rules in WAC, but also 
referred the cases to the respective county prosecutor’s office for potential criminal prosecution. 
In that context, individuals who sold marijuana to the underage aides faced a Class C felony for 
selling a controlled substance77. The charge comes with a penalty of up to five years of 
confinement and up to a $10,000 fine. 


 Due to the convoluted laws surrounding the marijuana industry, no criminal prosecution 
has been brought against any of these retail businesses. Eighteen of the retailers were 
administratively penalized and required to pay the fine and the two-time violating Everett 
retailer was given a thirty-day suspension.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


NWHIDTA Marijuana Impact Report – 54 | P a g e  
 


Section 3: Youth Impacts 


Introduction 


The legalization of marijuana includes an important admonition to keep the drug away 
from those under the legal age – priority number one of the Cole Memo. The following 
subsections will examine youth consumption, its impact on schools, and treatment admission 
rates for marijuana dependence and addiction.  


Various reports and surveys from across the nation and Washington State have been 
conducted on this topic including: 


 Healthy Youth Survey: statewide bi-annual survey administered to 6th, 8th, 10th, and 
12th grade students encompassing all school districts and counties across Washington 
State. 


 National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH): annual nationwide household 
survey funded by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration.  


 Behavioral Health in King County, Washington: a population-level data review report 
on mental health and substance abuse disorders published by the King County 
Department of Community and Human Services. 


 Poison Center: the statewide call center that provides callers with free expert 
treatment advice and assistance on cases of poisonous, hazardous, and toxic 
exposures. 


 System for Communicating Outcomes, Performance and Evaluation (SCOPE): a web-
based database for substance and mental health services administered by the 
Washington State Division of Behavioral Health and Recovery. 


 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction: primary authority over Washington 
State’s 295 public school districts. 


 Office of Financial Management: this agency that supports the governor, legislature, 
and various state agencies with fiscal services and policy support. 


 


Data Summary: 


 One in five 10th grade students reported riding with a driver who had used marijuana 
– 9% reported driving within three hours of consumption;  


 During 2013-2014, 48% of statewide student expulsions and 42% of suspensions 
directly involved marijuana; 


 98% of the student drug violations within the Seattle Public Schools from September 
2013 to May of 2014 involved  marijuana; 


 In 2014, youth under the age of twenty made up 45% of statewide Poison Center calls 
– since legalization in 2012, these calls have increased 80%; 


 Youth treatment admissions for marijuana have remained between 66% and 70% of 
overall admissions since 2010; 
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Consumption and Use 


Healthy Youth Survey  


 According to the Healthy Youth Survey, using once during the past thirty days is 
considered to be current marijuana use among students78.   


 


 The graph above shows at the time of survey implementation how students reported 
their marijuana use. There was a decline from 2012 to 2014 for 8th and 10th grade students but 
grades 6 and 12 were unchanged. For 12th grade students, over a quarter reported current 
marijuana use from 2012 to 2014.  
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Users of marijuana since 2008, regardless of grade, perceive very little risk of harm from 
regular use. By 2014, almost 100% of the 10th and 12th grade current users reported no perceived 
harm. The 10th grade students reported no risk at 95%, 8th grade students reported no risk at 
90%, and 6th graders reported no risk at 75%. 


 


Over 25% of current youth marijuana users, who consumed during the last 30 days, 
reported that it took place on school property. Students in 8th and 10th grade were reporting a 
rate closer to 30%. This question was only asked during the 2014 survey. No previous data is 
available.  
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For all students, regardless of use, perception of harm has been declining. Grades 8, 10, 
and 12 have been reporting this trend since 2008. This graph indicates that 32% of the 6th 
graders in Washington State report no/low risk from regular marijuana use. 


 


For all grades since 2008, the perception of risk associated with marijuana 
experimentation has gone down. From 2012, with the legalization of marijuana, to 2014, at the 
start of commercialization, 10th graders perception no/low risk increased from 56% to 61% and 
12th graders’ perception increased from 68% to 72%.  


 


Data gathered from 2008 to 2014 shows very minimal change regarding the ease of 
access for students. From 2012 to 2014, the only change in ease of access involved 8th grade 
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students. Access for all other grades was not significantly affected by the new regulated 
recreational marijuana market.  


 


A question introduced for the 2014 survey asked students where they obtained their 
marijuana. An overwhelming percentage of students received the drug from friends. 
Additionally, giving money or the use of other sources was a notable option for all students in 
grades 8, 10, and 12. 


 


In 2014, students were first asked to report on their method of consumption. The vast 
majority of students smoked marijuana, with oral ingestion reported as the second most 
common route of administration. 
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Students were also asked about their driving behaviors in association with marijuana 
use. One in five 10th grade students reported riding with a driver who had used marijuana. For 
12th grade students, it was one in four. In addition, one in ten (9%) of 10th grade students and 
one in six (17%) of 12th grade students admitted to driving within three hours after using 
marijuana. In comparison, 5% of 10th grade students reported driving after alcohol consumption 
as did 9% of 12th grade students.  


Conclusions that may be drawn from the 2014 survey include: one in five 10th grade 
students and one in four 12th graders consumed marijuana in the past 30 days. This rate has not 
changed since the 2010 survey. However, tobacco and alcohol rates of use have been dropping 
consistently in recent years. Conversely, marijuana use has remained unchanged and youth are 
still engaging in risky behaviors in the context of a regulated recreational marijuana system.  


 


National Survey on Drug Use and Health 


The data depicted in the following graph compares Washington State marijuana use to 
that of the United States. The youth reporting these data were twelve to seventeen years of age. 
The data is derived from the 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 reports79. It should be noted 
that marijuana was legalized in Washington State in 2012 and that all of the data was collected 
before commercialization occurred in the state.  


 


The preceding graph shows the percentage of past year marijuana use among 12-17 year 
olds across the nation and in Washington. Since the 2010-2011 survey, youth marijuana use 
during the past year in Washington State has been approximately 3% higher than the national 
average.  
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 The graph above shows past-month marijuana use for the nation and Washington State. 
Again, Washington youth have remained constantly above the national average, ranging from 
2%-3% higher. Washington State increased 1% from 2011-2012 to 2012-2013. Marijuana was 
legalized in 2012.   


 


 For this age group, the national average for endorsing a perception of great risk from 
smoking marijuana once a month was much higher than that of Washington State. The 
perception of great risk from smoking marijuana once a month has been declining for both the 
nation and Washington State since 2010-2011. 


 Additionally, since the 2010-2011 survey, both the nation and Washington State have 
remained consistent regarding the age of first use for consumers. Of the national respondents, 
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6% reported first using between the ages of twelve to seventeen while for Washington the rate 
was 7%.  


 


Schools 


Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction 


On an annual basis, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction submits 
overall suspension and expulsion data to the United States Department of Education in the form 
of a Behavior Report80. In addition to the numbers submitted, supplemental information 
identifies the school district and the violation committed. Due to differing disciplinary policies 
across the state, the information is district-specific and comparisons between districts require 
additional research. 


 The behaviors involving marijuana include: unlawful use, cultivation, distribution, sale, 
solicitation, purchase, possession, transportation of cannabis or violation of district drug policy, 
and suspicion of being under the influence.  


The 2013-2014 Behavior Report is the first since legalization that separated out 
marijuana from the generic illicit drug category. The following graph depicts the percentage of 
expulsions associated with use of a specific drug. Data regarding bullying, fighting, or other 
behaviors are not included. 


 


 According to the 2013-2014 report, 48% of statewide student expulsions involved 
marijuana in the substance abuse category.  
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 According to the Behavior Report, 42% of suspensions related to substance abuse were 
associated with marijuana. Tobacco was ranked second with 25% of suspensions.  


 


There are nine educational service districts (ESDs) in the state of Washington. They are: 


 ESD 101: Spokane 
 ESD: 105: Yakima 
 ESD112: Vancouver 
 ESD 113: Tumwater 
 ESD 114: Bremerton (Olympic) 
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 ESD 121: Renton (Puget Sound) 
 ESD 123: Pasco  
 ESD 171: Wenatchee (North Central) 
 ESD 189: Anacortes (Northwest) 


The educational services districts with the most reported suspensions related to 
marijuana were Spokane (860), Anacortes (714), and Vancouver (709). Vancouver also had the 
highest number of expulsions (128) with Spokane second (54), and Anacortes third (21).  


 The Forecasting and Research Division of the Office of Financial Management produced 
a marijuana baseline report in 201581. According to the report, 96% of Washington State 
students were not suspended during the 2013-2014 school year. Of the 4% that were disciplined, 
89% resulted from non-marijuana related behaviors. Of the 4% that were suspended or expelled, 
11% resulted from marijuana possession, and 7% of those students received less than a ten-day 
suspension or expulsion; 3% received punishment longer than the ten-day period, and 0.6% 
were expelled.  


  


Marijuana in the Schools 


The University of Washington Alcohol and Drug Abuse Institute published a report 
shortly after marijuana was legalized in 201282. The information published focused on the 
prevalence of marijuana use among adolescents prior to the implementation of legalized 
marijuana in Washington State and Colorado. The report cited the national Monitoring the 
Future Survey regarding the rate of consumption for 12th graders. According to the survey, 
45.3% had used marijuana once or more in their lifetime and 22.9% reported consuming within 
the last thirty days. 


Concurrently, administrators at high schools in Northeast Seattle reported a concerning 
trend involving 12th graders coming to school under the influence of marijuana83. 25% of those 
seniors admitted to the behavior. Faculty stated that most of the students coming to school 
impaired were under the influence of marijuana. This trend was much more pronounced than in 
most other King County schools. 


Even at the middle school level, students were very familiar with marijuana – 29% of 8th 
graders reported marijuana was easy to get, compared to a rate of 11% in 200684.  


In 2013, the Seattle Public Schools conducted a student survey in order to gather 
information on marijuana use. They found that 23% of high school students consumed 
marijuana during the previous month. More surprisingly, 39% reported their marijuana 
originally came from a medical marijuana dispensary85. Administrators were unsure if this was 
due to youth having obtained medical marijuana authorizations or if they were sharing the 
substance with someone else who had purchased at a dispensary.  


During that same year, from September 2013 to May of 2014, the Seattle Public Schools 
reported 758 student violations involving drugs/alcohol. Of the total, 651 involved drug offenses 
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only and 98% of those violations involved marijuana86. These violations occurred at all levels of 
the public school system: elementary, middle, and high schools.  


Confiscations of marijuana products were also on the rise. According to reports, the 
schools had to expand the capacity for storing these confiscations due to the amount of products 
taken from students. Also during the 2013-2014 school year, marijuana vaporizers became much 
more commonly confiscated as were store-bought marijuana-infused products. The reports also 
stated that some students who ingested the marijuana-infused food products had experienced 
overdoses while at school. The confiscated products included these items:  


 


Within the first month of the 2014-2015 school year, the Edmonds School District noted 
a spike in marijuana-related incidents. Not coincidentally, recreational marijuana retailers had 
opened their doors in July of that year. According to the district, from September to October 
there were twenty-five incidents as compared to seventeen during the same period in 2013 – a 
47% increase in one year87.  


During the 2014-2015 school year, the Seattle Public Schools also noted an increase in 
the number of student marijuana violations. Within the first five months of the year, 131 
violations related to marijuana were reported88. Reports stated that products ranging from 
marijuana-infused lemonade to various marijuana-infused edibles were confiscated. All 
products were reported to have high doses of THC.  


From September 2014 to January 2015, the Seattle Public Schools reported that of all the 
drug and alcohol-related disciplinary actions imposed on students, 77% were related to 
marijuana89. One of the elementary schools in the district reported that a 5th grade student had 
brought a marijuana-infused candy bar to school to share with fellow students90.  


With the increased presence of marijuana in the schools, the response to these events 
has changed. Before legalization school staff relied on School Resource Officers to assist the 
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school with whatever consequence was deemed necessary. Since legalization however, these 
officers have reported that they are utilized much less often when an incident involves 
marijuana. Some school administrators have decided to deal with the offense in-house and are 
letting the student choose the punishment. Some schools also report that parents and/or 
guardians are much less frequently included during the process.  


 


Abuse and Treatment 


Behavioral Health of King County 


A report published in 2015 by the King County Department of Community and Human 
Services assessed the county’s overall health91. A section of this report addressed substance 
abuse among youth. The definition used for excessive marijuana use was use on three or more 
days during the last thirty days. 


According to the report, 14% of youth reported some level of marijuana use and 9% 
reported using marijuana excessively including 4% of 8th graders, 11% of 10th graders, and 18% 
of 12th graders.  


Of youth who reported a low socioeconomic status (SES), 22% consumed marijuana at 
least once during the past thirty days while 14% reported excessive marijuana use. Among youth 
who reported a moderate-high SES, 17% consumed at least once during the past thirty days and 
11% reported excessive marijuana use.  


With regard to youth who reported feelings of depression within the last year, 26% had 
consumed marijuana during the past thirty days and 17% had consumed at an excessive rate. 
Comparatively, 15% of youth reporting no feelings of depression reported consuming in the last 
thirty days – 11% fewer than those who did report. For youth who reported no feelings of 
depression, 9% consumed excessively – 8% fewer than those who reported feelings of 
depression.  


 


Washington State Poison Center 


The Washington State Poison Center takes calls from throughout the community that 
range from accidental exposures and ingestions to potential overdoses involving an array of 
substances. The data collected by the agency reflects information taken directly from the 
callers92. The data shown below was obtained from callers who identified marijuana as their 
cause for concern.   
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 Statewide marijuana calls to the Center have been increasing since 2006. From 2010 to 
2014, calls increased by 79.27%. From the date of legalization (2012) to 2014, calls increased by 
54.26%. 


 


The larger counties in the state underscore the overall statewide trends. Pierce County 
doubled its calls from 2010 (15) to 2014 (31) and since legalization in 2012, calls have increased 
by 72.20%. King County was just shy of doubling the call rate from 2010 (37) to 2014 (73) – a 
97.29% increase. Snohomish County tripled its calls from 2010 (7) to 2014 (22) and increased 
46.66% since legalization in 2012. While Spokane County increased its marijuana calls by one 
from 2010 to 2014, calls increased 20% from 2012-2014. 
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 Of the marijuana calls answered by the Poison Center, youth under the age of twenty 
have accounted for almost half. There was a decrease in calls from 2011 to 2012, but in 2013, 
youth accounted for 44% of all calls. In 2014, youth accounted for 45% of statewide marijuana 
calls.  


Callers both under and over the age of twenty have been increasing in number over the 
past five years. From legalization in 2012 to the implementation of recreational sales in 2014, 
callers under the age of twenty have increased 80%. 
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Data from 2015 entails calls reported from January through September of the year. 
Youth callers, those under the age of twenty, accounted for 43% of calls. Most notably, the 
highest number of calls (64) were regarding children under the age of five. 


 


 Information provided to the Poison Center is documented exactly as stated by the caller. 
The graph above quantifies the three categories involving calls related to marijuana: 


 Marijuana/cannabis:  
 Pot, weed, medical marijuana, indica cannabis, cannabinoid, marijuana 


blunt, marijuana purple, medical marijuana loose leaf for smoking, 
strawberry cough marijuana, and marijuana cigarettes; 


 Infused-products:  
 BHO (butane hash-oil) muffin, brownie with marijuana, candy bar containing 


marijuana, “Cheeba Chew”, medical marijuana brownie, marijuana butter, 
marijuana chocolate, marijuana cookie, marijuana edible in cupcakes, 
marijuana lotion, marijuana edible in Reese’s peanut butter cup, marijuana 
rice krispy treat, medical marijuana liquid, THC banana bread, THC 
“rainbow-ribbons”, and beverage containing marijuana; 


 Marijuana oil:  
 BHO (butane hash-oil), cannabis oil, “Dama” oil, hash oil, inhaling dab 


marijuana with butane wax, marijuana oil, marijuana wax with butane, 
medical marijuana e-cigarette for migraines, rick simpson hemp oil, and 
marijuana oil dissolved in butane. 


As indicated, calls related to the marijuana/cannabis category have remained constant 
over time. However, the increases in calls involving infused-products and marijuana oil are of 
concern. Since legalization in 2012, calls related to infused-products increased 312.5% and calls 
related to marijuana oil increased 850% over the course of three years.  
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A report published by the Washington State Poison Center details the upward trend 
involving youth consuming infused edible products93. According to the data for 2014, children 
under the age of eighteen accounted for 50% of intoxications resulting from the consumption of 
infused chocolate and candy. Additionally, these children accounted for 25% of the reports 
related to marijuana baked goods.  


 


 Of the calls reported for the first nine months of 2015, 51% were in the 
marijuana/cannabis category, 42% were associated with infused-products, and 7% were related 
to marijuana oil. 


Youth accounted for 43% of the statewide calls during this nine-month period in 2015. 


 


Treatment Admissions 


Statewide youth treatment admissions have been decreasing over the past five years. Due 
to state budget pressures and their impacts on treatment centers, access to services is limited 
and is not adequate to meet demand.  


 Treatment admission data includes youth admitted to these treatment program 
modalities: outpatient, intensive outpatient, residential, and long-term residential94. Regardless 
of treatment capacity, marijuana remains a constant for youth who are accessing services. The 
clients represented by this data are aged eighteen and younger with marijuana cited at 
admission as the primary substance of abuse. 
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 In 2010, marijuana accounted for 66% of admissions and increased 4% to 70% of 
admissions by 2014.  


 


 Treatment admissions for youth during the first nine months of 2015 reflect the same 
trend. Marijuana admissions totaled 2,875 by the end of September and accounted for 70% of 
the total youth admissions.  
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Section 4: Adult Impacts 
Introduction  


Persons twenty-one years of age and older may legally possess and consume marijuana 
in Washington State, including both medical marijuana and recreational marijuana. The 
following subsections discuss adult consumption and treatment data regarding the use and 
abuse of marijuana.  


Various reports and surveys from across the nation and Washington State provide this 
data, including: 


 Young Adult Survey: an internet-based survey published by the Center for the Study 
of Health and Risk Behaviors at the University of Washington, the Department of 
Social and Health Services, and the Washington State Epidemiological Outcomes 
Workgroup;  


 National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH): an annual nationwide household 
survey funded by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration;  


 King County Community Health Indicators: a public health indicators project 
measuring the health of residents in King County; 


 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System: reported by the Office of Financial 
Management, which supports the governor, legislature, and various state agencies 
with fiscal services and policy support; 


 Behavioral Health of King County: the King County Department of Community and 
Human Services published a report on excessive marijuana use throughout the 
county; 


 Drug Abuse Trends in the Seattle/King County Area: report published by the 
University of Washington Alcohol and Drug Abuse Institute. 


 


Data Summary 


 24% of young adults (18-25) consumed marijuana at least once during the past-
month in 2014 – 17% used at least once a week and 6% were daily users; 


 Washington State young adults (18-25) past-year marijuana use was 6% higher than 
the nation’s in 2012-2013 - Washington adults (26+) were 5% higher; 


 Washington State young adults (18-25) and adults (26+) past-month marijuana use 
was 5% higher than the nation’s in 2012-2013. 
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Consumption and Use 


Young Adult Health Survey 


Data for this survey was collected from May 2014 – July 2014. It should be noted that 
recreational marijuana commercialization did not begin until July 201495. The age category for 
young adults encompasses persons aged eighteen to twenty-five. All ethnic groups are 
represented as well as all Washington state counties with over 2,000 respondents.  


The questions that were asked dealt with marijuana use, sources, and perception of risk. 
The findings included: 


 43% of respondents used marijuana within the last year: 
 24% used at least once a month; 
 17% used at least once a week; 
 6% used daily; 


 15% of respondents used marijuana for medicinal purposes: 
 11% used at least once a month; 
 9% used at least once a week; 
 5% used daily. 


 


 Receiving marijuana from friends was the most significant source for young adults. This 
includes obtaining it directly (70%) or by relying on friends to buy it (22%). Obtaining 
marijuana either directly from a medical marijuana dispensary or delivery service and friends 
with a medical marijuana card represented the third and fourth most common sources (18%). 
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 According to the report, 16% of young adult respondents reported driving under the 
influence of marijuana at least six times during the past thirty days. In total, 49% of young adult 
drivers who used marijuana in the past month had driven a car within three hours after using 
marijuana. The survey used a three-hour window as the threshold based upon current evidence 
on the behavioral and psychological effects of marijuana.  


 When asked about psychological harm, 10% reported no perceived risk, 52% reported 
slight/moderate perceived risk, and 38% reported great perceived risk. As for physical harm, 
15% reported no perceived risk, 59% reported slight/moderate perceived risk, and 25% reported 
great perceived risk. Young adults perceive less physical harm from marijuana use and believe 
more psychological harm is likely with regular marijuana use.  


  


National Survey on Drug Use and Health 


The data below compares Washington State to the United States with regard to two 
cohorts: young adults (18-25) and adults (26+). The data is derived from the 2010-2011, 2011-
2012, and 2012-2013 surveys96.  
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 The percentage of Washington State users decreased 3% from 2010-2011 to 2011-2012 
and increased 2% after legalization occurred in 2012. By 2012-2013, 38% of Washington young 
adults had used marijuana during the last year.  


 


 Adult past-year use has remained below 10% for the nation since 2010. Past year use 
among adults in Washington has been increasing with each survey, including a 2% jump from 
2011-2012 to 2012-2013, at the time of legalization. 
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 Past-month marijuana use among young adults across the nation has remained 
unchanged since 2010. Past-month marijuana use among young adults in Washington State 
increased 3% from 2011-2012 to 2012-2013, the time of legalization.  


 


 On a national basis the rate of use for adults remained unchanged. The rate of use for 
adults in Washington increased 2% between the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 surveys which was 
again at the time of legalization.  
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 The perception of harm across the nation and in Washington State has been steadily 
declining since the 2010-2011 survey. Young adults in Washington reported the largest decline, 
3% between the surveys of 2011-2012 and 2012-2013, during the time of legalization. By 2012-
2013, 16% of Washington State young adults perceived harm associated with marijuana use.  


 


 As with the perception of harm on the part of young adults, adults’ perception of harm 
has also been on the decline. Adults in Washington reported the largest decline, 5%, between the 
surveys conducted in 2011-2012 and 2012-2013.  
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King County Community Health Indicators 


Data from the adult marijuana use report was gathered and compiled by the Public 
Health Department of Seattle and King County97. The source for the data was the Behavioral 
Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) which is a national survey agency for the nation 
collecting data on residents regarding their health and corresponding behaviors.  


The report compiled data from 2009-2013 on the prevalence of marijuana users in King 
County. Adults in this data entail persons eighteen years of age and older.  


 


Adults in King County, on average from 2009-2013, used marijuana during the previous 
thirty days at a rate of 10%. Young adults, aged 18-24, used marijuana at a rate of 19% - 9%, 
higher than the county average. Adults aged 25-44 used marijuana at a rate of 13% - 3% higher 
than the county average. 


Men in King County consumed marijuana at a rate of 13% over the previous thirty days – 
3% above the county average. Women were below the county average at a rate of 7%. 


 Specific areas within King County also reported usage rates above the county average. 
Seattle (14%), central Seattle (20%), downtown Seattle (22%) and the neighborhoods of Queen 
Anne/Magnolia (16%) were 4% to 12% higher.  


 Household income also was a factor. Users who had a household income of less than 
$15,000 had a rate 13% higher than that of the county, at 23%.  
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Washington State Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 


The Forecasting and Research Division of the Washington State Office of Financial 
Management published a report in 2015 on the impacts of marijuana following legalization98. 
The data was compiled regarding users’ past thirty-day use. Findings from the report organized 
consumption by age groups: 18-24, 25-44, 44-64, and 65+. 


 


 The graph above shows the rate of past-month use categorized by specific age groups 
from 2011-2013. Based upon this data, the age group of 44-64 has been increasing use by 2% 
since 2011. For the 18-24 age group, the increase was 3% from 2012 to 2013, the time of 
legalization.  


 


Behavioral Health of King County 


  A report published in 2015 by the King County Department of Community and Human 
Services addressed the overall behavioral health of the county99. An element of the report 
addressed substance abuse on the part of adults. The definition for excessive marijuana use for 
adults was use on four or more days during the previous thirty days.  


 According to the report, 6% of adults eighteen and older were consuming marijuana 
excessively over the previous thirty days. For young adults (18-25) 12% reported excessive use. 
Men (8%) were more likely to report higher use than women (5%) throughout the county.  


The city of Seattle reported 9% of users consuming excessively, south King County 
reported 7% and north King County reported 6%. The eastern region of the county reported the 
lowest percentage of excessive use at 3%. 
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For those who reported to be living at under 200% of the Federal Poverty Line (FPL), 
11% were excessive marijuana users – 5% above the county average – compared to 5% of those 
who were above 200% FPL – 1% below the county average.  


  


Drug Abuse Trends in the Seattle/King County Area 


In 2013, the University of Washington Alcohol and Drug Abuse Institute published a 
report on the drug abuse trends throughout King County100. All drugs were analyzed. 


 The Washington Recovery Help Line is a 24-hour call center available to assist 
individuals with various substance abuse problems and mental health issues. The help line 
provides support to callers including treatment referrals and information regarding a range of 
services across the state.  


 Of the calls from 2012-2013, marijuana was the fourth most common drug disclosed. 
Heroin, methamphetamine, and prescription drugs were the top three. 


Males accounted for 74% of the treatment program admissions among whom 50% were 
over the age of eighteen. Marijuana was the third highest primary drug identified at admission 
in the county, following alcohol and heroin.  


 


Abuse and Treatment 


Treatment Admissions 


The perception of harm associated with marijuana use throughout the state has been 
declining for some time. Those perceptions are reflected in the low numbers of consumers who 
sought substance abuse treatment for marijuana abuse and addiction.  


 Available data includes treatment admissions for those eighteen and older in the state of 
Washington101. Program modalities include outpatient, intensive outpatient, residential, and 
long-term residential. Marijuana admissions are identified when marijuana is cited as the 
primary substance of abuse.  
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 In 2010, marijuana accounted for 13% of all substance treatment admissions in the state. 
This was constant through 2011 and dropped to 12% in 2012 and 2013. By 2014, marijuana 
accounted for 11% of all admissions.  


 


 From January to September of 2015, marijuana treatment admissions for adults 
eighteen and older accounted for 10% of all admissions- a total of 2,871 individuals. 
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 Marijuana was also reported as the highest secondary substance of abuse at treatment 
admissions for adults, which has been constant since 2010. According to SCOPE data, marijuana 
has historically been the highest reported secondary drug for adults who enter into treatment for 
alcohol or methamphetamine abuse and addiction.  


 


 From January to September of 2015, 25% of treatment admissions for adults eighteen 
and older involved marijuana as the secondary substance of abuse. Preliminary data for 2015 
indicates that adults who entered treatment for marijuana as their primary or secondary 
substance abuse problem account for 35% of total admissions.  
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Section 5: Impaired Driving  
Introduction 


 When the state of Washington legalized marijuana in 2012, a new threshold “driving 
under the influence” (DUI) was established for marijuana. According to state law, the DUI limit 
is 5 nanograms per milliliter of blood for active THC concentration. Carboxy-THC concentration 
does not apply to the DUI limit.  


 


Data Summary 


 44% of marijuana DUI cases for 2015 (January – April) tested by the Washington 
State Patrol Toxicology Lab were over the legal limit of 5 nanograms per milliliter of 
blood; 


 64% of the marijuana DUIs reported by the Spokane Valley Police Department 
during 2014 involved youth; 


 61.9% of drivers do not believe marijuana makes a difference in their driving ability 
according to the Roadside Survey conducted by the Washington State Traffic Safety 
Commission; 


 Drivers with active THC in their blood involved in a fatal driving accident have 
increased 122.2% from 2010 (16) to 2014 (23) according to the Washington State 
Traffic Safety Commission.  


 


Washington State Patrol Toxicology Laboratory  


The Washington State Patrol (WSP) Toxicology Laboratory receives evidence from 
driving under the influence (DUI) cases from across the state102. All thirty-nine counties are 
represented. The services provided assist law enforcement, medical examiners and coroners, 
attorneys, and state agencies.  


The costs associated with DUI testing range from $100 to $300. Multiple drugs present 
in an individual’s system will drive up the cost. DUI cases are first tested for alcohol and other 
common drugs of abuse; testing and confirming THC follows. The cost for testing THC alone is 
$95. 


 The DUI threshold for Washington State drivers who have consumed marijuana is 5 
nanograms of active THC per milliliter of blood (5 ng/ml) for those twenty-one and older. Active 
THC is defined as Delta-9-THC, the compound in marijuana responsible for the psychoactive 
‘high’ users’ experience. Carboxy-THC is a metabolite that resides in the user for varying lengths 
of time and is not taken into account for DUI. Carboxy-THC is used to show past use in an 
individual.  
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 Over the past six years, the number of cases involving both active THC and Carboxy-THC 
have been increasing in regard to DUI submissions to the WSP Toxicology lab. In 2009, active 
THC was detected in 18% of driving cases and during the first four months of 2015, 33% of 
drivers tested positive for active THC. Carboxy-THC was present in 26% of cases in 2009 and 
rose to 39% within the first four months of 2015. 


 From 2012 to 2015, the incidence of carboxy-THC increased by7 34.48% and the 
incidence active THC increased by 73.68%. Preliminary 2015 data surpasses all of 2014’s 
averages. Carboxy-THC in 2015 increased 3% and active THC increased 5%..  
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 In 2011, a year before legalization, the median concentration of active THC was above the 
5 ng/ml threshold. The median concentration then increased to 8 ng/ml in 2012. During the 
first four months of 2015 the average THC concentration had reached higher levels than the 
entire previous year at 6.3 ng/ml. 


 The THC concentration range has also been increasing. In 2012, the highest 
concentration was 90 ng/ml, compared to 58 ng/ml in 2011. In 2014, the range reached 100 
ng/ml.  


 


 In 2012, the year of legalization, 62% of DUI cases submitted to the lab were at or above 
the 5 ng/ml threshold. This began to drop in 2012 and 2013, but during the first four months of 
2015 have surpassed the 2014 rate by 4%. 


  


Spokane Valley Police Department 


Spokane Valley is located in eastern Washington State between Spokane and Liberty 
Lake on the Idaho border – thirty-three miles west of Coeur d’Alene. The data below was 
gathered from case records compiled by the department on marijuana DUIs from 2012 to 
2014103. The total DUI numbers shown in the analysis below have a marijuana nexus – if 
marijuana was not present, it was not included.  
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 The number of marijuana-related DUIs has been increasing since the department’s data 
collection began. In 2012, there were a total of eight marijuana-related DUIs as compared to 
forty in 2014 – a 400% increase. 


 Marijuana-only DUIs have also been on the rise since 2012. These are DUIs for which 
marijuana was confirmed to be the only active drug in the driver’s system. From 2012 to 2014 
the department noted a 460% increase. 


 Youth marijuana DUIs have been growing exponentially. In 2012, Spokane Valley only 
had one youth test confirmed for active THC. In 2014, the number was eighteen – a 1700% 
increase in three years. In 2014, youth accounted for 64% of all confirmed marijuana DUI cases 
in Spokane Valley. 
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The table above provides detail regarding marijuana-only DUIs for youth under the legal 
age of twenty-one. The data for 2015 is preliminary. Due to the delays inherent in blood testing 
for DUIs, this data is not yet complete. The numbers in the table accurately report the confirmed 
marijuana-only DUI instances with youth thus far. It is expected that the number will actually 
be much higher. 


In 2013, 50% of the department’s marijuana-only DUIs involved youth, with an average 
age of nineteen. The range of carboxy-THC was 15-170 ng/ml with an average of 103.33 ng/ml. 
The range of active THC was from 2.4-20 ng/ml with an average of 8.41 – well over the legal 
level even for an adult. 


In 2014, the total number marijuana-only DUIs increased by 200% for youth. The 
average age was eighteen. The range of carboxy-THC for youth was 8-200 ng/ml with an 
average of 84.72 ng/ml. Even though the average for carboxy-THC decreased, the average active 
THC level increased 17% for youth. The range was 1.1-30 ng/ml with an average of 9.85 ng/ml, 
surpassing the average for 2013.  


The available data for 2015 indicates that over 65% of marijuana-only DUIs involved 
youth. The average age for 2014 and 2015 was eighteen. The average carboxy-THC and active 
THC levels were lower than the averages for 2014 – 47.9 ng/ml for carboxy-THC and 8.86 for 
active-THC respectively. The ranges for both compounds were consistent with the data from 
2013 and 2014. The carboxy-THC range was 7.6-140 ng/ml and for active THC the range was 
from 2.3-24 ng/ml.  


However, as state law stipulates, any amount of THC in a youth’s system is illegal. 
Ranges of carboxy-THC have remained consistent throughout the past few years in Spokane 
Valley.  
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Washington Traffic Safety Commission –Roadside Survey 


The Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation (PIRE) conducted a roadside survey 
three weeks before the start of recreational sales in 2014104. The data was collected for the 
Washington State Traffic Safety Commission to evaluate driving behaviors in regard to 
marijuana use.  


 The survey was administered to over 900 drivers in six jurisdictions across the state: 
King County, Snohomish County, Spokane County, Whatcom County, Yakima County, and 
Kitsap County. Five of the six locations were on the western side of the state with Yakima County 
representing an east side county. These locations were selected based on motor vehicle crash 
rates and the populations of the counties.  


 


The table highlights the responses of the surveyed drivers. Almost 70% of the drivers 
surveyed had smoked marijuana at least once in their lifetimes. The percentage of drivers who 
thought that marijuana likely or very likely impaired a person’s ability to drive within two hours 
of consuming was 65.1%. Of those drivers, 64.1% also believed a person could be arrested for 
engaging in such driving behavior. Almost 45% of drivers had consumed marijuana within two 
hours of driving – contradicting their opinions about marijuana impairment. Just over 60% of 
drivers thought marijuana did not make a difference in their driving ability while 25% felt it 
made their driving better.  Only 3% of drivers reported that recent marijuana use made their 
driving worse.  
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Washington State Traffic Safety Commission – Fatal Accidents  


The Washington State Traffic Safety Commission is the designated statewide highway 
safety office. The commission is responsible for building statewide partnerships and for leading 
efforts to keep the roadways of the state safe.  


 A report published by the Commission in October of 2015 focused on marijuana-positive 
drivers that were involved in deadly crashes in Washington since 2010105. The purpose of the 
report was to determine whether legalization had an impact on traffic deaths.    


The data was gathered from 2010 to 2014 and examined 3,027 drivers who were 
involved in deadly crashes. Blood tests were conducted by the Washington State Toxicology 
Laboratory on 1,773 of the drivers. The number of drivers who tested positive for alcohol, 
marijuana, or drugs was 1,061 0r 59.8%. Marijuana was the most commonly found drug among 
the tested drivers. Marijuana only or marijuana in combination with another drug was found in 
349 drivers.  


 


 The graph above shows the relationship involving marijuana and other substances as 
well as by itself since 2010. The rate of carboxy-THC has declined since 2010 (45.5%). However, 
the prevalence of active-THC is increasing:  


 Active THC-only has increased 122.2%; 
 Active THC and alcohol has increased 43.8%; 
 Active THC and other drugs has increased 183.3%;  
 Active THC and drugs and alcohol has increased 200%. 
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The graph above illustrates the changes in cannabinoid profiles for marijuana positive 
drivers from 2010 to 2014.  


In 2010, 44% of drivers tested positive for active THC and in 2014, the rate jumped to 
84% - a 40% increase. From the yearly data collected, 2014 entailed the most marijuana positive 
drivers. It was also during this year that marijuana commercialization began.  


 


 The graph above characterizes the drivers who were involved in fatal accidents by age 
from 2010 to 2014.  By far, the highest percentage of drivers who were positive for active THC 
(38%), carboxy-THC (38%), and active THC and alcohol (40%) were between the ages of sixteen 
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and twenty-five. Drivers who most frequently combined drugs with marijuana and alcohol were 
between sixteen and thirty-five years of age.   


 The number of fatalities that have involved a driver  who tested positive for either 
carboxy-THC or active THC in combination with alcohol or other drugs has more than doubled 
since 2013. Increasing from 7.6% to 16.5% of all fatalities, the number of drivers who tested 
positive for active-THC only has increased by 194% since 2010.  


The most frequently reported fatal crash errors among drivers with THC only were lane 
deviation (12.5%) and overcorrecting (8.9%). Drivers who were both positive for marijuana and 
over the legal limit for alcohol were 60% more likely to be in a speeding-related fatal crash.  


 


News Log 


Examples of news articles related to Washington State roadways and marijuana use are 
provided below. These media stories include traffic accidents, vehicular homicides, hit-and-
runs, driving under the influence, and other vehicular incidents.  


 Skagit County, May 2014: 
 A nineteen year-old driver under the influence of marijuana and alcohol 


killed three in a head on collision. The driver escaped the hospital after being 
transported for injuries. After a month on the run, the driver turned himself 
in. The driver was charged with three counts of vehicular homicide and one 
charge of vehicular assault106. 


 Vancouver, October 2014: 
 A driver who smoked marijuana three hours before driving hit four trick-or-


treaters, killing one seven year-old. Two women, one being the seven year-
old’s mother, and the other child, a six year old, were injured. The driver was 
charged with vehicular homicide and assault107.  


 Puyallup, November 2014: 
 A nineteen year-old ran a stop sign and hit a local pastor killing him as he 


rode his bike. The driver admitted to smoking marijuana before the crash. 
According to officers, there were no skid marks before the driver hit the 
pastor. Additionally, due to the force of the impact the pastor was thrown 
across the intersection108. 
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 Ephrata, February 2015: 
 Officers pulled over a twenty-three year old driver with a felony record and an 


eleven year-old passenger, the driver’s niece. The officer noticed the 
impairment of the driver in regard to which the driver admitted to smoking 
marijuana earlier. Officers found a 9mm pistol in the glove compartment with 
ammunition. The driver was arrested for DUI and unlawful possession of a 
firearm109.  


 Granger, May 2015: 
 A twenty-five year old man killed his wife and injured his three year old 


daughter in an accident. The husband swerved causing the car to go off the 
road and flip. His wife was ejected from the crash and was fatally injured. His 
daughter sustained minor injuries. The driver’s blood content for marijuana 
was 23 ng/ml – far above the 5 ng/ml limit. He was arrested for vehicular 
homicide110.  


 Olympia, July 2015: 
 A twenty-six year old driver under the influence of marijuana was reported to 


be exceeding speeds over 100mph before he crashed into the back of a 
woman’s car. The woman’s car then rolled into a ditch where she died. The 
passenger in the driver’s car was also injured. The driver was charged with 
vehicular homicide and DUI111.  
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Section 6: Diversion  
Introduction 


Washington State has long been an integral part of a distribution network for illegal 
drugs that extends from Mexico to Canada. The Interstate-5 corridor stretches the entire 
distance making drug trafficking in vehicles a simple drive north or south. Diverted marijuana is 
trafficked to, from, and through the state. These diversion activities are not partial to any one 
market.  


One of the main points made by the pro-legalization movement assumed the eventual 
elimination of illegal activity involving both local distribution and large-scale criminal 
organizations. However, instances of illegal marijuana being seized by law enforcement are still 
occurring.  


 


Data Summary 


 Youth (12-17) accounted for 74% of all state marijuana seizures in 2014 as compared 
to 28.9% in 2010;  


 Since legalization in 2012, Washington State marijuana has been found to have been 
destined for 43 different states throughout the United States; 


 32,059 grams of marijuana were seized during the first nine months of 2015 on 
highways and interstates across Washington State; 


 Since 2012, 320 pounds of Washington State-origin marijuana was seized during 
attempted parcel diversions. 


 


National Incident-Based Reporting System 


The Federal Bureau of Investigation is the administrator of the Uniform Crime 
Reporting system within which the National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS) 
compiles more detailed information. In the State of Washington, The Washington Association of 
Sheriffs and Police Chiefs (WASPC) analyzes the data submitted and organizes all the 
information to be state specific112. In doing so, reports can be written to quantify crime in 
Washington as well as to keep track of annual jail statistics. The NIBRS data from WASPC 
facilitates identifying marijuana crimes in relation to seizures. Local and federal agencies report 
seizures into this database. 


The data below have been provided by various local and federal law enforcement 
agencies. 
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 From 2012 through 2014, marijuana seizure offenses reported to the NIBRS system have 
decreased by 61.75%  


 


 Despite the overall decline in seizures in the state, the activities associated with one age 
group have countered this trend. In 2010, youth twelve to seventeen years old represented 
28.9% of all seizures. In 2012, they represented 37.5% of seizures and in 2013 they represented 
68.6% of total seizures. By the end of 2014, 74% of seizures involved youth aged twelve to 
seventeen. 
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It is important to note that the dynamic between the state, the law, culturally accepted 
behaviors, and law enforcement goals was fraught with tension regarding marijuana as 
legalization occurred. Due in part to confusion about the new law, officers were unsure of what 
constituted a seizure, what could be seized, and if courts would move the arrest to the filing of 
charges. Prosecutors throughout the state declined to prosecute marijuana cases unless extreme 
circumstances were involved.  


 


National Seizure System 


The El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) National Seizure System (NSS) logs drug seizures 
reported by participating law enforcement agencies from across the nation. EPIC is the access 
point for NSS data. Seizure data can be collected from all levels of law enforcement including 
local and federal agencies. The data in this system specifies total amounts seized, location 
information, the seizing agency, and the date of seizure113.  


Seizures that are entered into NSS are only reported if the law enforcement agency has a 
requirement or submits the seizure on their own accord for intelligence gathering. Many 
agencies have a requirement associated with funding to do so but it is not consistent throughout 
the law enforcement community, which may explain why seizure numbers are low.  
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 From legalization through the first nine months of 2015, seized marijuana from 
Washington State was found to be destined for forty-three other states – approximately 80% of 
the United States.  


From 2010 through 2011, Washington State marijuana was found to be destined for 
thirty-five known states. Since then, marijuana found to be destined out of state has increased 
by 20%. 


 


 The graph above represents the total amount of useable marijuana that was seized when 
destined outside the state. The total number out-of-state seizures that involve Washington State 
marijuana have remained generally consistent. However, the amount of marijuana seized 
increased dramatically with legalization in 2012. Since that time, the number of pounds seized 
totaled 3,619, equal to 57,904 ounces.  


 


Domestic Highway Enforcement 


The Domestic Highway Enforcement (DHE) Strategy operates throughout the nation 
and focuses on multi-jurisdictional law enforcement on highways. This program is an asset in 
providing intelligence information for various drug cases and for traffic safety in communities. 
The Washington State Patrol (WSP) submits all seizure information into the DHE database 
given its responsibility for primary enforcement on the highways and interstates throughout the 
state. 


The WSP enforcement responsibility includes over 17,000 miles of interstates and 
highways across Washington State. In order to keep the roadways safe for all, the WSP has the 
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authority to seize any illegal drugs that are transported on those roadways as a distribution 
method. When seizures occur, the WSP submits a report to the DHE database114.  


 When commercialization and recreational sales began in 2014, the WSP seized 23,212 
grams of marijuana during the year, equaling over fifty pounds of marijuana. The largest 
marijuana seizure in a single incident for the year entailed over 13,000 grams or 28 pounds that 
was destined for Alaska. The second largest seizure destined within the state was over 6,800 
grams or 15 pounds of marijuana.  


 Butane hash-oil/butane honey-oil and marijuana plants were also seized on the 
roadways. During one traffic stop, the WSP seized four mason jars filled with marijuana oil. 
Another traffic stop resulted in the seizure of over twenty marijuana plants and three grams of 
butane hash-oil/butane honey-oil seizure.  


 Preliminary data for WSP 2015 seizures entails data from January through September. 
In total, the WSP seized 32,059 grams or seventy-one pounds of marijuana. 2015 seizures total 
over twenty pounds more than all seized in 2014.  


 The largest seizure that took place in the Seattle-King County area in 2015 involved over 
8,700 grams of marijuana. This seizure took nineteen pounds of marijuana off the roadways in 
one stop. However, the largest seizure in the state occurred in Bellingham, just 17 miles south of 
the Canadian border. The WSP seized 9,525 grams of marijuana, equivalent to 21 pounds.  


 The discovery of butane hash-oil/butane honey-oil was also an occurrence during stops. 
In the first such traffic stop in 2015, the WSP seized over fifty-nine grams of marijuana oil. 
During the second such traffic stop in 2015, over forty jars of oil were seized.  


 In total, since commercialization began in 2014 through the first nine months of 2015, 
the WSP has seized over 55,270.21 grams of marijuana, equivalent to over one-hundred-twenty 
pounds. 


 


Appalachia High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 


The Appalachia High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) includes counties located 
in the states of Kentucky, Tennessee, and West Virginia. Data from this HIDTA addresses 
attempted postal diversions from Washington State. The data includes the originating city as 
well as the intended destination state. 


The parcel diversions tracked by the Appalachia HIDTA are estimated to account for less 
than 10% of marijuana packages originating in the state of Washington. The charts below 
represent the available data115. 
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 Total marijuana parcel diversion seizures spiked in 2013 – the year after legalization. 
Total seizures for the first seven months of 2015 have already exceeded 2014 total seizures.  


 In 2012, the total number of states intended as destination states was eleven. 
Subsequently, the number of states intended as destination states totaled twenty-one in 2013, 
nine in 2014, and ten identified so far in 2015. Since 2012, Washington State marijuana has 
been destined for twenty-six different states.  


 







 


NWHIDTA Marijuana Impact Report – 98 | P a g e  
 


 From 2012 through the first half of 2015, 320 pounds of marijuana have been seized 
through parcel diversion. 2013 was the highest recorded year based upon available data. Partial 
data for 2015 indicates that the total pounds seized have increased by twenty pounds from 2014.  


 The largest seizure in 2012 involved a package destined for the state of South Carolina 
containing nineteen pounds of marijuana. In 2013, over sixteen pounds of marijuana was seized 
destined for New Jersey. A package destined for Oklahoma containing over ten pounds of 
marijuana accounted for the largest parcel seizure in 2014. In 2015, the largest seizure was over 
twenty-two pounds that was destined for Louisiana.  


 


News Log 


The following are news articles document the diversion of marijuana from Washington 
State:  


 Montana, October 2014: 
 A man from Minneapolis was arrested while transporting marijuana from 


Seattle to Montana via Amtrak train. The man’s bags contained seventeen 
pounds of marijuana, fourteen pounds of marijuana-infused products, and 
four ounces of hash. The suspect was charged with felony possession of 
dangerous drugs, possession with intent to distribute, and carrying dangerous 
drugs on a train116.  


 Oregon, October 2014: 
 A Seattle man in a rental car from California was pulled over in Oregon and 


was found to be diverting fifty-two pounds of marijuana to Oregon. Police 
estimated the marijuana was worth $130,000. The man was charged with 
unlawful possession and distribution of a controlled substance117.  


 Idaho, February 2015: 
 A twenty-five year old Texas man was pulled over when officers discovered he 


was transporting twenty-five pounds of marijuana. The man admitted he 
moved from Texas to Washington “to grow weed”, which he intended to sell. 
The subject was arrested for felony trafficking of marijuana118.  


 Idaho, June 2015: 
 Idaho State Police pulled over two men from Washington and discovered they 


were diverting twenty-two pounds of marijuana and several grams of heroin. 
The driver was arrested for a suspended license, trafficking marijuana and 
heroin, and possession of a controlled substance. The passenger was arrested 
for trafficking marijuana and heroin119.  


 Montana, June 2015: 
 A twenty-one year old man was arrested after he was caught diverting twelve 


pounds of marijuana from Tacoma to Montana. His duffle bags were 
discovered on an Amtrak train. Upon arrest, the man stated the Washington 
marijuana was destined for Wisconsin. He was charged with felony drug 
distribution with intent to distribute120. 
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Section 7: THC Extraction 
Introduction 


THC extraction involves stripping the trichomes off marijuana plant material that holds 
the compound that produces the psychoactive high. The end result of this process is an 
extremely concentrated liquid form of THC121. 


The common names of the concentrated product are butane hash-oil/butane honey-oil 
(BHO), wax, crumble, shatter, or sugar. This type of marijuana is desired by consumers due to 
the very small amount needed to experience a powerful high. Users can consume this highly 
concentrated form by smoking (known as ‘dabbing’), smoking in a vaporizer (including e-
cigarettes), infusing into food products, mixing into drinks, or dissolving into various tinctures 
or topicals.  


This product has been around for decades but commercialization created a new incentive 
for businesses to meet the demands of consumers. Due to the inexpensive materials, do-it-
yourself guides on the internet and the easy availability of marijuana, consumers have been 
attempting to produce the product themselves.  


 The simplest method used by consumers is to buy cans of butane, plastic pipes, a dish to 
catch the liquid, and a filtration device such as a coffee filter. A heat source is needed to burn off 
the butane before consuming the end product. All of these items are readily available in 
hardware, grocery, and marijuana stores across the state.  


 The most alarming public safety concern involving a consumer who is extracting THC 
using butane is that the gas is extremely flammable. Butane is colorless, odorless, and heavier 
than air. Any spark can trigger an explosion. Reports of ignition sources include static electricity 
from clothing, a refrigerator clicking on, or someone smoking a cigarette. 


 


Data Summary 


 17 THC extraction lab explosions occurred in Washington State in 2014; 
 Operation Shattered charged 4 separate explosions in federal court. 


 


Drug Enforcement Administration 


The Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) has closely followed the THC extraction 
explosion phenomenon across the nation. This is not a threat unique to the State of Washington. 
Through open source reporting and data analysis of various databases, the DEA was able to 
produce the following chart showing the explosions that occurred in the state in 2014122. 
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 In 2014, there were seventeen reported THC extraction lab explosions across the state. 
Ten were located on the western side of the state with the remaining on the eastern side. 
Descriptions of some explosions follow: 


 Shelton, 2014: 
 A home exploded in the city of Shelton where four people, all under the age of 


twenty-one, were extracting THC. All received treatment for their injuries with 
one needing to be airlifted to Harborview Medical Center. The home was used as 
a marijuana grow operation in connection with the THC extraction lab to create 
hash-oil123. 


 Walla Walla, 2014: 
 The basement of a home exploded in the city of Walla Walla as the result of a 


THC extraction. Two men were extracting THC in the basement while a women 
with two children, a twelve and a five year-old, were upstairs. After the explosion, 
the five year-old went missing for a short period of time because the child ran in 
fear to a neighbor’s house for safety. An off-duty police officer was near the home 
when the explosion occurred and pulled both severely burned men from the 
basement. Both were airlifted to a hospital with 2nd and 3rd degree burns124. 


 Auburn, 2014: 
 A man’s refrigerator exploded after he placed days-old extraction equipment 


inside. The door of the refrigerator was blown off and the explosion shattered 
windows and caused damage to the walls and ceiling. The damage to the home 
was estimated at $10,000125.  


 Spokane, 2014: 
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 A man caused an explosion at an apartment while his girlfriend and two year-old 
daughter were also in the apartment. The man learned how to do the extraction 
after watching an online tutorial. Once the extraction was complete, the man 
smoked the marijuana oil in his bong which triggered the explosion. The man 
pled guilty to manufacturing a controlled substance and was sentenced in federal 
court to five years in prison in addition to paying over a quarter million dollars in 
restitution to the apartment property owners126.  


 


Operation Shattered 


The federal government responded quickly to prosecute cases against individuals 
involved with THC explosions. This became known as Operation Shattered, which included four 
separate explosions in Kirkland, Seattle, Puyallup, and Bellevue. Each explosion is described 
below: 


 Kirkland, 2014: 
 Two men caused an explosion at an apartment complex while attempting to 


extract THC. They both had previously been arrested in Seattle for engaging 
in the same criminal activity. Both men pled guilty to federal charges of 
endangering human life while manufacturing controlled substances. One was 
sentenced to thirty months in prison while the other received an eighteen-
month sentence and three years of supervised release. In addition, both were 
required to pay almost $100,000 in restitution to the apartment complex for 
damages127.  


 Seattle, 2014: 
 A refrigerator filled with old THC extraction materials exploded causing 


extensive damages. The blast was so powerful it blew one side of the house off 
its foundation by six inches, blew out windows, and ripped a sliding glass 
door off. Marijuana was found in the kitchen, the bedroom, and an illegal 
marijuana grow was found in the basement128. 


 Puyallup, 2014: 
 A THC extraction lab run by a twenty-five year old man exploded while one of 


his employees was in the middle of an extraction. Due to the expansive 
operation, the hundreds of butane canisters that were in stock at the house 
exploded in a manner similar to that of rockets when officers arrived on 
scene. The explosion occurred at a residence where multiple people lived 
including a fourteen-month old child. Both men were charged federally with 
endangering human life while manufacturing controlled substances, 
maintaining a drug involved premise, and manufacturing hash-oil and 
marijuana129.  


 Bellevue, 2013: 
 Three people were involved in a marijuana THC extraction operation that 


caused an explosion in an apartment complex. The explosion was so intense 
that multiple residents had to jump off balconies to escape the flames. One 
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particular resident was the eighty-seven year old first female mayor of 
Bellevue. During her attempt to escape, she broke her pelvis and later died 
from complications. Two of the men funded the operation and provided the 
space for the extractions while the third was the manufacturer. The third man 
sustained severe burns and then fled to California where he was caught 
extracting yet again. All three were charged federally with endangering 
human life while manufacturing controlled substances, maintaining a drug 
involved premise, and manufacturing hash-oil and marijuana. All three pled 
guilty130. A photo of the aftermath of the explosion is below. 


 


 Not all THC extraction labs explode but the potential public safety threat is real, harmful, 
and poses a high risk of death to not only those involved but innocent victims. The Washington 
State Liquor and Cannabis Board (WSLCB) has ruled that these types of extractions outside of a 
licensed business are illegal.  
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Section 8: Marijuana-Related 
Crime 
Introduction 


This section of the report will examine data from the Spokane Valley and Seattle Police 
Departments. It will provide examples of the calls related to marijuana that these two large 
municipal police departments have experienced. In addition, the news log will examine crime 
headlines from across the state. Marijuana-related crimes include: robberies, burglaries, home-
invasions, illegal marijuana grows, assaults, drug deals, illegal marijuana sales, possession-
related crimes, and additional related crimes. 


 


Data Summary  


 The most common marijuana-related crimes reported to the Spokane Valley Police 
Department for 2015 (January – August) were possession (21), theft (14), and 
harassment (11); 


 80% of the quantitation cases submitted to the Washington State Patrol Crime Lab 
for testing involved minors. 


 


Spokane Valley and City of Spokane Police Departments  


Spokane Valley is located in eastern Washington State, located between Spokane and 
Liberty Lake on the Idaho border – thirty-three miles west of Coeur d’Alene. The data depicted 
below is from the case records developed by the department regarding marijuana-related 
crimes131.  
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 The graph above illustrates the range of marijuana-related crimes involving various 
categories of crime. In detail, the graph includes: 


 Assault: violent crimes against persons and law enforcement and domestic violence 
assaults: 
 Example: a man called to report that his girlfriend had punched him in the 


stomach during an argument about marijuana. He had removed all marijuana 
paraphernalia from the house and she demanded that it be returned. While 
bringing the items back, the subject dropped a pipe that broke triggering the 
assault (2015); 


 Theft: thefts, shoplifting, burglaries, robberies in relation to persons and marijuana 
businesses (medical or recreational), or vehicles: 
 Example: two youths broke into a neighbor’s marijuana greenhouse 


containing numerous marijuana plants. The homeowner came out and found 
the youths before they had a chance to run. The youths were returned to their 
parents (2014); 


 Harassment: harassment, threats, arguments: 
 Example: a youth stole her parent’s vehicle, returned late in the morning, 


entered her parent’s home and proceeded to lock her bedroom door. Deputies 
had to break down the door at the request of the parents. The room was filled 
with marijuana smoke but no responsibility was claimed. The youth grabbed 
a knife, threatened to kill her mother, and was arrested (2015); 


 Possession: possession over the legal amount for those over twenty-one, minor in 
possession of any amount, manufacturing or delivering: 
 Example: a school security guard followed a high school student after 


concluding that the youth was buying marijuana. The youth was witnessed 
buying honey-oil, an extremely potent form of marijuana, from another 
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youth. The youth admitted to buying the drug over twenty-five times in the 
past and swallowed the oil when the police were called (2014); 


 Vehicular: assaults, hit-and-runs, driving under the influence: 
 Example: officers responded to a hit-and-run collision. The driver admitted to 


drinking and smoking marijuana. The driver was arrested for vehicular 
assault (2015); 


 Explosions: butane hash-oil/butane honey-oil/THC extraction explosions: 
 Example: an explosion in a trailer was explained to officers as resulting from 


a cigarette that was too close to a propane tank. The Investigative Unit 
determined that the explanation was false and determined that the explosion 
was due to a marijuana honey-oil explosion (2015); 


 Other: fraud, unknown death, lewd conduct, malicious mischief, liquor violation: 
 Example: a licensed marijuana producer/processor called to report that 


unknown persons were dumpster diving for their discarded marijuana scraps 
(2015). 


According to data from the Spokane Valley Police Department, possession-related crimes 
increased significantly in 2014, the year commercial sales of marijuana commenced. 
Concurrently, thefts also reached a three-year high totaling fifteen instances. Data for 2015 is 
preliminary, but crimes involving possession and theft remain high. Crimes related to 
harassment increased through 2015 compared to the prior two years. Based on the continued 
increase in crime rates involving marijuana in 2014, there will likely be a continued rise seen in 
2015.  


One of the more recent crimes for which a marijuana user could be sanctioned involves 
consuming in a public place. The state has expressed an expectation that this will be enforced. 
However, it has not been a popular $115 citation to issue. The Spokane Municipal Court has only 
issued twenty-eight citations since legalization occurred in 2012132. 


Private security officers in the city were responsible for writing twenty of the twenty-
eight citations. Since marijuana is the lowest priority for law enforcement, the City of Spokane 
Police Department has only issued six citations.  


The age group with the highest reported number of citations is the cohort between the 
ages of twenty-one and twenty-nine. Five citations were issued to those under the age of twenty 
one.  


 


Seattle Police Department 


Seattle is located in King County on the eastern shore of Puget Sound. Known for being 
the most liberal city in the state, Seattle is highly diverse with residents from all backgrounds. 


The data provided by the Seattle Police Department as depicted in the following graphs 
demonstrates the relationship between marijuana and crime. The information was obtained 
from the Seattle Police Department’s Marijuana Quarterly Reports. The data was collected 
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during 2011, 2013, and the first two quarters of 2014 regarding marijuana-related crime in the 
city of Seattle133. The data for 2012 was not included due to lack of complete reporting.  


 


Comparing 2011 to 2013, the number of primary narcotics offenses decreased by 57.58% 
while marijuana-related incidents decreased by 57.81%.  


 


 In 2011, marijuana represented 1.3% of all incidents and 36% of all primary narcotics 
offenses. In 2013, marijuana declined slightly to represent 1.16% of the total incidents but 
increased to entail 45.74% of all narcotics offenses.   
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 Juvenile marijuana-related crime also decreased by 27.27% from 2011 (198) to 2013 
(144).   


 


 Examining the first six months of 2014 provides a sense of the environment in Seattle 
before commercialization occurred in July. During the first quarter of the year, marijuana 
represented 0.75% of the total incidents but half (50.43%) of the primary narcotic incidents. It 
should be noted that, in comparison to quarter four of 2013, overall narcotic incidents decreased 
13.76%. However, marijuana-related incidents increased by 14.94% and juvenile offenses 
increased by 54.55%.  
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 In the second quarter of 2014, marijuana incidents were nominal in the context of total 
incidents with a rate of 0.71%. But in regard to primary narcotic violations, marijuana 
represented 53.85% of all incidents. Also, all narcotics violations increased by 2.75% while 
marijuana incidents increased by 30.6%. Notably, medical marijuana dispensary incidents 
increased by 46.1%. Further, when comparing the first quarter of 2014 to the second, marijuana-
related assaults increased by 21% and incidents involving handguns increased by 42.86%. 


 Data for the second half of 2014 was not available nor was any data from 2015. Based 
upon information comparing the incidents before legalization in 2011 to offenses in 2014, 
changes can be seen. The number of juveniles involved, the use of handguns, and the overall 
incidents of marijuana offenses compared with primary narcotic offenses illustrates that 
marijuana remains an issue of concern within the City of Seattle.  


 In 2014, the Seattle Police Department issued 167 citations for the public consumption of 
marijuana134. The fine for these citations is $27 (compared to Spokane’s $115). Again, with 
marijuana being the lowest enforcement priority for officers, these citations are infrequent in a 
city with a population of 652,405.  


 


Medical Marijuana – The Kettle Falls Five 


Crimes involving medical marijuana are unique in nature. For a number of reasons, it 
may be assumed that most medical marijuana patients follow the language of the law. However, 
there are others who have taken advantage of the system. When Washington passed the statute 
that allows for collective gardens and designated providers, it unintentionally led to the growth 
of black market enterprises. 


 Dispensaries are illegal storefronts that evolved into problematic enterprises. Despite the 
pretense that these businesses only take “donations”, many purposefully gain profit. An 
unknown number of criminal cases throughout the state of Washington have focused on these 
illegal enterprises. Cases were built because dispensaries did not verify the medical 
authorizations of customers, for growing more marijuana then allowed, or for using the 
establishment to sell other illegal drugs. 


 Examples of other questionable practices include collective gardens that expanded well 
beyond the allowed personal growing amount. One of the most well-known criminal cases 
involved the “Kettle Falls Five”. The operation was family-operated and included the father, the 
mother, their son and his wife, and a friend.  


 In 2012, the Stevens County Sheriff’s Office discovered a marijuana grow operation 
covering a third of an acre. An investigation revealed that the growing operation, which included 
over 100 plants, belonged to five medical marijuana patients135. Under the medical marijuana 
law, each patient is only allowed fifteen plants which would have capped the grow at seventy-five 
plants. Investigators also found business records related to the marijuana grow indicating that 
the family paid thousands of dollars to people to harvest the marijuana. Guns were also found 
on the property.  
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 One of the members of the Kettle Falls Five, the friend, had previously been charged with 
growing marijuana and was approached by the son in 2011 to grow on thirty-three acres near 
Colville. An agreement was made and all five began growing on the property, splitting the crop 
at the end of the harvest. The plan was for each patient to receive twenty-eight to thirty pounds 
per harvest.  On two separate occasions, the friend brought seventy-five plants from Seattle to 
the marijuana grow. He was also responsible for the $10,000 startup costs for the operation.  


 Federal charges were brought against all five due to the expansive operation and the 
violation of Washington State law. Three counts included conspiring to grow and distribute, 
growing, and distributing. In addition, a charge of use of a weapon in furtherance of a drug 
trafficking crime was added.  


 Charges were subsequently dropped for two members: the father and the friend. The 
father was diagnosed with a terminal illness and the friend accepted a plea deal. Under the plea 
deal, he testified against the other three defendants.  


 The outcome for the other three defendants was federal prison. All three were found 
guilty of growing marijuana but were found not guilty of distributing, conspiracy, and the 
firearms charge. The son was sentenced to thirty-three months while his wife and mother were 
sentenced to one year in prison. A three-year probation sentence was attached to follow each 
prison term. 


 The media attention to this case incited many opinions and discussions. Many believed 
that the grow was simply for personal use and not for profit. Others felt that consumers with 
medical authorizations were taking advantage of a poorly managed medical market. Without 
question, however, was that marijuana, at any level, is illegal at the federal level. The defendants 
were charged accordingly.  


 


Washington State Patrol Crime Laboratory 


 With legalization came new processes and considerations bearing on marijuana-related 
crimes. The Washington State Patrol Crime Lab has been pivotal in adjusting to these changes. 
Of the eight accredited labs utilized by the Washington State Patrol (WSP), the crime labs 
located in Vancouver, Seattle, and Spokane have been the primary labs responsible for testing136.  


 Before legalization, the crime lab used to conduct qualitative testing on marijuana. These 
tests would determine if in fact the leafy green material submitted was marijuana. Now, the lab 
is required to conduct quantitative testing that determines the THC percentage. Because of this 
change, the lab went from being able to conduct a test in under an hour to requiring three to 
four hours. The scientists who conduct this testing spend between a third and 75% of their time 
dealing with marijuana quantitation.  


 The costs for this change totaled over a quarter of a million dollars. New supplies, 
instruments, and software cost approximately $260,000 in upgrades without funds legislatively 
mandated for the lab. The expense had to be absorbed by the WSP Crime Lab Division.  
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 In addition to changing testing methods, the caseload for the lab also increased. With 
legalization making marijuana applicable to numerous types of products, exposure to minors 
increased resulting in a significant increase in controlled substance case submissions. The lab 
estimates that 80% of the marijuana cases they examined within the first half of 2015 involved 
minors.  


 


 Before 2013, the requirement for quantitation cases was not mandated. The graph above 
depicts cases that were submitted for such testing after the changes in the law addressing 
marijuana in 2013 were enacted. Totals for the first six months of 2015 are just short of half of 
the total number of cases in 2014.  


 


News Log  


Examples of news articles focused on the relationship between marijuana and crime in 
Washington State follow. These stories address illegal possession, illegal manufacturing, 
homicides, assaults, robberies, burglaries, and home-invasions. Crimes associated with medical 
marijuana, recreational marijuana, and the black market are also included.  


 


Marijuana robberies, burglaries, and home-invasions: 


 Seattle, April 2013: 
 Two residents were sleeping when three armed men with rifles and a 


handgun broke into their home by kicking in the back door. A confrontation 
ensued and one of the residents was hit in the face by one of the weapons. The 
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robbers held the two at gunpoint while they stole marijuana plants, weapons, 
and cash. The suspects also stole one of the resident’s cars and fled137.  


 Tacoma, August 2014: 
 Two twenty-year old cousins decided to rob their black market marijuana 


dealer. An altercation occurred during the robbery attempt when one cousin 
hit the dealer over the head with a gun. Upon impact, the gun went off, hitting 
the other cousin. The man pled guilty to first degree manslaughter and was 
sentenced to eight years in prison138. 


 Lakewood, November 2014: 
 Three suspects broke into a home demanding marijuana, money, and gold. 


One suspect had a knife that subsequently cut the wife’s hand and the other 
had a handgun which was used to hit the husband in the head. The couple 
was then tied up. The husband was able to free himself, retrieve his gun, and 
shot one of the three suspects – a nineteen year-old. The suspects fled but 
dumped the dead body in Federal Way. One suspect, nineteen, was arrested 
on second-degree murder charges, first-degree assault, unlawful 
imprisonment, first-degree robbery, and kidnapping139.  


 Seattle, December 2014: 
 A medical marijuana dispensary was burglarized when a suspect used a power 


saw to cut through a wall. The suspect stole twenty-four pounds of marijuana 
worth over $100,000. The suspect then went through the boxes and jars of 
marijuana in the storage room before fleeing the scene140.  


 Westport, July 2015: 
 A nineteen year-old burglar broke into a medical marijuana dispensary and 


stole marijuana-infused candies. The dispensary owner noticed the burglary 
the next morning due to the marijuana candy wrappers on the floor, partially 
chewed gummy candies, and empty glass jars. The suspect was later turned 
into police by his mother who was suspicious about where the unemployed 
teen got all the marijuana141.  


 


Illegal marijuana grows: 


 Kent, September 2014: 
 Firefighters were dispatched to what was thought to be a house fire but was 


discovered to be a foreclosed home housing a massive illegal marijuana grow. 
Police found 1,300 marijuana plants and fifty-one pounds of processed 
marijuana valued at over $1.5 million. Police estimated the marijuana grow 
had been operating for not more than a year. It was also discovered that the 
house was diverting and stealing electrical power for the large grow142.  


 Seattle, December 2014: 
 A medical marijuana dispensary owner and marijuana grower were charged 


with felonies after their multi-million dollar operation was taken down. 
Officers raided three locations associated with the business and seized almost 
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2,800 plants and ninety pounds of processed marijuana. The dispensary 
owner claimed that he had over 2,000 medical marijuana authorizations that 
allowed for his extensive marijuana grows supplying almost 4,800 different 
patients. The investigation revealed this was a for-profit operation and both 
were charged with three counts of possession and distribution of a controlled 
substance143.  


 Gig Harbor, February 2015: 
 A power company discovered that a home was illegally diverting electricity. 


Police responded to the home with power workers to discover one of the 
largest illegal marijuana grows in Pierce County in last twenty years. Police 
discovered 798 plants in the rental home which was located next to a child 
care center. The power company stated the rental home stole more than 
$10,000 worth of power over a ten month period144.  


 Onalaska, February 2015: 
 A couple was arrested when their large illegal medical marijuana grow was 


raided by police. Police seized 614 marijuana plants and forty pounds of 
processed marijuana valued at $2,000-$2,200 a pound. Police also found 
thirty-three weapons in the home which was located in a school zone. The 
couple admitted to growing marijuana for medical purposes but within the 
last five years had turned their grow into a for-profit enterprise. They 
reported making $136,000 a year. The husband admitted that he was able to 
finance the extensive grow operation from his legal businesses. The couple 
was charged with manufacturing marijuana in a school zone, possession of 
marijuana with intent to deliver in a school zone, and money laundering145.  


 Tukwila, April 2015: 
 Police raided a home and discovered over one hundred plants inside. In 


addition, officers discovered another 200 marijuana plants inside a home 
nearby the first home. Authorities determined that the houses were 
purchased to be used as grow operations. No residents lived in the homes146.  


 


Assaults and marijuana deals gone bad: 


 Seattle, February 2012: 
 A pastor met with four men in a park to buy several pounds of marijuana 


worth $1,000 when he was shot in the head. One of the four suspects shot the 
pastor in order to steal his money. Three of the four suspects were convicted 
of charges including first-degree robbery, manslaughter, and murder147.  


 Yakima, January 2015: 
 A nineteen year-old and a twenty six year-old man planned to buy marijuana 


from a twenty eight year-old at a local gun club. The dealer asked the two men 
to leave but they attempted to break in instead. During the attempt, the men 
fired through the front door and fatally killed the dealer. The nineteen year-
old was convicted of murder, assault, and attempted-burglary148.  
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 Sudden Valley, February 2015: 
 A marijuana deal was arranged over Facebook chat between an eighteen year-


old and a seventeen year-old. The seventeen year-old arrived at the house of 
the eighteen year-old to sell marijuana. Not long after the dealer arrived with 
his teenage friends, seven residents of the house emerged wearing masks and 
carrying baseball bats and a gun. The teens ran while the seven ransacked the 
car and broke out a window. When police arrived, the seven were hiding 
inside the house. After some time, all seven came out with their hands up. All 
seven were charged with conspiracy to commit robbery in the first degree, 
attempted robbery in the first degree, robbery in the first degree, and theft in 
the second degree. All seven were under the age of twenty-one – the youngest 
was sixteen and the oldest was twenty years of age149.  


 Federal Way, March 2015: 
 Two men went to an apartment complex to buy marijuana from two other 


men, one of them being eighteen years of age. Both of the buyers were armed 
with guns, one of which was reported as stolen. During the deal, one of the 
buyers decided to rob the two dealers by claiming he was an undercover 
police officer. The dealers ran and one of the buyers fired a shot, killing the 
eighteen year-old dealer. The buyer was charged with conspiracy to distribute 
marijuana, using a gun during a drug trafficking crime, and illegally 
possessing a firearm. He was sentenced to ten years in prison150.  


 Yakima, July 2015: 
 Two thirty year-old men arranged to sell marijuana to three teenagers – aged 


seventeen, fifteen, and twelve. During the sale, the teens, who were all 
equipped with guns, decided to rob the men. The twelve year-old shot and 
killed one of the thirty year-old men. After the shooting, the twelve year-old 
fled as far as Nebraska. United States Marshals picked up the youth who was 
charged with the other two teens for murder151.  


 


Investigations: 


 Ephrata, May 2013: 
 The Interagency Narcotics Enforcement Team conducted a series of 


undercover drug buys at an outdoor music festival. Officers identified a dealer 
from whom he bought marijuana on two separate occasions. During the buys, 
officers noticed that a nine year-old was assisting the dealer. The dealer 
indicated that the child helped tend to a marijuana grow. Officers arrested the 
dealer who admitted to selling marijuana fifteen times during the festival. A 
search warrant served on the dealer’s car revealed a digital scale, marijuana 
honey oil, a jar with marijuana residue, and drug paraphernalia. The dealer 
was charged with two counts of marijuana delivery152.  


 Prosser, May 2015: 
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 Two brothers, twenty two and twenty seven years-old, were suspects in a 
Benton County Sheriff’s Office gang team investigation for selling marijuana. 
The brothers were selling marijuana out of a travel trailer to any buyers 
including high school students. Deputies served a search warrant on the 
property and found 230 grams of marijuana, forty two grams of powdered 
marijuana, eighteen marijuana cookies in a jar, digital scales, and marijuana 
packaging material. One brother stated he had paperwork for a medical 
marijuana authorization as well as documentation that he was an approved 
designated provider. No paperwork was found on the scene to support his 
designated provider status. The second brother admitted to selling his 
brother’s marijuana to young adults. Both were charged with one count of 
possession of marijuana with intent to deliver and two counts of delivery of 
marijuana153.  


 Seattle, July 2015 
 An auto-body shop was found to be a front for an extensive marijuana drug 


dealing operation. Seattle Police Department officers conducted an 
investigation due to the fact that the shop was receiving around 400 
customers a day claiming to have car trouble. After serving a search warrant 
on the business, officers found 1,276 grams of marijuana, 459 marijuana 
edibles, and eighteen grams of marijuana hash oil. At the business owner’s 
residence, officers found fifteen rifles, six shotguns, five handguns, and 
$1,576. In the residence belonging to the father of the business owner officers 
found another ten guns and $54,000 in cash. In total, five people were 
arrested in connection with the illegal marijuana dealing operation154.  


 Vancouver, July 2015 
 The Vancouver Police Department referred information to the Clark-


Vancouver Regional Drug Task Force after discovering an illegally operating 
medical marijuana dispensary. The dispensary owner claimed to operate a 
consulting business for medical marijuana patients. Detectives discovered 
that the dispensary was selling marijuana to any and all buyers. The 
dispensary sold marijuana in gram quantities based on how many “minutes” 
the buyer wanted of a specific strain. For example, ten minutes of ‘Dark Star’ 
equaled ten grams of ‘Dark Star’ strain marijuana. The dispensary owner 
admitted to having between 100-200 customers a day with total sales of 
approximately $10,000 a day. The task force served a search warrant on the 
dispensary, the dispensary owner’s house, and the dispensary owner’s father’s 
house. Detectives found multiple marijuana plants throughout the locations, 
$15,000 in hidden cash, and more than ten pounds of processed marijuana. 
The dispensary owner was arrested on three counts of manufacturing 
marijuana, possession of marijuana with intent to deliver, fourteen counts of 
delivery of marijuana, and several counts of money laundering155.  
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Section 9: The Current Markets 
Introduction 


This section will examine the current business markets for both recreational and medical 
marijuana. Topics that will be addressed include taxes, banking, industry trends, and tribal 
relations. 


 


Data Summary 


 Recreational Marijuana: Sales - 
 Total sales generated from June 2014 to July 2015: $307,560,066;  
 Retailers in July of 2015 were averaging $1,910,070 in sales a day.  


 Recreational Marijuana: Taxes - 
 Total state excise taxes generated from June 2014 to July 2015: $76,621,302; 
 Total state retail sales tax collections from July 2014 to June 2015: 


$25,294,193; 
 Total local retail sales tax collections from July 2014 to June 2015: 


$4,690,599. 
 Medical Marijuana: Sales and Taxes - 


 Total taxable retail sales for FY 2015: $109,239,149; 
 Total state retail sales tax due for FY 2015: $7,146,678; 
 Total business and occupation tax due for FY 2015: $616,401; 
 Total local retail sales tax due for FY 2015: $3,268,432. 


 


Recreational Marijuana 


Sales:  


Initiative 502 did not set a standard or a threshold for the price of recreational 
marijuana. The market was expected to set its own prices based upon demand and production 
costs. Competition from other recreational businesses was also taken into account, as was 
competition from the black and medical marijuana markets.  







 


NWHIDTA Marijuana Impact Report – 116 | P a g e  
 


 


 The graph displayed here depicts one year of commercial sales from June 2014 to the 
end of July 2015. During that period, the state generated $307,560,066 in sales156. This includes 
all sales from producers, processors, and retailers. Retailers in July of 2015 were averaging 
$1,910,070 in sales a day157.  


 


 Displayed by license type, retailers generated the most total sales, with producers 
generating the lowest sale amounts. In total, producers generated $6,345,496, processors 
generated $89,735,046, and retailers generated $211,479,524. 
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Taxes: 


When I-502 was approved by Washington State voters, it included a specific state taxing 
scheme that applied to recreational marijuana businesses.  


 The initiative imposed a 25% excise tax on each of the three tiers of the system. This 
meant that from producers to processors, processors to retailers, and retailers to consumers, a 
25% tax was applied to each transaction. However, if a business was a dually-licensed 
producer/processor, the tax would not be imposed between those two licenses. This tax was 
applied in addition to state and local taxes.  


 The generated excise taxes were to be deposited into the Dedicated Marijuana Fund for 
disbursement158. The account was required to make quarterly and annual disbursements, 
including:  


 Quarterly disbursements and priorities : 
 Department of Social and Human Services: $125,000; 


 Administration, implementation, and analysis of the Healthy Youth 
Survey. 


 Department of Social and Human Services: $50,000; 
 Contract for the Washington State Institute of Public Policy to conduct 


a cost-benefit evaluation reports.  
 University of Washington Alcohol and Drug Abuse Institute: $5,000; 


 Production of web-based materials regarding the health and safety 
risks associated to marijuana use.  


 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: $1,250,000; 
 Administration of Initiative-502. 


 After quarterly disbursements, additional recipients and priorities including: 
 50% to the Basic Health Plan Trust Account; 


 Health Care Access Act.  
 19.7% to the State General Fund; 


 Undisclosed priorities. 
 15% to the Department of Social and Human Services Division of Behavioral 


Health and Recovery; 
 Implementation of programs and practices aimed at the prevention or 


reduction of substance use. 
 10% to the Department of Health; 


 Creation and implementation of marijuana education and public 
health programs including a marijuana use public health hotline, a 
grant program for local community agencies focusing on prevention 
and reduction programs prioritizing marijuana use by youth, and 
media-based education campaigns regarding the health risks 
associated to marijuana. 


 5% to Washington State Health Care Authority; 
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 Contracts with community health centers to provide primary health 
and dental care services as well as migrant and maternity health care 
services. 


 0.3% to the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction; 
 Fund grants to the Building Bridges program. 


 


 This year of commercialized sales extends from June 2014 to the end of July 2015. 
During this period, total excise taxes due from producer, processor, and retailing licensees were 
$76,621,302159.  
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 When identified by license type, it is obvious as to where the bulk of marijuana excise 
taxes are generated. The graph also shows which licensees are paying their excise taxes to the 
state160. In total, the state is owed $1,226,604 in excise taxes. Producers owe over $36,000, 
processors owe over a million dollars, and retail licensees owe just over $105,000. 
 


 


 The counties that generate significant sales and excise taxes are King, Spokane, Clark, 
Snohomish, and Pierce. King County individually represents 19% of the total generated sales 
taxes and the total generated excise taxes for the state161.  


The Office of Financial Management is responsible for preparing statewide financial 
reports which include the itemizations of the Dedicated Marijuana Fund. Based on the fiscal 
data provided by the WSLCB, the Office of Financial Management provides an analysis of what 
these taxes entail and where they are intended to be allocated162.  
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Of the revenues deposited into the account, $64,485,904 was collected from sales and 
excise taxes. License fees and other revenues added $2,851,181. Expenditures include the 
disbursements directed by the initiative. These include the allocations to the WSLCB and 
Department of Social and Health Services. The allocation to the General Fund-State Revenue is 
comprised of total taxes generated, both sales and excise, as well as fees from recreational 
marijuana licenses, totaling $988,074. 


 


 According to the Office of Financial Management, expenditures are made as detailed 
above. The Basic Health Plan was allocated the largest share, $22,706,000. Disbursements to 
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the State General Fund amounted to $15,269,000, followed by funds directed to the WSLCB at 
$7,349,538. 


The Department of Revenue also collects taxes: retail sales taxes collected from retailers 
and the business and occupation taxes collected from retailers, processors, and producers. The 
retail sales tax rate varies from county to county with the state’s portion set at 6.5%. These taxes 
are intended to go straight to the state or local jurisdiction as is the case with any other retail 
transactions.  


 


 From July 2014 to June 2015, total taxable retail sales reported amounted to 
$157,530,459. The taxable retail sales reported for the month of June 2015 were $29,480,253. 
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 For fiscal year 2015, the total retail sales tax due to the state of Washington totaled 
$10,239,480, the total business and occupation tax was $1,305,133 and local sales taxes totaled 
$3,670,085. 


  


Banking 


Marijuana remains a Schedule I substance as defined by the Federal Controlled 
Substance Act (CSA). When Washington State legalized marijuana, the need for banking 
services for this new market was not addressed. Banks are regulated by federal agencies and, 
despite some assurances made by those agencies, have been quite reluctant to establish business 
relationships with the marijuana industry. 


 The Department of the Treasury Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN) is 
one of the entities that protects the financial system in the United States. Among other charges, 
it is responsible for prosecuting money laundering and keeping terrorist finances from 
infiltrating the system. Given that marijuana is illegal under federal law, providing financial 
services to the recreational marijuana industry could be considered to be money laundering.  


 In February of 2014, a few months before commercialization, guidance was published by 
FinCEN to clarify the Banking Secrecy Act163. The letter addressed the same eight priority points 
specified in the Cole Memo and stated that if a bank or credit union decided to accept accounts 
from marijuana businesses, the risk and responsibility would fall on them.  


Banks must act with regard to their due diligence to ensure that business partners are 
operating within the legal framework of the state and in accordance with the Cole Memo. If not, 
the banks must file suspicious activity reports (SARs) when questionable situations arise, 
including: 
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 Marijuana Limited: 
 Identifying that the banking customer is involved with a marijuana-related 


business and no other suspicious activity has been identified; 
 Marijuana Priority: 


 Identifying the banking customer as involved with a marijuana-related 
business and suspicious activity has been identified; 


 Marijuana Termination: 
 Identifying the banking customer as involved with a marijuana-related 


business and suspicious activity has been identified, such as money 
laundering, and filing to terminate the customer relationship. 


FinCEN gives examples in its guidance for the types of activities banking institutions 
should be monitoring such as: more revenue than reasonably suspected, rapid movement of 
funds between deposits and withdrawals, unsatisfactory documentation, and business owner(s) 
who live outside of the state in which the business is located.  


With the guidance issued from FinCEN, banks and credit unions can operate with some 
assurance. Three institutions in the state of Washington have opted to service the recreational 
marijuana business industry. 


Numerica Credit Union was the first institution to take the leap. Located in the eastern 
Washington, it is the fifth largest credit union in the state. Numerica opened its doors to 
licensed recreational producers and processors but not to licensed recreational retailers164. 
Restrictions were imposed on the businesses to ensure legitimate banking accounts and 
compliance with federal guidelines. Some restrictions include no issuance of debit or credit 
cards, all deposits need to be made in person, and the account holders must reside in the 
community where one of the seventeen branches are located.   


Salal Credit Union was the second institution to welcome licensed recreational 
marijuana businesses165. The credit union is located in Seattle. Similar to Numerica, Salal only 
agreed to provide banking for producers and processors. One service this credit union is offering 
that Numerica did not is business loans. According to National Public Radio (NPR), Salal 
approved its first equipment loan for a licensed recreational marijuana processor to purchase a 
$400,000 extraction system to create marijuana oil for edibles. 


O’Bee Credit Union became the third institution to offer services to recreational 
marijuana businesses. The Olympia-based credit union became involved at the beginning of 
2015 and reported thirty marijuana-related clients located in Thurston and Pierce Counties166. 
The credit union has reported that these account holders deposit anywhere from $5,000 to 
$25,000 at least once or twice a week. The credit union takes anywhere from three days to two 
weeks to approve an account for a marijuana-related business. Services provided by O Bee 
include deposit services, checking, savings, and the ability for marijuana business employees to 
cash their checks. 


These are the three most widely known institutions involved with the recreational 
marijuana business industry. However, according to the Director of the Washington State 
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Department of Financial Institutions, there are several dozen other financial institutions that 
are quietly involved with the marijuana industry.  


Outside of the banking system, some marijuana businesses have opted for alternative 
fiscal solutions. With significant amounts of cash on hand, the businesses are potential targets 
for a burglary or robbery. Some retailing locations have opted to utilize mobile apps allowing 
businesses and consumers to purchase marijuana on an online platform in order to eliminate 
the need for cash.  


One example is PayQwick, which operates in partnership with multiple retailing 
locations across Washington. Their app links to a consumer’s bank account and can be used 
directly from their phones or from a card issued by the company. The site also allows for 
businesses to pay their state-mandated taxes through the money service167.  


 


Industry Expansion 


When recreational marijuana became legal, it not only opened up a market for sales but 
also provided an opportunity for a new industry to flourish. Washington State has become a 
tourist attraction that offers recreational marijuana to visitors.  


Among the first and 
most notable new 
businesses were guided bus 
tours of marijuana 
businesses in the Seattle 
area. The accompanying 
photo is promoting this 
type of marijuana 
tourism168. Buses took 
riders to various producers 
and processors and stopped 
last at a retailing location so 
products could be 
purchased. The same 
company has also held 
marijuana painting classes. During class, consumers brought their own marijuana for 
consumption and painted alongside other consumers.  


 Transportation pickup services now also catered to marijuana consumers. Consumers 
who arrived at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport or at the Seattle Cruise Ship Terminals 
could arrange for a group pickup. The transportation services then stopped at a local marijuana 
retailer so consumers could purchase their desired products. In addition, the service catered to 
travelers on layovers.  
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 Marijuana-friendly lodging has also become an option for out-of-state travelers and 
instate tourists. Information posted directly on the hotel or bed and breakfast webpages offer 
options for marijuana consumers. In addition, AirBNB became a major platform to market to 
travelers who are interested in arranging lodging through their services.  


 For tourists who travel to the state without their drug paraphernalia, rental businesses 
opened to meet that demand. Consumers are charged a daily rate for a vaporizer that comes 
with additional equipment such as carrying cases, chargers, and cleaning tools.  


 


Marijuana businesses also participate in local events and holiday activities. When the 
2015 Men’s US Open Golf Championship took place in University Place, retailing locations were 
quick to advertise and offer discounts. Advertising on social media and even by means of an 
airplane banner were used.  


Sales associated with major holidays such as black Friday, April 20th (420 for the 
marijuana culture), and the Fourth of July now include marijuana sales as well. Many retail 
locations offer bonus products, limited edition marijuana strains, or half-off products to bolster 
sales. All social media platforms including retailing websites are used to market the sales. 


 


Medical Marijuana 


Sales and Taxes 


In the absence of a legal business model for the medical marijuana industry, there is no 
method for quantifying sales volumes. Medical marijuana was never intended to entail a 
commercialized market in the state so these capabilities were not set in place. Since medical 
marijuana was approved in 1998, there has been no comprehensive source for sales information. 
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 There is some information regarding the taxable sales and taxes collected from 
dispensaries across the state but the data is incomplete. As marijuana is illegal at the federal 
level, many dispensaries chose not to pay taxes due to the risk of incrimination. The belief 
throughout the medical community was that if they paid taxes to the state, the federal 
government would see that they were engaging in the sale of an illegal drug and take action. 


However, the Washington State Department of Revenue has been able to collect some 
state and local taxes from a few dispensaries169. These dispensaries opted to obtain business 
licenses and paid some taxes. Depending on the dispensary, some paid all taxes, others paid a 
portion, and the rest did not fulfill their tax obligations. The data below is information from July 
2014 to June 2015. 


 


 Total reported taxable retail sales for FY 2015 amounted to $109,239,149. The highest 
month for reported sales was December 2014 with a total of $12,400,607. It appears some 
dispensaries opted to report taxes in order to become a competitive applicant for the 
recreational licensing process which began that same month.  
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 For fiscal year 2015, the total sales tax due to the state of Washington was $7,146,678, 
the total business and occupation tax due was $616,401 and the local retail sales tax due was 
$3,268,432.  


The Department of Revenue reported in January of 2015 that they estimated that 117 
dispensaries were delinquent on sales tax payments. In total, the department estimates that $9.5 
million is due in unpaid taxes170. 


 


Business Industry 


The medical marijuana community has been active in the state of Washington for 
decades. The annual Hempfest event in Seattle is a yearly attraction for medical, recreational, 
and all other consumers. According to their webpage, Hempfest is a political protest rally 
organized to change the nation’s stance on marijuana. Even after legalization in Washington in 
2012, the ‘protestival’ continues to occur on an annual basis to advocate for decriminalization 
and legalization across the United States171. In 2015 Hempfest marked its 24th anniversary in 
Seattle.  
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The weekend-long event is culturally accepted as a venue for users of all ages to attend 
and consume marijuana in the spirit of legalization. The event includes speakers, concerts, and a 
variety of food vendors that contribute to the atmosphere of the event.  


Medical marijuana “consultation booths” are strategically placed throughout the festival. 
Medical professionals who are allowed to write authorizations do so for a quick cash transaction. 
Consumers without any medical conditions or paperwork to substantiate their claims are given 
an authorization for an increased price. One reporter in Seattle was able to obtain an 
authorization with no documentation; the entire process took eleven minutes and cost $200172.  


The Seattle Police Department made 
headlines during the 2013 Hempfest festival 
– the first gathering following the 
legalization of recreational marijuana. 
Officers handed out bags of Doritos chips 
with stickers advising consumers about a few 
rules regarding marijuana173. The message 
was:  


“We thought you might be hungry. 
We also thought now might be a good time 
for a refresher on the do’s and don’ts of I-
502. Don’ts: drive while high. Don’t give, 
sell, or shotgun weed to people under 21. 
Don’t use pot in public. You could be cited 
but we’d rather give you a warning. Do’s: do listen to Dark Side of the Moon at a reasonable 
volume. Do enjoy Hempfest. Remember: respect your fellow voters and familiarize yourself 
with the rules of I-502 at…” 
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 This gesture was an attempt to bridge the gap between law enforcement and marijuana 
consumers. Officers were tasked with educating users on a few points after legalization was 
enacted to keep the festival within the confines of the law. However, marijuana consumption 
occurred throughout the festival despite the message on the snack. The event is known for 
public consumption but during the 2015 Hempfest no open consumption citations were written. 


 Contests and competitions featuring marijuana products are highly anticipated events 
within the marijuana industry. In the state of Washington, state-licensed recreational marijuana 
businesses are not allowed to partake in such events. However, those involved in the medical 
marijuana market have no such restrictions. 


 The Concentrates Cup174 and the Cannabis Cup175 are events in which the medical 
marijuana community participates on a yearly basis. The focus of these events is to judge the 
quality and effects of various marijuana strains, not therapeutic or medical benefits. Marijuana 
dispensaries as well as home growers and processors enter their products in the contest for a fee 
in order to contest for an award. Analytical 360, an approved lab for testing the recreational 
marijuana market, assists with judging these products.  


High Times Magazine organized these two competitions from 2012 to 2014 but cancelled 
the events in 2015176. The WSLCB did not grant them a license for event space due in part to the 
fact that the proposed venues were located on federal land and because public consumption is 
therefore precluded, eliminating an essential part of the competitions.  


 


Sovereign Indian Nations 


Tulalip Marijuana Conference 


Tribal leaders from across the nation met in Washington State in 2015 to participate in 
the first Tribal Marijuana Conference at the Tulalip Reservation. The seventy-five leaders met to 
discuss becoming involved in the commercial marijuana market. State leaders from Washington 
State were present along with the current chair of President Barack Obama’s National Indian 
Law and Order Commission177.  


 The Memo from the Department of Justice in 2014 provided guidance to tribal nations. 
The conference was an opportunity to ask questions and to discuss the language and intent of 
the law as to how it specifically applies to tribes. This pertains to both the medical and 
recreational marijuana market industries. 


 Many tribes disclosed that they were interested in becoming active members of the 
marijuana industry but by the end of the period this report encompasses – July 2015 – no tribes 
from Washington had signed on. 
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Section 10: The Upcoming Market 
Introduction 


During the 2015-2016 legislative session in Washington State, many bills were passed 
which impacted the medical and recreational marijuana markets. Three bills will be examined: 


 Senate Bill 5052: Establishing the Cannabis Protection Act; 
 House Bill 2136: Concerning Comprehensive Marijuana Market Reforms to Ensure a 


Well-Regulated and Taxed Marijuana Market for Washington State; 
 House Bill 2000: Authorizing the Governor to Enter into Agreements with Federally 


Recognized Indian Tribes in the state of Washington Concerning Marijuana; 


 


Senate Bill 5052: Establishing the Cannabis Protection Act:  


In April of 2015, Governor Jay Inslee signed Senate Bill 5052 into law178. This bill, in 
short, completely restructured and reregulated the medical marijuana market throughout the 
state. The effective date of the bill was July 24, 2015 with a majority of the rules going into effect 
on July 1, 2016. 


 Many of the historical flaws inherent in the medical marijuana market ranging from lack 
of oversight to nonexistent guidelines are addressed in this bill. Illegal dispensaries will be 
eliminated, accountability will be required, and transparency for patients will be provided. 


Collective gardens were the impetus for illegal dispensary storefronts opening across the 
state. Currently operating dispensaries will have two options before the July 2016 deadline: 
become licensed or shut down. Dispensaries will be eligible to apply for a recreational marijuana 
license through the WSLCB or may become a “cooperative”. A cooperative will only be allowed 
to have four members, a maximum of sixty plants at the growing site, and are mandated to 
participate in the traceability system. In comparison, collective gardens were allowed to entail 
ten members, forty-five plants and seventy-two ounces of marijuana.  


Dispensaries that become licensed by the state will be required to utilize the same 
traceability system as recreational marijuana businesses. Newly-licensed dispensaries or 
existing licensed recreational businesses may apply for a medical marijuana endorsement to sell 
medical grade marijuana. The Department of Health is expected to issue medical grade 
marijuana standards by June 2016. 


Businesses that receive a medical marijuana endorsement will have additional 
responsibilities at their retailing location. First, medical marijuana “consultants” must be hired 
and trained. These consultants will assist patients or designated providers with regard to 
appropriate marijuana strains. The Department of Health will provide education and training 
for the consultants.  







 


NWHIDTA Marijuana Impact Report – 131 | P a g e  
 


The second responsibility for retailers with endorsements will entail entering patient or 
designator provider information into a new database. The database is a voluntary registry for 
patients and providers. There are certain incentives for a consumer to be registered including a 
larger possession limit and purchase amount, the option to belong to a cooperative, and certain 
possession-related crime protections.  


If a consumer’s name is entered into the database, he or she will receive a recognition 
card issued by the endorsed retailing location. Information on the card will include a unique 
identifying number, the name of the healthcare provider who authorized the medical marijuana 
authorization, and a photo of the cardholder.  


These cards will expire on a six-month basis for patients under the age of eighteen and 
on an annual basis for those over twenty-one. To renew a card, the patient will have to undergo 
an updated medical examination with his/her healthcare provider and receive an updated 
authorization. Once completed, the patient will then return to the endorsed retailer for a new 
recognition card.  


The possession amounts allowed for those with a recognition card are: 


 3 ounces of useable marijuana; 
 21 grams of marijuana concentrates; 
 48 ounces of marijuana-infused products (solid); 
 216 ounces of marijuana-infused products (liquid); 
 6 marijuana plants for home cultivation; and 


 8 ounces of marijuana from those plants. 


The possession amounts allowed for those without a recognition card are: 


 1 ounce of useable marijuana; 
 7 grams of marijuana concentrate; 
 21 ounces of marijuana-infused products (solid); 
 72 ounces of marijuana-infused products (liquid); 
 4 marijuana plants for home cultivation; and 


 6 ounces of marijuana from those plants. 


Minors under the age of twenty-one who are medical marijuana patients will have 
certain restrictions. Those under the age of eighteen will not be allowed to home grow 
themselves and will only be able to purchase marijuana through their designated provider. 
Individuals eighteen to twenty-one will be allowed to enter a retailing establishment on their 
own without their provider. Minors will not be allowed to participate in a cooperative.  
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House Bill 2136: Concerning Comprehensive Marijuana Market Reforms to 
Ensure a Well-Regulated and Taxed Marijuana Market in Washington 
State:  


House Bill 2136 was introduced in the legislature in February of 2015 and signed by the 
Governor at the end of a third special session in June of 2015179. The effective date for the law 
was July 1, 2015. One of the elements the proponents of Initative-502 emphasized to voters was 
the generation of sizeable revenues for the state. This bill made significant changes to the taxing 
scheme for both the medical and recreational marijuana markets.  


 First, the excise tax rate was changed. In I-502, a 25% tax was applied at each tier from 
producers to processors to retailers to consumers. Now, the rate has increased from 25% to 37% 
and is only applied to consumers. This tax will also be collected in addition to retail sales taxes. 
Medical marijuana patients will remain exempt from retail sales tax but will be subject to the 
excise tax. 


 Along with the new tax rate, a new revenue sharing scheme was created. For fiscal years 
2015-2017, a total of $12 million will be distributed to cities and counties across the state. The 
distribution of $6 million a year will be based on the total taxable sales within a jurisdiction. 
This means that in order for a city or county to receive a tax disbursement, it must allow 
marijuana retailing locations to operate. Cities will receive 40% of the total taxes and counties 
will receive the remaining 60%. 


 During FY 2017-2019 and thereafter, a different tax-sharing system will be implemented. 
In this scheme, all marijuana excise tax revenues will be deposited into the State General Fund. 
Once that fund receives $25 million in excise taxes, 30% or a maximum of $20 million will be 
distributed to local jurisdictions – a total of $15 million for 2018 and $20 million for 2019 and 
beyond.  


 Of the revenue shared with cities and counties, 30% must be distributed to those 
jurisdictions that have retailers operating in their area. Additionally, the distribution is based on 
the total proportional sales in each jurisdiction and the individual areas with retail locations. 
The remaining 70% will be distributed on a per capita basis, with 60% allocated to counties. 
Unlike the current system, jurisdictions without marijuana businesses will be eligible for 
revenue sharing.  


New licenses were created for the marijuana industry as well, including a common 
carrier transportation license and a marijuana research license. The common carrier license will 
allow businesses to rely on a discrete company to transport marijuana and cash rather than 
having these responsibilities remain in-house. This license also opens up the state ferry routes, 
which fall under federal jurisdiction, for marijuana transports. The research license allows for 
research to be conducted on four areas involving marijuana from testing chemical potency to 
clinical investigations of marijuana-derived drug products.  


 The bill also gave some authority to cities and counties in regard to marijuana 
businesses. Marijuana businesses are now allowed to have two signs as opposed to one meeting 
the 1,600 square-inch requirement on the business, and the buffer zone of 1,000 feet from 
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protected zones may be reduced. Local jurisdictions may now choose to approve zones as small 
as 100 feet adjacent to certain zones except for schools and playgrounds – they will still be 
protected by the 1,000ft zone. 


 


House Bill 2000: Authorizing the Governor to Enter into Agreements with 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribes in the State of Washington Concerning 
Marijuana:  


This bill was signed by Governor Jay Inslee in May of 2015. It allows for tribal-state 
agreements relating to any or all production, processing, or sales of marijuana in Indian 
Country180. The bill reaffirmed the points made in the Department of Justice guidance memo to 
Sovereign Indian Nations to ensure public safety protections. 


 Specific elements of the house bill included powers given to the WSLCB for all tribal 
relation negotiations. The tribes will be required to impose a tribal marijuana tax which must be 
at least 100% of state and local excise and sales taxes on marijuana products. Taxation of tribal 
members, the tribe, or other tribal entities is not obligated.  


 Tribal marijuana retailers will be able to purchase and sell marijuana from state licensed 
marijuana businesses. However, state-licensed producers and processors will only be able to 
purchase or sell if allowed by a tribal-state agreement approved by the WSLCB.  


 The Suquamish Tribe approached the WSLCB in May of 2015 to discuss a potential 
tribal-state agreement on marijuana. By the end of the period encompassed by this report – July 
2015 – there were no signed agreements involving any tribes.  
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Section 11: Conclusion 
 Marijuana can no longer be considered “just a drug” in Washington State. What was 
once solely in the domains of criminal justice and public health agencies is now a new industry 
that is rapidly expanding with implications not just for Washington State, but for the nation. 


 Washington State has embarked on establishing a stable regulatory model for marijuana. 
Voters did not just legalize a drug, they legalized a capital-driven market.  


 The industry is growing at a rate faster than regulations can be implemented. 
Accountability and responsibility is currently in the hands of the marijuana market place with 
an obligation to self-regulate in order to avoid state – or federal – intervention.   


With the federal government casting a watchful eye on the state from the perspective of 
the Cole Memo, it is unclear what that perspective entails. Data discussed in this Report 
addresses several of those federal priority points.  


Data shows that the diversion of Washington State marijuana is ongoing, that the rate of 
treatment admissions has been constant for marijuana disorders and that driving under the 
influence of marijuana has contributed to an increase in traffic crash fatalities. The Memo also 
states that mandatory protections need to be in place precluding youth access to marijuana. 
Data shows that not only do youth have access to multiple sources, but that they have remained 
consistent, if not more prevalent since legalization. Youth continue to experience a range of 
consequences resulting from marijuana use, and rates of abuse appear to be increasing. Youth 
and adults also continue to drive while high and to engage in serious crimes.  


Data shows that the perception of harm is low for all age groups surveyed and that 
Poison Center calls have dramatically increased since legalization. The THC concentration levels 
in Washington State marijuana continue to increase in order to satisfy the demand of 
consumers. Federal laws are being violated as Washington State marijuana is sent through the 
postal service and THC extraction labs are injuring innocent victims.  


At this juncture, it is impossible to foresee future impacts and what the industry will look 
like years from now.  


The impact of legal marijuana can no longer just be counted in terms of arrests and 
convictions. With the emergence of this enterprise, marijuana is now measured in terms of 
dollars.  


Most notably, markets survive if demand remains strong. As addiction is one of the 
possible consequences of consuming this substance, the state is assured a stable market. 
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(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
7 Association of Washington Cities: “New Map Shows Marijuana Retail Locations in Relation to Population” 
(https://www.awcnet.org/LegislativeAdvocacy/LegislativeIssues/TabId/677/PID/1863/CategoryID/18/CategoryNa
me/Marijuana/Default.aspx) 
8 Washington State Office of the Attorney General: “Whether statewide initiative establishing system for licensing 
marijuana producers, processors, and retailers preempts local ordinances” (http://www.atg.wa.gov/ago-
opinions/whether-statewide-initiative-establishing-system-licensing-marijuana-producers)  
9 Municipal Research and Services Center: “Recreational marijuana ordinances across Washington” 
(http://mrsc.org/Home/Explore-Topics/Legal/Regulation/Recreational-Marijuana-A-Guide-for-Local-
Governmen.aspx)  
10 Washington Secretary of State: November 6, 2012 General Election Results 
(http://results.vote.wa.gov/results/20121106/Initiative-Measure-No-502-Concerns-marijuana_ByCounty.html) 
11 Public Health – Seattle and King County: “Policy Surveillance Report – City and County Response to Marijuana 
Legalization in Washington: 2013-2014” 
(http://lawatlas.org/files/Seattle%20King%20County%20Marijuana/MarijuanaLegalizationReport_ForLawAtlas.pdf) 
12 “Woodland City Council Allows Marijuana Grows” (http://tdn.com/news/local/woodland-city-council-allows-
marijuana-grows/article_1ab5c2d2-dceb-11e4-8faa-4f4bbc226b40.html) 
13 “Federal Way City Council Votes to Ban Marijuana Businesses Within City Limits” 
(http://q13fox.com/2015/12/01/federal-way-city-council-votes-to-ban-marijuana-businesses-within-city-limits/) 
14 “Yakima Closes Pot Store Operating in Defiance of City Rules” 
(http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/local/yakima-closes-pot-store-operating-in-defiance-of-city-
rules/article_65b69282-1924-11e5-8f9d-87f190c25445.html) 
15 “Neighbors Opposed Everett Pot Shop Cites for Selling to Minors” 
(http://www.kirotv.com/news/news/neighbors-opposed-everett-pot-shop-cited-selling-m/nmLG9/)  
16 “Family Fighting Everett Pot Shop Gets Partial Victory” 
(http://www.king5.com/story/news/local/everett/2015/01/07/family-fighting-everett-pot-shop-gets-partial-
victory/21375063/) 
17 The Smoking Bud: “Seattle Wants its MMJ Dispensary Population Cut in Half” 
(http://www.thesmokingbud.com/politics/seattle-wants-its-mmj-dispensary-population-cut-half) 
18 City of Seattle Finance and Administrative Services and Pierce County Planning and Land Services; 2015 
19 Public Health – Seattle and King County: “Policy Surveillance Report – City and County Response to Marijuana 
Legalization in Washington: 2013-2014” 
(http://lawatlas.org/files/Seattle%20King%20County%20Marijuana/MarijuanaLegalizationReport_ForLawAtlas.pdf) 
20 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Traceability System 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/mj2015/traceability_system) 
21 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Marijuana Examiners, Finance Division; 2015 
22 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-085 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-085) 
23 Canary Delivery (www.canarydelivers.com) 
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24 “Capitol Hill Weed Delivery Co-Op Gets Early Jump on Retail Pot” 
(http://www.capitolhillseattle.com/2013/10/capitol-hills-weed-delivery-co-op-gets-early-jump-on-retail-pot/) 
25 “’Uber for Pot’ Startup Canary Shuts Down, Merges with In-Store Weed Pickup App” 
(http://www.geekwire.com/2015/uber-for-pot-startup-canary-shuts-down-merges-with-in-store-weed-pickup-
app/)  
26 “Not Your Grandma’s Cookies: Winterlife Cannabis Breaks into Edibles” (www.seattletimes.com/photo-
video/video/not-your-grandmas-cookies-winterlife-cannabis-breaks-into-edibles/)  
27 RAND Corporation: “Before the Grand Opening: Measuring Washington State’s Marijuana Market in the Last 
Year Before Legalized Commercial Sales” (http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR466.html)  
28 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
29 Century Link Field: Venue Information (http://www.centurylinkfield.com/venue-information/) 
30 United States Census: State and County Quick Facts – Washington 
(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53000.html) 
31 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-095 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-095)  
32 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Marijuana Examiners; 2015 
33 Washington State Department of Agriculture: Marijuana Infused Edibles Inspections (MIE) 
(http://agr.wa.gov/FoodAnimal/Marijuana_Infused_Edibles.aspx) 
34 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Marijuana Interagency Meetings; 2015 
35 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Rules Coordinator; 2015 
36 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
37 Uncle Ike’s Pot Shot (http://uncleikespotshop.com/) 
38 National Institute on Drug Abuse: University of Mississippi Potency Monitoring Program Quarterly Report 
Number 129 
39 “Sativa, Indica, and Hybrid: What’s the Difference between Cannabis Strains?” 
(https://www.leafly.com/news/cannabis-101/sativa-indica-and-hybrid-whats-the-difference-between-cannabis-ty)  
40 E & E Publishing – Electricity: “Utilities Struggle to Control Appetites in Energy-Hungry Marijuana Industry” 
(http://www.eenews.net/stories/1060004230) 
41 RAND Corporation: “Estimated Cost of Production for Legalized Cannabis” 
(http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/working_papers/2010/RAND_WR764.pdf)  
42 LEAD Task Force Photo Log 
43 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-102 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-102)   
44 Washington State Liquor Control Board: Testing Facility Criteria (http://www.liq.wa.gov/mj2015/testing-facility-
criteria)  
45 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
46 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-102 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-102)  
47 Confidence Analytics (http://confidenceanalytics.com/)   
48 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Marijuana Examiners, Finance Division; 2015 
49 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-084 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-084)  
50 “Do you know what’s on Your Weed?” (http://www.thestranger.com/pullout/Green-Guide-Spring-
2015/2015/04/09/22024989/do-you-know-whats-on-your-weed)  
51 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-087 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-087)  
52 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Marijuana Examiners, Finance Division; 2015 
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53 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-105 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-105)  
54 Seattle Cannabis Company (http://seattlecannabis.co/blog/)  
55 United States Government Publishing Office: 16 CFR 1700 – Poison Prevention Packaging 
(https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/CFR-2012-title16-vol2/CFR-2012-title16-vol2-part1700/content-detail.html)  
56 “Product Sheet: Raspberry Pebbles from Magic Kitchen (http://www.mainstmj.com/strain-sheets/product-
sheet-raspberry-pebbles-from-magic-kitchen/)  
57 Urban Bud (www.urbanbud.com) 
58 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-155 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-155)  
59 The Stranger Volume 25, Number 11 (http://www.thestranger.com/issues/23129820/2015-11-11)   
60 “Legal Pot Business Owner Recalls a Year of Highs and Lows” (http://www.kplu.org/post/legal-pot-business-
owner-recalls-year-highs-and-lows)  
61 Google Maps: The Gallery Retailer in Tacoma (https://www.google.com/maps/@47.1390994,-
122.4346007,3a,75y,137.59h,83.62t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1s_hgDmt3QijqTtbyvTVE3FQ!2e0!7i13312!8i6656!6m1!
1e1?hl=en)  
62 “Dancing Division Marijuana Leaf Raises Legal Questions” (http://www.krem.com/story/news/local/2-on-your-
side/2015/04/28/dancing-n-division-pot-leaf-raises-legal-questions/26546525/)  
63 “Washington Medical Marijuana Clinics Spooked Over New Reporting Requirement” 
(http://www.kplu.org/post/washington-medical-marijuana-clinics-spooked-over-new-reporting-requirement)  
64 MMJ Market (http://mmjmarket.com/cannabis/velvet-haze-milk-chocolate-bar/)  
65 Northwest Cannabis Solutions (http://www.nwcannacollective.com/)  
66 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-515 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-515)  
67 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-520 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-520)  
68 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-525 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-525)  
69 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-530 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-530)  
70 Washington State Legislature: Washington Administrative Code 314-55-535 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=314-55-535)  
71 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
72 Association of Washington Cities: “LCB Conducted its First Recreational Marijuana Compliance Checks – Four 
Businesses Citied for Selling to Minors” 
(https://www.awcnet.org/Advocacy/Newsandupdates/LegislativeIssues/TabId/677/ArtMID/1863/ArticleID/959/LC
B-conducts-its-first-recreational-marijuana-compliance-checks-ndash-four-businesses-citied-for-selling-to-
minors.aspx)  
73 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Enforcement Unit; 2015 
74 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: “Marijuana Compliance Checks: 4 of 22 Recreational Marijuana 
Stores Sell to Minors” (www.liq.wa.gov/pressreleases/marijuana-compliance-checks-4-22-recreational-marijuana-
stores-sell-minors)  
75 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: “Marijuana Compliance Checks: 18 of 157 Recreational Marijuana 
Stores Sell to Minors” (http://www.liq.wa.gov/pressreleases/marijuana-compliance-checks-18-157-recreational-
marijuana-stores-sell-minors)  
76 Association of Washington Cities: “LCB Conducted its First Recreational Marijuana Compliance Checks – Four 
Businesses Citied for Selling to Minors” 
(https://www.awcnet.org/Advocacy/Newsandupdates/LegislativeIssues/TabId/677/ArtMID/1863/ArticleID/959/LC
B-conducts-its-first-recreational-marijuana-compliance-checks-ndash-four-businesses-citied-for-selling-to-
minors.aspx) 
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77 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Enforcement Unit; 2015 
78 Washington State Healthy Youth Survey (https://www.askhys.net/)  
79 National Survey on Drug Use and Health: Model-Based Prevalence Estimates (50 States and the District of 
Columbia) (http://www.samhsa.gov/data/population-data-nsduh/reports)  
80 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction – School Safety Center: Student Behavior Data 
(http://www.k12.wa.us/safetycenter/Behavior/default.aspx)  
81 Washington State Office of Financial Management, Forecasting and Research Division: “Monitoring the Impacts 
of Recreational Marijuana Legalization: 2015 Baseline Report” 
(http://www.ofm.wa.gov/reports/marijuana_impacts_2015.pdf)  
82 University of Washington Drug and Alcohol Abuse Institute: “Marijuana Science-Based Information for the Public 
– Marijuana and Adolescents” (http://learnaboutmarijuanawa.org/factsheets/adolescents.htm)  
83 “Seattle Students Attend School Under the Influence at Rates Higher than the County and State Averages” 
(http://www.kingcounty/healthservices/health/data/schoolprofiles.aaspx)  
84 “Why an Increase in Teen Drug Use in NE Seattle?” 
(http://preventionworksinseattle.blogspot.com/2014/03/why-increase-in-teen-drug-use-in-ne.html)  
85 “City Informs Medical Marijuana Businesses That They Need to be Licensed by State” 
(http://preventionworksinseattle.blogspot.com/2014/10/city-informs-medical-marijuana.html)  
86 “Marijuana Paraphernalia and Foods Confiscated in Public Schools Last Year” 
(http://preventionworksinseattle.blogspot.com/2014/09/marijuana-paraphernalia-and-foods.html)  
87 “Edmonds School District Sees Spike in Teen Marijuana Use” 
(http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Edmonds-school-district-sees-spike-in-teen-marijuana-use-
281008652.html)  
88 “Seattle School Confiscate Marijuana Edibles, Pot Lemonade from Students” 
(http://q13fox.com/2015/02/26/seattle-schools-confiscate-pot -products-as-marijuana-use-among-teens-rise-2/)  
89 “District: Pot to Blame for Most School Discipline in Seattle” (http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Pot-to-
blame-for-most-school-discipline-in-Seattle-291360041.html)  
90 “5th Grader Brings Marijuana-Laced Candy Bar to School” (http://kirotv.com/news/news/5th-grader-brings-
marijuana-laced-candy-bar -school/nkHZx/)  
91 Department of Community and Human Services - King County Mental Health, Chemical Abuse, and Dependency 
Services Division: “Behavioral Health in King County, Washington” 
(http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health/~/media/health/publichealth/documents/data/Behavioral-
Health-King-County-May-2015.ashx)  
92 Washington State Poison Center; 2015 
93 Washington State Poison Center – Marijuana and You: WAPC’s Monthly Report of Marijuana Exposures and 
Trends (http://www.wapc.org/toxic-trends/marijuana-and-you/)  
94 Department of Social and Human Services – Division of Behavioral Health and Recovery: The System for 
Communicating Outcomes, Performance, and Evaluation (SCOPE) (https://www.dshs.wa.gov/bhsia/division-
behavioral-health-and-recovery)  
95 University of Washington – Center for the Study of Health and Risk Behaviors: “Young Adult Health Survey – 
Marijuana” 
(https://www.dshs.wa.gov/sites/default/files/BHSIA/dbh/Research/Young%20adult%20MJ%20survey%206-26-
2015.pdf)  
96 National Survey on Drug Use and Health: Model-Based Prevalence Estimates (50 States and the District of 
Columbia) (http://www.samhsa.gov/data/population-data-nsduh/reports) 
97 King County Public Health – Seattle and King County: King County Community Health Indicators 
(http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health/data/~/media/health/publichealth/documents/indicators/Beh
avioralHealth/IllegalDrugUseSchAgeYth.ashx)  
98 Washington State Office of Financial Management, Forecasting and Research Division: “Monitoring the Impacts 
of Recreational Marijuana Legalization: 2015 Baseline Report” 
(http://www.ofm.wa.gov/reports/marijuana_impacts_2015.pdf) 
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99 Department of Community and Human Services - King County Mental Health, Chemical Abuse, and Dependency 
Services Division: “Behavioral Health in King County, Washington” 
(http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health/~/media/health/publichealth/documents/data/Behavioral-
Health-King-County-May-2015.ashx) 
100 University of Washington Alcohol and Drug Abuse Institute: “Drug Abuse Trends in the Seattle/King County 
Area: 2013” (http://adai.washington.edu/pubs/cewg/CEWG_Seattle_June2014.pdf)  
101 Department of Social and Human Services – Division of Behavioral Health and Recovery: The System for 
Communicating Outcomes, Performance, and Evaluation (SCOPE) (https://www.dshs.wa.gov/bhsia/division-
behavioral-health-and-recovery) 
102 Washington State Patrol Toxicology Laboratory; 2015 
103 Spokane Valley Police Department; 2015 
104 Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation: “Washington State Roadside Survey – Prepared for the 
Washington State Traffic Safety Commission” (http://wtsc.wa.gov/wp-
content/uploads/dlm_uploads/2014/11/Washington-State-Roadside-Survey-Wave-1-10-01-14-for-WA.pdf)  
105 Washington Traffic Safety Commission: “Driver Toxicology Testing and the Involvement of Marijuana in Fatal 
Crashes, 2010-2014” (http://wtsc.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/dlm_uploads/2015/10/Driver-Toxicology-Testing-
and-the-Involvement-of-Marijuana-in-Fatal-Crashes_Oct2015.pdf)  
106 “New Info: Suspect in Crash That Killed 3 Turns Himself in at Harborview” (http://q13fox.com/2014/06/14/new-
info-suspect-in-crash-that-killed-3-turns-himself-in-at-harborview/)  
107 “Driver in Vancouver’s Fatal Halloween Crash Had Smoked Pot” 
(http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Driver-in-Vancouvers-fatal-Halloween-crash-had-smoked-pot-
281491951.html)  
108 “Vehicular Homicide Charge Files in Death of Puyallup Pastor” 
(http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Woman-now-charged-with-vehicular-homicide-in-death-of-Puyallup-
pastor-286018371.html)  
109 “Moses Lake Man Charged with DUI for Marijuana” (http://www.ifiberone.com/news/moses-lake-man-
charged-with-dui-for-marijuana/article_828cd854-acc2-11e4-85ad-8be77bc3fe62.html)  
110 “Outlook Man Charged in Wife’s Death After Wreck” 
(http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/crime_and_courts/outlook-man-charged-in-wife-s-death-after-
wreck/article_68fb0c18-421c-11e5-8c49-df86c6e73808.html)  
111 “State Patrol: Marijuana Played Role in July 4 Crash that Killed Oregon Woman” 
(http://www.theolympian.com/2015/07/06/3807361/state-patrol-marijuana-played.html#storylink=cpy)  
112 Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs;2015 
113 El Paso Intelligence Center – National Seizure System; 2015 
114 Washington State Patrol Domestic Highway Enforcement; 2015 
115 Appalachia High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Parcel Diversion; 2015 
116 “Man Arrested on Amtrak Train After 31 Pounds of Pot Found in Luggage” 
(http://www.thecannabist.co/2014/10/21/amtrak-train-marijuana-luggage/21719/)  
117 “Seattle Man Stopped in Rental Car Carrying 52 Pounds of Pot, Oregon Police Say” 
(http://q13fox.com/2014/10/21/seattle-man-stopped-in-rental-car-carrying-52-pounds-of-pot-oregon-police-say/)  
118 “Police: Texas Man Arrested in Idaho with 25 Pounds of Pot” 
(http://www.kirotv.com/ap/ap/washington/police-texas-man-arrested-in-idaho-with-25-pounds-/nkDsB/)  
119 “2 Seattle-Area Residents Arrested After Idaho Traffic Stop Nets 22 Pounds of Pot” 
(http://q13fox.com/2015/06/05/2-seattle-area-residents-arrested-after-idaho-traffic-stop-nets-22-pounds-of-
pot/)  
120 “Washington State Man Charged for Marijuana on Amtrak” 
(http://www.kirotv.com/ap/ap/washington/washington-state-man-charged-for-marijuana-on-amtr-/nmnht/)  
121 Pierce County Sheriff’s Department; 2015 
122 Drug Enforcement Administration; 2015 
123 “Police: 4 Injured in Explosion at Shelton Home” (http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Police-4-injured-in-
explosion-at-Shelton-home-249611001.html)  
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124 “Walla Walla Police: Two Injured in Explosion Caused by THC Extraction Process” 
(http://www.khq.com/story/25741948/walla-walla-police-two-injured-in-explosion-caused-by-thc-extraction-
process)  
125 “Refrigerated Hash Oil Explodes in Auburn Home” (http://www.kirotv.com/news/news/refrigerated-hash-oil-
explodes-auburn-home/njH8Y/)  
126 “Spokane Man Gets Five Years in Hash Oil Explosion” 
(http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2015/mar/04/spokane-man-gets-five-years-in-hash-oil-explosion/)  
127 “Former Kirkland Residents Sentence to Prison for Hash Oil Explosion” 
(http://www.kirotv.com/news/news/former-kirkland-residents-sentenced-prison-hash-oi/nkND2/)  
128 “Seattle Hash Oil Kitchen Explodes; Police Find Marijuana Farm in Basement” 
(http://www.cnn.com/2014/01/08/us/washington-hashish-explosion/)  
129 “Investigators Say Man in Hash Oil Explosion Worked for Marijuana Company” 
(http://www.kirotv.com/news/news/investigators-say-man-hash-oil-explosion-worked-ma/nf6gt/)   
130 “Men Who Bankrolled Hash-Oil Business Sentenced to Prison” (http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Men-
who-bankrolled-hash-oil-business-sentenced-to-prison-317646191.html)  
131 Spokane Valley Police Department; 2015 
132 “Spokane Police Give Out Few Marijuana Citations” 
(http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2015/sep/27/spokane-police-give-out-few-marijuana-citations/)  
133 Seattle Police Department; 2015 
134 “Spokane Police Give Out Few Marijuana Citations” 
(http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2015/sep/27/spokane-police-give-out-few-marijuana-citations/ 
135 “What Does the Kettle Falls Five Verdict Mean for Pot Prosecutions in Washington?” 
(http://www.thestranger.com/blogs/slog/2015/03/04/21823974/what-does-the-kettle-falls-five-verdict-mean-for-
pot-prosecutions-in-washington)  
136 Washington State Patrol Crime Lab; 2015 
137 “Updated Information on View Ridge Home Invasion Robbery” 
(http://spdblotter.seattle.gov/2013/04/12/updated-information-on-view-ridge-home-invasion-robbery/)  
138 “Man Who Accidently Shot Cousin During Tacoma Robbery Gets 8 Years” 
(http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/crime/article25914145.html)  
139 “Suspect Arrested in Violent Lakewood Home Invasion Robbery” (http://komonews.com/news/local/suspect-
arrested-in-violent-lakewood-home-invasion-robbery)  
140 “Video: Man in Jason Mask Steals 24 Pounds of Pot” (http://www.kirotv.com/videos/online/video-man-in-
jason-mask-steals-24-pounds-of-pot/vC7C4k/)  
141 “Westport Man Charges for Breaking into Pot Dispensary” (http://thedailyworld.com/news/local/westport-
man-charged-breaking-pot-dispensary)  
142 “Kent Police Confiscate $1.5 Million Worth of Marijuana at Vacant West Hill Home” 
(http://www.kentreporter.com/news/275636071.html#)  
143 “Medical-Pot Grower Charged: ‘Huge’ Operation, Prosecutors Say” (http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-
news/medical-pot-grower-charged-lsquohugersquo-operation-prosecutor-says/)  
144 “Police Link Huge Pot Bust in Gig Harbor to Organized Crime” (http://www.kirotv.com/news/news/police-link-
huge-pot-bust-gig-harbor-organized-cri/nj6MR/)  
145 “Onalaska Couple Accused of Running Large Pot Growing Operation Pleads Not Guilty” 
(http://www.chronline.com/crime/article_f8647b62-b934-11e4-af6b-e3bba246e0d1.html)  
146 “Video: City of Tukwila Working to Close Loophole on Pot Grows” (http://www.kirotv.com/videos/online/video-
city-of-tukwila-working-to-close-loophole-on/vDRFhC/)  
147 “2 Sentenced for Murder During Drug by at Woodland Park” (http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-
news/crime/2-sentenced-for-murder-during-drug-buy-at-woodland-park/)  
148 “Yakima Man, 19, Pleads Guilty to Murder in Gun Club Slaying” 
(http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/crime_and_courts/yakima-man-pleads-guilty-to-murder-in-gun-club-
slaying/article_54041280-1ba9-11e5-a63a-771648fcf877.html)  
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149 “Seventh Defendant Gets Prison for Sudden Valley Pot Robbery” 
(http://www.bellinghamherald.com/news/local/crime/article48635945.html)  
150 “Renton Man Who Killed 18 Year Old in Drug Deal Sentenced” (http://komonews.com/news/local/renton-man-
who-killed-18-year-old-in-drug-deal-sentenced)  
151 “12-Year-Old Murder Suspect Arrested Hundreds of Miles Away from Crime Scene” 
(http://q13fox.com/2015/07/08/12-year-old-murder-suspect-arrested-hundreds-of-miles-away-from-crime-
scene/)  
152 “Man Pleads Not Guilty to Drug Crimes at Gorge” (http://www.columbiabasinherald.com/news/crime-fire/man-
pleads-not-guilty-to-drug-crimes-at-gorge/article_d1194792-ead8-11e4-a556-b31b33ced31d.html)  
153 “Brothers Accused of Selling Pot to Prosser High Students” 
(http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/crime_and_courts/brothers-accused-of-selling-pot-to-prosser-high-
students/article_d2144f1a-02e9-11e5-a696-773a4a644b20.html)  
154 “41 Guns, 3 Pounds of Pot and More Than $60,000 Seized in Connection to West Seattle Auto-Body Shop” 
(http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/crime/41-guns-3-pounds-of-pot-and-more-than-60000-seized-in-
connection-to-west-seattle-auto-body-shop/)  
155 “Owner Arrested in Raid of Vancouver Pot Business” (http://www.columbian.com/news/2015/jul/02/owner-
arrested-raid-vancouver-pot-business/)  
156 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
157 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Weekly Marijuana Report  
158 Initiative Measure No. 502 (http://sos.wa.gov/_assets/elections/initiatives/i502.pdf)  
159 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
160 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
161 Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: Frequently Requested List 
(http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists) 
162 Washington State Office of Financial Management; 2015 
163 Department of the Treasury Financial Crimes Enforcement Network: “BSA Expectations Regarding Marijuana-
Related Businesses” (https://www.fincen.gov/statutes_regs/guidance/pdf/FIN-2014-G001.pdf)  
164 “Numerica Credit Union’s Carla Altepeter: Opening Accounts for Marijuana Businesses is ‘In the Best Interests of 
Our Members and Their Communities’” (http://www.nwcua.org/posts/numerica-credit-union-s-carla-altepeter-
opening-accounts-for-marijuana-businesses-is-in-the-best-interests-of-our-members-and-their-communities) 
165 “Washington Credit Unions Move to Serve Pot Biz” (http://www.cutimes.com/2014/05/16/washington-credit-
unions-move-to-serve-pot-biz?slreturn=1451323596)  
166 “Tumwater Credit Union Opens its Doors to I-502 Businesses” 
(http://www.bellinghamherald.com/2015/01/16/4081066_tumwater-credit-union-opens-its.html?rh=1)  
167 Payqwick (http://www.payqwick.com/)  
168 Kush Tourism (http://kushtourism.com/)  
169 Washington State Department of Revenue; 2015 
170 “Medical Pot Shops Fight Millions in Unpaid Taxes” 
(http://www.king5.com/story/news/local/2015/01/09/medical-marijuana-back-sales-tax/21486299)  
171 Seattle Hempfest (http://www.hempfest.org/) 
172 “No Medical Records? No Problem. Got my Pot Card at Hempfest” (http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-
news/no-medical-records-no-problem-got-my-pot-card-at-hempfest/)  
173 “Seattle Police Cure Munchies with Doritos Giveaway at City’s Hempfest” 
(http://www.cnn.com/2013/08/18/us/seattle-police-hempfest-doritos-giveaway/)  
174 MMJ Universe: 2013 Cannabis Cup (http://www.mmjuniverse.com/#!the-2013-concentrates-cup/ch7m)  
175 High Times: Cannabis Cup (http://www.cannabiscup.com/)  



http://www.bellinghamherald.com/news/local/crime/article48635945.html

http://komonews.com/news/local/renton-man-who-killed-18-year-old-in-drug-deal-sentenced
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http://www.columbian.com/news/2015/jul/02/owner-arrested-raid-vancouver-pot-business/
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http://www.liq.wa.gov/records/frequently-requested-lists

http://sos.wa.gov/_assets/elections/initiatives/i502.pdf
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https://www.fincen.gov/statutes_regs/guidance/pdf/FIN-2014-G001.pdf
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http://www.king5.com/story/news/local/2015/01/09/medical-marijuana-back-sales-tax/21486299
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176 “New Rules Force High Times to Call Off Annual Seattle Cannabis Cup” 
(http://blog.seattlepi.com/marijuana/2015/05/07/new-rules-force-high-times-to-call-off-annual-seattle-cannabis-
cup/)  
177 “Tribal Marijuana Conference: ‘A 10 Year Window for Tribes to Capitalize’” 
(http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/2015/03/02/tribal-marijuana-conference-10-year-window-tribes-
capitalize-159431)  
178 Senate Bill 5052 (http://app.leg.wa.gov/BillInfo/summary.aspx?bill=5052&year=2015)  
179 House Bill 2136 (http://app.leg.wa.gov/BillInfo/summary.aspx?bill=2136&year=2015)  
180 House Bill 2000 (http://app.leg.wa.gov/BillInfo/summary.aspx?bill=2000&year=2015)  
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http://app.leg.wa.gov/BillInfo/summary.aspx?bill=2136&year=2015

http://app.leg.wa.gov/BillInfo/summary.aspx?bill=2000&year=2015





with limited knowledge of the benefits of medical marijuana.  This dismisses various residents and
perspectives on the issue of how legalization concerns communities.    

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, 

Christopher Ng

Associate Pastor

Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit

2400 Noriega St. San Francisco, CA 94122



of ~~ A ~ ~ '~
~- Lutheran Church of the Holy Spirit

2400 Noriega Street
San Francisco, CA 94122
Telephone (415) 661-1120
Fax (415) 661-1820

Rev. Shiu Ming Lau ~~Jl ~~f[~fi Rev. Christopher Ng ~;-fj~~fi Allan Tong ~~ Ashley Wong ~~3~
Senior Pastor Associate Pastor Dir. of Christian Education Dir. of Christian Education

Mr. Andrew Perry
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

April 25, 2017

Dear Mr. Andrew Perry,

Greetings. My name is Christopher Ng. I am a born and raised resident of the
Sunset District (grades K-12), and I have been working in this district at Lutheran
Church of the Holy Spirit for the past eight years. I would like to express my
opposition to the proposed medical cannabis dispensary at 2505 Noriega St.

have sent with this letter a collection of signatures from San Francisco residents
and non-San Francisco residents, 514 pages and 63 pages respectively, also in
opposition to the,opening of the proposed dispensary. A similar package has been
sent to Mr. Rich Hillis of the planning commission. The signatures have been
collected within the past two months in the Sunset District via grassroot efforts.
wish for these voices of the community to be included as public comments in the
packet of the case report. I will also email you the scanned files in PDF for your
convenience.

hope the approximately 5,000 signatures will support the stance of the community
on the issue. In 2015, approximately 3,000 signatures were submitted to the
planning department with the same position.

Please also consider the Washington State Marijuana Impact Report, March 2016,
which lists statistics of teens and school violations, marijuana-only related traffic
fatalities, marijuana commerce across state lines, and marijuana-related crimes.
http://www.riaq.ri.gov/documents/NWHI DTAMariivanalmpactReportVolumel.adf
While some of these issues are beyond the scope of our professional duties, yours
and mine, the case history of other states can inform how we work for the
community.

Respectfully,

Rev. Christopher Ng
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Facts &Community Events
Opposition to Apothecarium MCD
2505 Noriega St .San Francisco

Community Events

Mar 2"a 2017

1St meeting with Dr. Huen at the Taraval Police Station. Dr. Huen was 20
minutes late &neighbors were "impatient" &shout "no marijuana in our
neighborhood". The meeting was dismissed due to the fire code that the room is
not able to have 100+ people ....

Result: Neighbors were promised to have another meeting in a bigger
meeting room.

May and, 2017:

Dr. Huen, MCD sponsor posted a notice to meet with neighbors at Ortega
Library at 6:30 pm .

Jean Quan (Dr. Huen's wife), former Oakland Mayor showed up at S's pm &
met with the media where a lot of Sunset residents were still on their way
home. She left &disappeared before the neighbors arrived by 6:30 pm.

Result: The meeting was cancelled in the very last minute. When there were
over 70+ neighbors arrived by 6:30 pm, there were 10+ LBGT rallying in front
of the Ortega library calling "PjI lie" &labeled all neighbors as "HATE Group" .
There was no communication or apology from the MCD sponsor aftr the
meeting was cancelled. It was irresponsible, arrogant and disrespectful of the
project sponsor to our local community.

In return, it became a rally for the project sponsor/Dr. Huen &created the
impression that those in attendance from the community were labeled as a
"hate group" bad intention as "smear campaign" to label all attendants of the
meeting as "hate group". This is certainly not the case. There was no other
meeting arranged by the project sponsor/Dr. Huen &Sunset residents
thereafter.



Further Result:
Sunset volunteers formed &obtained adjacent merchants, merchants'
employees &neighbors within a four block radius of the opposed MCD within
this light commercial (4 blocks) Sunset area. (Signatures will be furnished on
the date of Public Hearing July 13th, 2017)

June 27th, 2017:
Neighbors attended a rally in front of City Hall to voice out their concerns.
Mainstream medias (both English &Chinese) reported the rally on the same
day through TV &newspapers in the next morning.

Five speakers shared with all of us that marijuana should be banned as
creational use. Ms Mary Ting who is the principal of School of Ark (S00 ft)
from the MCD site spoke out in the rally that she opposes the MCD site near
children. She even had to call police to deal with marijuana smokers on the
sidewalk near her pre-school.

Based on our brief research, Apothecarium MCD location on 2505 Noriega St
has violated State Law 790.141 (a)(1)(B). Further disappointment from our
communities (who care about the quality of life) that local law Sec. 98B.5 has
loosing up marijuana offenses &treats marijuana offenses as the lowest law
enforcement priority.

We truly care about patients who MUST have marijuana as their medical daily
use. Based on Apothecarium website, they have delivery services to their
patients. Other MCD in the area will also deliver marijuana to patients within
minutes.

In 2018, once marijuana can be used as creational based on prop 64, this
location is highly exposed to our young children of PG Giannini Middle School,
Sunset Elementary School which are only 5 blocks from the proposed MCD
site. Needless to say, Sunset Blvd (which is 3 blocks from the proposed MCD
site) is the corridor for bus lines from Lincoln High School &Lowell High
School.

Our young children cannot vote, as their parents, relatives, teachers &
neighbors, we are the ones who can step up to protect them. With the same
mission of City of San Francisco and its residents, we are working to maintain

2



good communities where vast majority of the immediate neighbors live, work
and raise their families. Please deny the issuance of MCD near our children.

Unknown Facts

Irreversible Damages that are unknown to our communities after
01/01/2018:

- Is there any intensive training to our law enforcers to detect marijuana
smoker who are behind the wheels?

- Are there any effective devices (alcohol test) to test marijuana offenders &
hold them countable for hurting innocent residents?

- Who will regulate the contents of cookies/candies that will be introducing to
public consumption? Our consumer products have very detail &labeling the
ingredients of food. Are we ready to open up marijuana to public in food?

- Do we have any program in mass media to educate San Franciscans &others
the danger of having overdose &addiction of marijuana? How do we keep our
community save if law enforcer is unavailable to help us in the event of
marijuana related incidents?

- and many many more uncertainties.....

If we are not ready yet, please hear from our local community, "NO MCD in our
neighborhood!"

joint Petitions:

Noriega Merchants Group
Noriega Employees Group
Sunset District Volunteers
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1. The child care facility may not need to be registered. Public policy, as
established by both Congress and the California Legislature, favors that
children be shielded from the evils of the illegal drug trade to the greatest
extent possible. See Peop/e v. Wi//iams, 10 Cal. App. 4th 1389, 1395 (App.
3~d Dist. 1992) [quoting U.S. v. Nieves, 608 F. Supp. 1147, 1149 (S.D.N.Y.
1985)]; Cai. Health & Saf. Code § 11353.6; and Peop/e v. Marzet, 57 Cal,
App. 4th 329, 338 (App. 2nd Dist. 1997). ..Licensed child care facilities are
just one of the types of organizations that medical marijuana dispensaries
(MMDs) need to be kept away from. See San Francisco Planning.
Code §§ 790.50(b) [concerning "(a) use which provides less than 24-hour
care for 13 or more children by licensed personnel and which meets the
requirements of the State of California and other authorities"]. 790.51(x)
[concerning "(a) use which provides less than 24-hour care for 12 or fewer
children by licensed personnel and which meets the requirements of the
State of California and other authorities"), and 790.141(x)(1)(8)
(prohibiting MMDs from locating within 1,000 feet of "a community facility
and/or a recreation center that primarily serves persons under 18 years of
age"]. Section 790.50(x) defines'~Assembly and Social Service" to include
"[a] use which provides socia/, fraternal, counse/ing or recreations/
gathering services to the community. It includes a private
noncommercia/club house, lodge, meeting ha//, recreation bui/ding,
or community faci/ity not pub/ic/y owned' (emphasis added). Section
790.50(d) defines "Religious Facility" to include "[a) use which provides
religious services to the community, such as a church, temple or
synagogue." Facilities that provide child care may fall into either
category. As long as either type of facility serves youth, it does not matter
whether the facility has alicense -- the locations best suited for businesses
that present a danger to children, such as MMDs, are those "generally
removed from places where children are likely to congregate." Madain v.
City of Stanton, 185 Cal. App. 4t', 1277, 1292 (App. 4th Dist. 2010) (Sills,
P.J., concurring); see also Schaub's, Inc. v Dept. of Alcoholic Beverage
Contro% 153 Caf. App. 2d 858, 866 (App. 2`~d Dist. 1957) (hereinafter
Schaub's) [stating that where a business is "attended with danger to the
community, it may be entirely prohibited or permitted under such
circumstances as will limit to the utmost its evils"].

2. Whether a facility is "primarily used by youths" is not so
i mportant. What matters is whether the facilit~r is an intrinsic draw for



children. Madain, 185 Cal. App. 4th at 1292 (Sills, P.J., concurring). It
does not even matter whether, or how often, children are present at the
facility. Wi//iams, 10 Cal. App. 4t" at 1395. ['Deterrence of future drug
activity .,. provides ample justification for applying" California's Juvenile
Drug Trafficking and Schoolyard Act "at all times, whether or not" children
are likely to be present]. As long as children are likely to come there for
whatever reason, then public policy all but mandates that MMDs be kept as
far away as possible: As at least one court has noted, regulations
concerning controlled substances "shoo/d be /ibe~a//y construed in
favor ofsuch regu/ations and against applicants for license to sell" such
substances in areas where children are likely to congregate. Schaub's, 153
Cal. App. 2d at 867
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Adjacent'~ierchants Upposin~ 2SOS ~oricga St ~iCD updated as o[6/27/17
n Mme Address c •;,~ sbre
Rli sfu Tca LLC 2570 ~oricga S~ San Francixo CA

Mongkok Dim Sum '~+sK toricFa tit San Francisco ~~n
Hung Kun 2558 Vuricgu 5t S:u~ F'~anciscv Cf'~
Vb'cncl Liu 'Sfi11 Noricga St San Franeizeo ('A
New Century Rlarket '427 Noriega San Frrnci.co C'A
Ming 7ui Restuuranl Z~t55 Noricga Sin Fr~misco ~~A
Sandra H 1c~mF ~~I) ?5~ I Noriega San P~ancisco ~~n
S&T Hong Kung Scafixxl Itx 2588 Ntwricga San Frrnci.co ~ ~
All Inclusn+c Travel ?568-2(1: tronega San Pranci.a~ ('A
Angrl Face ~S6K-COI NU(IC~:1 San Fianciscu C'A
Angel Facc ?568-?09 Nuncg~ San Francisco CA

lcalthy I.itc ('oncepts 256K-20x Noriega San Francisco ('A
Ori~ntal Scal'axl "_'S20 Nuric~a San Prrnci,cu CA

Magic [hvign 251'_'.Vuricgn San I~rartci,co ~~A
N'CIIR F81'~O "_'454 Noriega tian Hranci.co ('A
hra Heng Fung Inc ' 144 ~Iuricgu San F'ranci,c:o C~~
Big Big Pan 'SJS Vittirga San Prarxi.co CA

Ho~vhini '~31 Noriega San Frenci,cu CA

In Srylc Hi~ir Salnn '~_' I Vuricga San Francixu ~~A
1'ak Kee l.rr RrstaurrM 'fit y~~riega San Francisco C+1

T1 Cup. 'az? \uriega San Francisco CA

5uperh (iardcn (iroccry '41 i V~xicgt~ tian Frarnixn ('A

Sh•rn~;hri Herb Cu. '_'403 Nuriegr Srn Francisco Ct'~
Shanghai Ilcri~ Co. '405 Voricga San Fr~nci.co CA

I)nnut 1'imc '4U1 Norio i- ~' San Francisco CA

Cheung Hing R~~+taurun '_'339 Nori~gu San FranciK:o CA

(guests AI ('nnl '434 ti~mcga San I~ranc~~uo ('A
('alifomia ~Y&(' '_43G Norieg~ San Franciuu C'A
ABC Cafi ?5t10'.Voricga San Fra~ci,cu CA

t3ubblr 1'e~ Cale 17x8 32rn1 Aye Sin Francisco ~~~
Lulherrn Church of the Hulk Spirit _'4D0 Noriega San Frrnci.cu CA

Suhw~av 251h'~oncgu tin Francisco ~~~'~
nuan Kgan 'S I I ',vuiiega San Francicu CA

Thrcc Star ~S I $ VO~1cL~ Srn Fr,~ncisco CA

Synrrgy Il:~ir 2515 ̀orirga San Francisco (~+~

Sun S►ar S{rr =5a5A Kuriega San Francixcu ~~
I3ixa tiu~xrmark~t X551 V~~ncga San Hrancivc~~ CA
1P Accuunia~u I.LP 'S7R Narirga Still I'1"dlll'IKO CA
Suns~a Hralth Services ~R~;~tiI 1~1C San Fr.~miuu C~



Adjacent Employees ~~
Merchant Employee Address City State
Sunset Health Service~Jane Fung 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA
Sunset Health Service~Molly He Ma 1800 3l st Ave San Francisco CA

Sunset Health Service~Qi Li Deng 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA

Sunset Health Service~Dr. Frank Chen 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA
Sunset Health Service:Dian Ming Lee 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA
Sunset Health Service~Dr. Anderson Eng 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA
Sunset Health Service~Sandy La 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA

Sunset Health Service~Xiao Yun Li 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA

Sunset Health Service~Lai Ling Chan 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA

Sunset Health Service~Mak Shek Leung 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA

Sunset Health Service~Linda Wong 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA
Sunset Health Service~Lai Ching 1800 31st Ave San Francisco CA
Bank of America YanZhu Zeng 2325 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Bank of America Judy Cheng 2325 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Bank of America Christine Kwong 2325 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Bank of America Wai Lan Chan 2325 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Bank of America Antonio Ng 2325 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Donut Time Connie Mak 2401 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Boss Super Market 2403 Noriega St 2403 Noriega St San Francisco CA

In Style Hair Salon Ye Qing Chen 2421 Noriega St San Francisco CA

New Century SupermaGuan Xin Huang 2427 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Hamtini Discount StorRoaer F Dominguez 2431 Noriega St San Francisco CA
TJ Cups Yk Ying Cheung 2437 Noriega St San Francisco CA
TJ Cups Dami Wu 2437 Noriega St San Francisco CA
TJ Cups Christina Quock 2437 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Noriega Market Ying Ting Lei 2444 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Noriega Market Jian Liang Lei 2444 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Noriega Market Yuxian Lei 2444 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Noriega Market Bao Zhu Lei 2444 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Ming Tai Noodle Won Julie Chu 2455 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Ming Tai Noodle WonMing Tai Lin 2455 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Ming Tai Noodle WonLisa Kam 2455 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Ming Tai Noodle WonYan Yun Chen 2455 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Huan Chi Dong 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Xiu Juan Su 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Jeanne Wong 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Ema Chen 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Dan Xiu Chen 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Kong Zhao Qiang 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Mei Lan Cai 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
ABC Li Qiang Liu 2500 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Quan Ngon Pho Yan Hong Lin 2511 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Quan Ngon Pho Winnie Wong 2511 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Quan Ngon Pho Angel Zhao 2511 Noriega St San Francisco CA
Magic Design Hair Zhang Rui Li 2512 Noriega St San Francisco CA

Oriental Seafood Le Li 2520 Noriega St San Francisco CA
East West Bank Wendy Kuang 2533 Noriega St San Francisco CA
East West Bank Lisa Wu 2533 Noriega St San Francisco CA
East West Bank Cherie Lam 2533 Noriega St San Francisco CA
East West Bank Betty Tan 2533 Noriega St San Francisco CA

Zip code

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122
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94122 ,~.Qcuri~ ~"~~~

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122 "

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122

94122



East West Bank Tammy Lee 2533 Noriega St San Francisco CA 94122

East West Bank Frances Lui 2533 Noriega St San Francisco CA 94122

Sun Star Spa Lisa Zhen 2545 A Noriega St San Francisco CA 94122
Boss Super Market Rui Ding Huang 2551 Noriega St San Francisco CA 94122
Angel Face Image Bao Ling Dens 2568 Noriega St #201 San Francisco CA 94122
HK Seafood Helen Cheung 2588 Noriega St San Francisco CA 94122
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"One in Six Children Hospitalized due
to Marijuana Smoke Exposure"

57y f,~ tU cann3b , on 25p5 Nwiega Street, cwner of Noriega and "i2"Ave. Ou
yov want a maryuana score whore you and your chddien Eve or play t DpNTII!

was at fhe public hear,ng on 6(8/17 ~connnued to 7 13 201 Sadty, a fnend
and myself were the youngest attendees. Ma~orlty of us were in their ret+red agr
W P need young families like ounetves to show up at the pubBc heanng to kt
tnr f~ty know our standing. You can also bring your kids to the pubic
hearing. We are here to protect our kids

The maryuana cnncems me as a mother of two young kids Honestly,
don't IiYe the smell of rt and I would not like my kids to smell or expose to it Who
can guaroniee these people would not drive aher they smoke rt . Drrve under the
~nflurnce of marijuana is dangerous which means there will more tai
accidents. They will have diNiculry tAinking and problem solving that leads to
more crimes Imagine your kids) walking down the street is dizeurbed of evm
hurt by thrte people.

am not against marijuana. 1t just cannot be in my community where a lo;
of young kids live.

H this wocems you too, please take few hours out of work to attend the pu61~c

t,eanng on 7113/20 7 Thufsdav ~ 12.00 Noon ~ CKy Hall, Room 400

This affects our kids' future. Act now or deal with the wnseouences to your kidfs~

health.

Rally on 6/27/2017 Tuesday tali am In front of City Hatl heYSv

Cal SheriNs Association, Cal AnU Mari)uana AU~ance, O~ganixation of Jurt~ce

& Ep~ality 10JE~, and many more

~~

.n

OS
1.
a

Public Hearing
No MCD in Our Neighborhood (2505 Noriega St)

Date: I~ne 48 "L017 Thurs ~ ~ '?

Time: nor before 12 nootl

Location: City Hall
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Pl, Room #400

1) Your Right
- to keep our neighborhood simple

2) Your Action
- to email your concerns to Planning

Department

Zl Yni~T VQ10E

- to show up the public hearing &voice out:

"NO Medical Cannabis QisPensary

in Sunset District!"

"The location is no appropriate!"

Please ema~~ your concerns to:

A ndrew. perryCa S~8°v.o rg

R~chhilliss(@Yahoo.com

Dennis.richards@sfgov.org

Katy.tangC~'sfR~v.org 
vLt#~_YRu aS [tu_s

**please bc.remindcd t4 b~n~ w~~r & dry~~

n~arinR w~~~ I~St ~~r hours.
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1603

THE APOTHECARIUM
TENANT IMPROVEMENT

2505 NORIEGA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122

BLOCK: 2069, LOT: 012

1190 PINE ST APT 103
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94109

4/30/2019
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G001

COVERSHEET

10/27/16

COMMENT RESPONSE 10/27/16

DRAWING INDEX
GENERAL

G001 COVERSHEET

ARCHITECTURAL

A001 SITE PLAN
A101 GROUND FLOOR EXISTING & DEMOLITION PLAN
A111 GROUND FLOOR PROPOSED PLAN
A201 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A202 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A301 BUILDING SECTIONS
A302 BUILDING SECTIONS

SCOPE OF WORK
INTERIOR TENANT IMPROVEMENT IN AN
(E) ONE STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDING.
REMOVE INTERIOR PARTITIONS,
MILLWORK AND PLUMBING FIXTURES.

DEFERRED SUBMITTALS
SIGNAGE

LOCATION MAP

SYMBOL LEGEND

ABBREVIATIONS

PROJECT DIRECTORY

1 KEYNOTE INDICATOR

1 REVISION INDICATOR

1
A101

1 COLUMN OR GRID LINE INDICATOR

DETAIL INDICATOR

1
A101 SECTION INDICATOR

1/A101
ELEVATION VIEW INDICATOR

OFFICE
101 ROOM IDENTIFIER

101 DOOR OPENING IDENTIFIER

A WINDOW IDENTIFIER

NORTH

A WALL TYPE IDENTIFIER

101
EQUIPMENT, PLUMBING FIXTURE &
ACCESSORY IDENTIFIER

EXISTING CONSTRUCTION TO REMAIN

EXISTING CONSTRUCTION TO BE REMOVED

NEW CONSTRUCTION

NEW FIRE RATED CONSTRUCTION

@ AT
ABV ABOVE
ACT ACOUSTICAL TILE
ADJ ADJUSTABLE
AFF ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR
ALUM ALUMINUM
BD BOARD
B.O. BOTTOM OF
BLDG BUILDING
BSMT BASEMENT
CH CEILING HEIGHT
OFCI OWNER FURNISHED CONTRACTOR

INSTALLED
CJ CONTROL JOINT
℄ CENTERLINE
CT CERAMIC TILE
CLG CEILING
CLOS CLOSET
CLR CLEAR
COL COLUMN
CONC CONCRETE
CORR CORRIDOR
CPT CARPET
D DRYER
DA DISABILITY ACCESS
DET DETAIL
DIA DIAMETER
DN DOWN
DWG DRAWING
(E) EXISTING
EA EACH
EL/ELEV ELEVATION
ELEC ELETRICAL
EP ELECTRICAL PANEL
EQ EQUAL
EQUIP EQUIPMENT
EXT EXTERIOR
FD FLOOR DRAIN
FEC FIRE EXTINGUISHER CABINET
FIN FINISH
FLR FLOOR
FOUND FOUNDATION
FURN FURNACE
GA GAUGE
GALV GALVANIZED
GC GENERAL CONTRACTOR
GYP GYPSUM
HM HOLLOW METAL
HORIZ HORIZONTAL
HT HEIGHT
INSUL INSULATION

JB JUNCTION BOX
JT JOINT
LAM LAMINATE
MATL MATERIAL
MAX MAXIMUM
MECH MECHANICAL
MFR MANUFACTURER
MIN MINIMUM
MTL METAL
(N) NEW
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT
OC ON CENTER
OFCI OWNER FURNISHED, CONTRACTOR

INSTALLED
OH OPPOSITE HAND
⅊ PROPERTY LINE
PL PLATE
P LAM PLASTIC LAMINATE
PNLS PANELS
PT PRESSURE TREATED
PTD PAINTED
R RADIUS
RCP REFLECTED CEILING PLAN
REF REFER
REQD REQUIRED
RF RESILIENT FLOORING
RFRG REFRIGERATOR
RM ROOM
SED SEE ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS
SIM SIMILAR
SMD SEE MECHANICAL DRAWINGS
SPD SEE PLUMBING DRAWINGS
SSD SEE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS
SS STAINLESS STEEL
STL STEEL
SUSP SUSPENDED
TEMP TEMPERED
T.A. TOP OF
TYP TYPICAL
UON UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
VCT VINYL COMPOSITION TILE
VERT VERTICAL
W WASHER
W/ WITH
WD WOOD
WH WATER HEATER
WR WATER RESISTANT

TENANT
PNB NORIEGA, LLC
2029 MARKET ST
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114
CONTACT: RYAN HUDSON
PHONE: (415) 928-3300

ARCHITECT
P VINCENT GONZAGA
1190 PINE ST APT 103
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94109
CONTACT: VINCENT GONZAGA
PHONE: (415) 690-7738

PROJECT DATA SUMMARY
1. PROJECT ADDRESS: 2505 NORIEGA STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94122

2. BLOCK/LOT: 2069/012

3. YEAR BUILT:TT 1942

4. NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS: EXISTING: 0
PROPOSED: 0 (UNCHANGED)

5. NUMBER OF STORIES: EXISTING: 1
PROPOSED: 1

6. ZONING DISTRICT: NCD (NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT)

7. HEIGHT & BULK DISTRICT: 40-X

8. SPECIAL USE DISTRICT: NONE

9. LEGISLATIVE SETBACKS: NONE

10. COASTAL ZONE:EE NOT IN THE COASTAL ZONE

11. PORT: NOT UNDER PORT JURISDICTION

12. USE: EXISTING:
     PHARMACY
PROPOSED:
     MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY

13. CONSTRUCTION TYPE: EXISTING: VB
PROPOSED: VB [UNCHANGED]

14. OCCUPANCY GROUP:PP EXISTING: M (SUBJECT TENANT),
   A-2 (ADJACENT TENANT)
PROPOSED: M (SUBJECT TENANT),
   A-2 (ADJACENT TENANT)[UNCHANGED]

15. BUILDING FULLY SPRINKLERED:DD NO

16. FIRE ALARM SYSTEM: NO

BLOCK & LOT PLAN
SCALE: NOT TO SCALE

MARKET STREET

SUBJECT LOT
BLOCK 2069
LOT 012

ACT1 FINISH IDENTIFIER

APPLICABLE CODES
2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE WITH SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS
2013 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE WITH SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS
2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE WITH SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS
2013 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE WITH SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS
2013 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE WITH SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS
2013 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE WITH SAN FRANCISCO

AMENDMENTS
2013 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE
2010 ADA STANDARDS FOR ACCESSIBLE DESIGN

THE APOTHECARIUM
TENANT IMPROVEMENT

2505 NORIEGA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122

NORTH

NORIEGA STREET

32
ND

 A
VE

NU
E

33
ND

 A
VE

NU
E

SUBJECT
PROPERTY

MORAGA ST

NORIEGA ST

31ST AVE

32ND AVE

33RD AVE

34TH AVE

35TH AVE

1

1



CLASS 2 BICYCLE PARKING (TWO BICYCLE PARKING SPACES)
SCALE: 3/4" = 1'-0"2
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(E) SIDEWALK(E) SIDWALK

(E) CURB

℄
BICYCLE RACK

(N) GALVANIZED STEEL
SQUARE TUBE BICYCLE
RACK ANCHORED TO
(E) SIDEWALK BELOW

SIDE ELEVATION FRONT ELEVATION
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SITE PLAN

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"
SITE PLAN1 NORTH
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KEYED NOTES

(E) CURB

2 (E) CURB CUT

3 (E) CURB RAMP

4 (E) PARKING METER

5 (E) STREET PARKING SPACE

6 (E) BOLLARD

7 (E) POWER POLE

8 (E) WATER SHUTOFF

9 (E) GAS SHUTOFF

10 (E) PARKING SIGN

11 (E) ABANDONED, FILLED IN STREET TREE PLANTER

12 (E) WALL MOUNTED SIGN TO REMAIN

13 (E) AWNING

14 (E) CROSSWALK

15 (E) VAULT

16 (E) AT&T DSL BOX

17 (E) PG&E VAULT

18 (E) AT&T DSL BOX GROUND

19 (E) ABANDONED VAULT

20 (E) GATE

21 (E) RETAINING WALL

(E) NEIGHBORING BUILDINGE N GHBOR NG BU LD G( NE GHBBBORR N GNLIBBBBG DIIBBUR NNHHBNEE(( )
2515, 2521, 2525, 2529, 2533, 2537 NORIEGA STREET15 2 21 25 5 252 2533 3 N R G R25515 55 , 252 2533 EGGA SSTRE TTTREO235512 EETSTTEGOO532555,251

(E) 1-STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDINGE 1 T R C M E C L U D G) COMMMEERCIAL GL BC AM ROMY CTO1E NUAALMECOOORRYSEE
(E) BUILDING HEIGHT: ±14'U D G IG : ±14( G HEIGHT 44GHTHH IINNLLDBU( 4±GGGDDB(

(E) NEIGHBORING BUILDING(E N GHB ING BU LD NGRR NGG UI DIINNIGRRBEI) GGLGGORGGH) NN( )
2543, 2545, 2545A, 2547, 2549, 2551 NORIEGA STREET,2 3  25 , 254 A 2547 549 2 5 R G R E54 2544 AA 49, 551 NOO EETETARN,572A55 53 22 4 REA SSRR ENNN25447254255

1815 32ND AVENUEN A E U188 5 ENUUENAN8 EVVN55
(E) 2-STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDINGE 2 T R C MME CIA BU LD NG( 2 TORRY CCO BBU LD NGULCMORRT NNGLALERROOMRYYSST)

(E) BUILDING HEIGHT: ±31'E LD NG HE GHT ±3( B ILL INNG H 1GHNLL ±HHHI(

DN
(E) DRIVEWAY

60
'-0

" (
E)

 N
EI

G
HB

O
RI

NG
 B

UI
LD

IN
G

 D
EP

TH
 &

 (E
) P

RO
PE

RT
Y 

LI
NEN

Y
R

P
R

&
T

E
N

D
U

R
N

OO
H

E
(

0
0

II
TT

E
RR

E
&

TT
DD

N
LL

BB
N

OO
G

N
EE

00
6

E
L

R
ORR

)E
PED

G
I

GN
R

G
E

))
0

6
L

RE
OR

(
HTT

D
IDD

B
IRR

H
G

NN
6

33
'-0

" (
E)

 N
EI

G
HB

O
RI

NG
 B

UI
LD

IN
G

 D
EP

TH
 &&

T
E

N
L

BU
G

R
N

B
E

(
0

3
&

T
E

G
BB

N
O

HH
E

E
00

3
PE

GG
L

B
G

RR
G

N)
3

&&&
TTP

GG
DDL

G
RR

G
)

0
(E

) P
RO

PE
RT

Y 
LI

NEE
L

Y
R

R
)

NN
YY

OO
Y

RR
R

)
(

EE
Y

EPP
PP

20

21

2

7

4

6

6

10

18

18
8

6

6

4

4

10

18

7

7

3

3

15

17

17

6

4 4 4
4

10

9

4 4 4 4

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

14

14

5

5

5

1

1

131223

24

89'-3" (E) PROPERTY LINEP O R ERROPERTYYERE EYP

20
'-0

" (
E)

 P
RO

PE
RT

Y 
LI

NE

10/27/16

COMMENT RESPONSE 10/27/161

1

22 (E) ROOF- AND WALL-MOUNTED BLADE SIGN TO BE REMOVED

23 REMOVE (E) WALL-MOUNTED SIGN

24 (N) CLASS 2 BICYCLE PARKING, SEE 2/A001

22

25 (E) FILLED IN PLANTER

25

2
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A101

GROUND FLOOR EXISTING &
DEMOLITION PLAN

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
GROUND FLOOR EXISTING/DEMOLITION PLAN1 NORTH

EXISTING/DEMOLITION PLAN NOTES
1. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE THE EXTENT OF THE DEMOLITION WITH

CONSTRUCTION PLANS AND PROTECT PORTIONS OF THE (E) STRUCTURE TO
REMAIN

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL ENSURE THE STABILITY OF ALL (E) STRUCTURE, FRAMING
AND FOUNDATIONS TO REMAIN DURING DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION OF
NEW WORK

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DESIGN, ADEQUACY AND
SAFETY OF ERECTION BRACING, SHORING, TEMPORARY SUPPORTS, ETC.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR SAFE REMOVAL AND
DISPOSAL OF ALL MATERIALS NOT FOR RE-USE ON THIS PROJECT, RECYCLE AND
HAUL ALL DEBRIS IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS.

5. 100% OF MIXED DEBRIS MUST BE TRANSPORTED BY A REGISTERED HAULER TO A
REGISTERED FACILITY AND BE PROCESSED FOR RECYCLING, IN COMPLIANCE
WITH THE SAN FRANCISCO CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS
ORDINANCE.

6. CAP OFF ALL PLUMBING, GAS AND ELECTRICAL LINES AS REQUIRED
7. REMOVE ALL (E) FINISHES, HARDWARE, EQUIPMENT, CONDUIT, PLUMBING AND

FRAMING NECESSARY TO ACCOMMODATE ALL NEW WORK.
8. DOCUMENTATION DOES NOT AUTHORIZE, DESCRIBE, REQUIRE OR INCLUDE THE

REMOVAL OF ANY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS OR ELEMENTS, INCLUDING ASBESTOS
AND PCBS. GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE LAWS,
REGULATIONS, ORDINANCES AND RULES RELATING TO ANY HAZARDOUS OR
TOXIC MATERIALS. IF GENERAL CONTRACTOR DISCOVERS ANY SUCH MATERIALS
ON THE PROPERTY, GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROMPTLY NOTIFY THE
OWNER. ANY REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SHALL BE DOCUMENTED
SEPARATELY AND SHALL OCCUR AS REQUIRED BY CODE AND REGULATORY
REQUIREMENTS.

9. CONTRACTOR TO PREPARE (E) FLOOR SLAB AS REQUIRED FOR (N) FLOORING
10. CONTRACTOR TO ENSURE ALL (E) WALLS ARE PATCHED, REPAIRED AND/OR

REPLACED TO PROVIDE "LIKE NEW" LEVEL-4 APPEARANCE.
11. ALL STRUCTURAL WALLS, BEAMS AND COLUMNS SHALL REMAIN. CONTRACTOR

SHALL NOTIFY ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY UPON DISCOVERY OF ANY
UNDOCUMENTED STRUCTURAL COMPONENT.

12. REMOVE ALL (E) SECURITY EQUIPMENT FROM PREVIOUS TENANT

PLAN LEGEND

SHADED AREA INDICATES
AREA NOT IN CONTRACT

1

KEYED NOTES

REMOVE (E) PARTITION

2 REMOVE (E) DOOR, DOOR FRAME AND HARDWARE

NORIEGA STREET

32
N

D
 A

VE
N

U
E

(E) RETAIL AREAA( )

(E) RETAIL STORAGE AREA( )

(E) RETAIL( )
TOILET ROOM

(E) RETAIL( )
TOILET ROOM

(E) ADJACENT TEEEEENANT SPACEEE( )
[NOT IN CONTTTTTRACT]TT

(E) RAMPDN

1/A201

2/
A2

01

1
301

2
A301

1

2

2

3 REMOVE (E) MILLWORK

3 TYP

3 TYP

3 TYP

4 REMOVE (E) PLUMBING FIXTURES

4 TYP

1

1

4

4

4

4

3

3

1

1

1

5 REMOVE (E) FLOOR FINISH THROUGHOUT

5
TYP

5
TYP

5

5

6
REMOVE (E) CEILING MOUNTED MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND ASSOCIATED
PIPES AND CONDUIT. CAP (E) CONNECTIONS IN WALL/FLOOR

6

7 REMOVE (E) CONCRETE RAMP

7

8 (E) ELECTRIC PANEL

9 (E) WATER HEATER

98

10 REMOVE (E) LIGHT FIXTURES THROUGOUT

11 REMOVE (E) MILLWORK SUSPENDED FROM CEILING

12 REMOVE (E) ACCESSORIES AND FURNISHINGS THROUGHOUT

13 REMOVE (E) WOOD PANELING AT (E) WALL

10
TYP

10
TYP

14 (E) STOREFRONT TO BE REPAIRED

15 REMOVE (E) WINDOW

14

1414

14

15

10/27/16
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A111

PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR
PLAN

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR PLAN1 NORTH

PLAN LEGEND

1

KEYED NOTES

(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN

NORIEGA STREET

32
N

D
 A

VE
N

U
E

DN

2/A202

1/
A2

02

1
A302

2
A302

SHADED AREA INDICATES
AREA NOT IN CONTRACT

101

A

P-01

E-01

1 KEYNOTE INDICATOR

DOOR OPENING IDENTIFIER, SEE A601

EQUIPMENT IDENTIFIER, SEE A601

PLUMBING FIXTURE IDENTIFIER, SEE A601

WALL TYPE IDENTIFIER, SEE A602

(E) DOOR TO REMAIN

(N) DOOR, SEE A601

A-010 ACCESSORY IDENTIFIER, SEE A601

GENERAL PLAN NOTES
1. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO FINISHED FACE, CENTER OF OPENING OR CENTER OF

EQUIPMENT, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
2. ALL DOORS NOT TAGGED ARE EXISTING TO REMAIN, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
3. PROVIDE CEMENT BACKER BOARD IN AREAS TO RECEIVE TILE FINISH.
4. PATCH AND REPAIR (E) WALLS AS REQUIRED TO PREPARE FOR NEW FINISHES AND

TO PROVIDE A "LIKE NEW" APPEARANCE.
5. IN ADDITION TO BACKING NOTED ON PLANS, CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE

BACKING, BRACING AND/OR BRACKETS AS REQUIRED FOR ALL (N) MILLWORK,
(N) WALL MOUNTED PLUMBING FIXTURES AND (N) WALL MOUNTED EQUIPMENT.

6. CONTRACTOR TO ENSURE SMOOTH OPERATION AND CLEAN APPEARANCE OF
ALL (E) TO REMAIN DOORS

7. LOCATIONS OF ALL ACCESS PANELS MUST BE APPROVED BY THE ARCHITECT
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION

8. CONTRACTOR TO SCAN SLAB BEFORE ANCHORING OR MAKING PENETRATIONS IN
(E) SLAB ABOVE TO AVOID AFFECTING ANY (E) REINFORCING AND/OR (E)
POST-TENSIONING MEMBERS.

9. MEP TESTING AND ADJUSTING:GG
9.1. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A PLAN OF

PROCEDURES FOR TESTING AND ADJUSTING NEW SYSTEMS, INCLUDING
(AS APPLICABLE): HVAC, INDOOR AND OUTDOOR LIGHTING AND
CONTROLS, WATER HEATING, RENEWABLE ENERGY, LANDSCAPE
IRRIGATION, AND WATER REUSE SYSTEMS

9.2. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO BALANCE NEW HVAC SYSTEMS BEFORE
OPERATION FOR NORMAL USE

9.3. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE THE OWNER OR REPRESENTATIVE
WITH A FINAL REPORT OF TESTING

9.4. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE THE BUILDING REPRESENTATIVE WITH
DETAILED OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE INSTRUCTIONS AND COPIES OF
ALL GUARANTEES/WARRANTIES FOR EACH SYSTEM

WAITING AREA
102

ENTRY
101

DISPENSARY
103

HALLWAY
104

MENS ROOM
113

WOMENS ROOM
114

PROCESSING
112

OFFICE
111

SECURE STORAGE
110

BREAK ROOM
107

MECHANICAL
106

MOP
108IT

109

HALLWAY
105

VESTIBULE
115

1

1

1

1 1 1

1

2
INFILL WALL WITH (N) 1-HOUR RATED CONSTRUCTION TO MATCH (E) WHERE
(E) WINDOW WAS REMOVED

2

3 (N) STAIR

3

4 REPAIR AND PAINT (E) STOREFRONT

4

4

4
4

4

5
AT SHADED AREA, REPLACE (E) CONCRETE WALK TO ACHIEVE ACCESSIBLE,
LEVEL LANDING

555555

6 (N) MILLWORK

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

7 (N) PAINTED METAL DOOR

7

(E) ADJACENT TTTENANT SPACET( )
[NOT IN CONNNTRACT]N

10/27/16

COMMENT RESPONSE 10/27/161
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8 (N) CONCRETE LANDING

8

BIKE LOCKER
116

PATH TO BICYCLE PARKING: 93'-7" TRAVEL DISTANCE
TA

2
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(N) CLASS 1
BICYCLE PARKING
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T.O. (E) PARAPET
+ 18'-1" (VIF)

T.O. (E) ROOF
+15'-8" (VIF)

B.O. (E) CEILING
+12'-6 3/4" (VIF)

T.O. (E) FINISH FLOOR
+0'-8 1/4" (VIF)

(E) GRADE
0'-0"

A B C D E F

2
A301

1 2 3 4

T.O. (E) PARAPET
+ 18'-1" (VIF)

T.O. (E) ROOF
+15'-8" (VIF)

B.O. (E) CEILING
+12'-6 3/4" (VIF)

T.O. (E) FINISH FLOOR
+0'-8 1/4" (VIF)
(E) GRADE
0'-0"

1
A301
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A201

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

EXISTING 32ND AVENUE (EAST) ELEVATION
1

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

EXISTING NORIEGA STREET (NORTH) ELEVATION
2

1

KEYED NOTES

(E) PAINTED STUCCO

2 NOT USED

3 (E) WALL-MOUNTED SIGN TO BE REMOVED

4 (E) METAL AND GLASS STOREFRONT TO BE REPAIRED

5 (E) AWNING

6 (E) METAL CAP FLASHING

7 (E) TILE WALL FINISH

8 (E) PIPE FOR ADJACENT TENANT'S MECHANICAL SYSTEM

9 (E) SIGNAGE TRANSFORMER BOX & CONDUIT TO BE REMOVED

10 (E) ABANDONED ALARM SYSTEM BOX TO BE REMOVED

11 (E) METAL SECURITY GATE AND DOOR TO BE REMOVED

12 (E) WOOD GATE

13 (E) METAL FENCE

14 (E) CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

15 (E) WINDOW

3
23
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6

4 4

4
4

4

4

5

1
1

1 1

7777 77

9

15 15 15
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T.O. (E) PARAPET
+ 18'-1" (VIF)

T.O. (E) ROOF
+15'-8" (VIF)

B.O. (E) CEILING
+12'-6 3/4" (VIF)

T.O. (E) FINISH FLOOR
+0'-8 1/4" (VIF)

(E) GRADE
0'-0"

A B C D E F

2
A302 12'-3" FACE OF BUILDING TO CURB

4'-8 1/4"

8'
-7

"

1 2 3 4

T.O. (E) PARAPET
+ 18'-1" (VIF)

T.O. (E) ROOF
+15'-8" (VIF)

B.O. (E) CEILING
+12'-6 3/4" (VIF)

T.O. (E) FINISH FLOOR
+0'-8 1/4" (VIF)
(E) GRADE
0'-0"

1
A302

±1
6'

-3
 3

/4
"

8'
-7

"

10'-4 1/4"

1'
-4

 1
/2

"

7'-2"

EQ
EQ

℄ (E) TRANSOM &
(N) PAINTED
WALL SIGN
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED 32ND AVENUE (EAST) ELEVATION
1

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED NORIEGA STREET (NORTH) ELEVATION
2

1

KEYED NOTES

PAINT (E) STUCCO

2 (N) PAINTED WALL SIGN

3 NOT USED

4 REPAIR AND PAINT (E) STOREFRONT

5 (E) AWNING

6 (E) METAL CAP FLASHING

7 (E) TILE WALL FINISH

8 (E) PIPE FOR ADJACENT TENANT'S MECHANICAL SYSTEM

9 NOT USED

10 NOT USED

11 (N) PAINTED METAL DOOR IN (N) VESTIBULE BEYOND
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BUILDING SECTIONS

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
EXISTING NORTH-SOUTH SECTION1

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
EXISTING EAST-WEST ELEVATION2
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SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
PROPOSED NORTH-SOUTH SECTION1

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
PROPOSED EAST-WEST ELEVATION2
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