

San Francisco Cannabis Oversight Committee		Date: November 28, 2023
SAN FRANCISCO
CANNABIS OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
Notice of Hearing & Agenda
	This Meeting Will be Hybrid
Members of the public have two options for attending:
In-Person
This meeting can be attended in person at the following address:
49 South Van Ness, Room 192
San Francisco, CA 94103
Please speak with the attendants at the front desk if you have trouble finding the room.
Webex
1) View the meeting (access to a computer or smart mobile device required):
2) https://sfgov.webex.com/sfgov/j.php?MTID=mdb30bab37e278311ba118e241e50e2ba
3) Listen to the meeting by dialing: 1-415-655-0001 (2488 014 2000) 

To Provide Public Comment: Dial 1-415-655-0001, input the access code above, and Press *3 when prompted to do so


November 28, 2023
1:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Regular Meeting
	
	                   Committee Members:

	                Voting Members
	Non-Voting Members

	

	· Drakari Donaldson
· Shay Gilmore
· Adam Hayes
· Ali Jamalian
· Antoinette Mobley
· David Nogales Talley
· Apollo Wallace
	· Mohanned Malhi or rep.  from SFPDH 
· Lieutenant Lange or rep. of SFPD
· Steven Kwong or rep. of DBI
· Mathew Chandler or rep. of SF Planning 
· Quarry Pak or rep. from SFUSD
· Dylan Rice or rep. of SF Entertainment Commission
· Victor Wong or rep. from SFFD













 Meeting materials are available at:
Website: www.officeofcannabis.sfgov.org




Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: officeofcannabis@sfgov.org or 415-554-4420 at least 48 hours in advance, except for Monday meetings, for which the deadline is 4pm the previous Friday.
			

Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
(Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code)
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 

For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554- 7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 

Meeting Materials
Any materials distributed to the members of the Committee within 72 hours of the meeting or after the agenda packet has been delivered to the members are available for inspection at the Office of Cannabis, 49 South Van Ness, 6th Fl., San Francisco, CA 94103, during regular office hours. Please note that this practice has been temporarily suspended as members of the Office of Cannabis are working remotely due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. This practice will resume after the OOC team transitions to the office. 

Ringing and Use of Cell Phones
The ringing of use of cell phones, pagers, and similar sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. The Chair may order the removal from the meeting room of any person responsible for any ringing or use of a cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic device.

Privacy Policy Personal 
Information that is provided in communications to the Office of Cannabis is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Cannabis Oversight Committee. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Office and its committee may appear on the Office’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Accessible Meeting Information
Committee hearings are held in 49 South Van Ness, San Francisco, CA 94103, Room 192 – 196. The location is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. 

Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Office of Cannabis at www.officeofcannabis.sfgov.org or 415-554-4420 at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 

Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, contact the Office of Cannabis at www.officeofcannabis.sfgov.org or 415-554-4420  at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 

Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Committee hearings. 

SPANISH: Agenda para la Oficina de Canabis. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-554-4420. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 

CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-554-4420 請在聽證會舉行之前的 至少48個小時提出要求。

TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-554-4420. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 

RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-554-4420. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания.

Regular Agenda:
	Please note that public comment will be held during every agenda item. If a member of the public would like to comment on a topic that is not on the agenda but is within the jurisdiction of the Committee, they may do so during the “General Public Comment” portion of the meeting. 

	1.
	Call to Order / Roll Call
	
	5 min

	
	
· Upon roll call, the following Committee Members were noted present [(v)= voting member]
· Adam Hayes (v)
· Apollo Wallace (v)
· Drakari Donaldson (v)
· David Nogales Talley (v)
· Shay Gilmore (v)
· Antoinette Mobley (v) (late to this meeting)
· Stephen Kwok, Department of Building Inspection
· Mathew Chandler, Planning Department
· Dylan Rice, Entertainment Commission
· Victor Wong, Fire Department (Remote)
· The following Committee Members were not present:
· Ali Jamalian (v)
· Mohanned Malhi, Department of Public Health
· San Francisco Unified School District Representative
A quorum is established
	
	

	2.
	Land Acknowledgement
	
	1 min

	
	· Scott Dennis recognizes the origins and traditions of the land on which the OOC operates and on which the meeting and COC guests are.
	
	

	3. 
	General Public Comment 
Members of the public may address the Committee on topics that are not on the agenda but are within the jurisdiction of the Committee, for a maximum of 3 minutes per individual.
	
	15 min 

	
	“Bram Goodwin, I'm the media director of the San Francisco Brownie Mary Democratic Club.  My general comment is that I was at a cannabis event with mayor breed and I had the opportunity to talk to her.  One of the things that's retarding everything to do with cannabis is that the stance of Public Health not being transparent about any of the facts when it comes to cannabis use.  Including cannabis smoke.  And because of that, they've added all these expenses that make a lot of the retail, and the events, um financially very difficult and I'd like to see our oversight committee ask (like I did the Mayor) to ask to sit down with public health and ask them to show us the data.  The medical whatever, that indicates that any of our substances are threats to the community, because I think we're being targeted not on medical science, but on stigma and I'd like to see the committee uh make a motion that Dr Colfax, the head of Public Health, would sit down with the mayor.  She's indicated to me, when I told her things, that if I sent her an email, which I'm going to do, detailing some of these things.  She'd review it she would sit down with Dr Colfax to review cannabis policy. I would ask the committee to um urge the mayor to do that kind of thing.  Let's see the public facts. I don't think we're being unreasonable. e public deserves- our citizens of San Francisco- deserve to see the medical facts that you're basing your policy on for a very last reason which is credibility.  We want Public Health to have credibility it's not credible if you just say things but not show us the data.  Thank you. “
	
	

	4.
	Review and Consideration of Regular Agenda 
Committee members will review and amend the meeting agenda as necessary and vote to approve.
	Discussion, Action

	5 min

	
	· Shay Gilmore indicated that they would like more involvement in the scheduling of future COC meetings
· Director Patel explained that extenuating circumstances are what caused the scheduling conflicts on this date
· Motion: There is a motion to amend item 11 to include future scheduling dates.  
· Motion/Second: David Nogales-Talley/Apollo Wallace| Motion Approved
· Ayes: 5 | Nays: 0 | Abstentions: 0 | Absent: 2
	
	

	5. 
	Review and Approve Minutes from 09/13/2023 Meeting
Committee members will review minutes from a previous Committee meeting, amending as necessary, and vote to approve. Explanatory Document: SF-COC_Meeting-Minutes-September-13.
	Discussion, Action
	5 min

	
	
· Motion: There is a motion to approve the minutes.
· Motion/Second: Adam Hayes/Apollo Wallace| Motion Approved
· Ayes: 5 | Nays: 0 | Abstentions: 0 | Absent: 2
	
	

	6. 
	Review and Approve Minutes from 10/11/2023 Meeting
Committee members will review minutes from the previous Committee meeting, amending as necessary, and vote to approve. Explanatory Document: SF-COC_Meeting-Minutes-October-11.
	Discussion, Action
	5 min

	
	
· Motion: There is a motion to approve the minutes.
· Motion/Second: Adam Hayes/Apollo Wallace| Motion Approved
· Ayes: 5 | Nays: 0 | Abstentions: 0 | Absent: 2
	
	

	7.
	Office of Cannabis Update
The Office of Cannabis will provide a general update on the status of their work.
	Discussion
	5 min

	
	· Director Nikesh Patel provided an update on the current status of the work conducted by the OOC
· Over 50 permits have been issued
· Medical Dispensaries are working to transition their licenses to permanent Article 16 permits
· There is a deadline approaching for MCDs in about 13 months to transition before they lose their ability to sell adult-use cannabis
· MCD response rates are lower than the OOC would like
· Temporary permits are also working to transition. The OOC has reduced the processing time by about 10 months for these transitions since 2021
· Enforcement over the last year:
· The OOC conducted 49 in-person compliance inspections
· The OOC conducted 244 enforcement actions since the beginning of 2022
· We recently conducted joint actions that resulted in the seizure of 5,300 plants, 500 pounds of processed cannabis with an estimated worth of over $2 million
· Updates can be found about pending legislation in our weekly emails. Director Patel briefly touched on Ordinance 230988, which seeks to expand the 600 ft buffer around cannabis businesses
· Director Patel mentioned the recent end of the RDA contract with the OOC, who had previously helped to facilitate COC meetings
· Drakari Donaldson asked about enforcement actions and NOVs, and what they entail
· Shay Gilmore asked about AB1448, the legislation that would allow new penalties against illicit operators
· Public Comment
· “Bram Goodwin, Brownie Mary Democratic Club.  I just wanted to comment on that the pilot program for events is been going I guess from another the three years I suspect which is fine except um it seems like it's kicking this can down the street instead of having a much more comprehensive program where small- because most of these designated events are very large which is fine except I I think we'd like to see much smaller ones have access and be able to do things.  I'm just wondering uh if this legislation will allow uh smaller venues, smaller uh promoters to incorporate cannabis in their events.  I'm hoping that's true.”
	
	

	8.
	Planning Department Q & A on Ordinance #230988
The Committee will discuss Ordinance #230988, which proposes to expand the 600 ft. buffer rule and establish an 18-month period of discontinuance for Cannabis Retail Use.  A representative from the Planning Department will provide brief remarks regarding the proposed ordinance before opening up to questions from the Committee.
	Discussion, Possible Action
	10 min



	
	· Mathew Chandler provides an overview of the impending changes proposed by Ordinance 230988
· Generally the ordinance is going to be amending the Planning Code or it's proposing to amend the Planning Code to require cannabis retail uses to be at least 600 feet from child care facilities, exempting applications that have already filed with the Office of Cannabis.  It also will be establishing an 18-month period of discontinuance of a cannabis retail use as abandonment of the business.  Preventing its restoration as a new cannabis retail use unless it meets the applicable code requirements at the time. So currently the way it is now under the Planning Code cannabis retail uses can't be within 600 feet of school a mechanic or a medical cannabis dispensary or another cannabis retailer.
· There is no minimum radius from cannabis retailers to childcare facilities, youth serving facilities, or any sort of youth center.  Currently cannabis retailers are treated the exact same as any other land use whenever it comes to the abandonment period.  Principally permitted uses do not have an abandonment period. Any use that received conditional use authorization or is a nonconforming use.  So essentially not beating uh one or more provision of the planning code such as being within 600 feet of an existing school currently- those all currently have a three-year abandonment period.  As proposed the way it would be the planning code would be amended to specify that cannabis retail uses cannot be within 600 feet of a daycare center defined by the state, which would essentially be the same as a child care facility in our local code.  In addition to the current buffer requirement, so that's 600 ft from MCDs, cannabis retailers, schools, and now also proposing daycare centers.  The buffer would not impact any application that's already filed with the Office of Cannabis.
· For the abandonment period- any cannabis retail use whether received additional use authorization or it's principally permitted or non-complying would have an 18-month period of abandonment.  Meaning that if they close down for 18 months, the land use expires or otherwise if they abandon the land use by changing the land use, then the land use expires after 18 months as well.  The Planning Department does not support the additional buffer requirement to include daycare centers.  We’re going to be recommending that there be some sort of study conducted to review impacts of cannabis retail uses have on schools and daycare centers and then also take the time to formulate appropriate buffering distance or requirements from such uses as needed, if needed.  For the abandonment period we would be recommending that only cannabis retailers that required conditional use authorization would be subject to the 18-month abandonment period.
· So, not any other cannabis retail uses such as properly permitted uses. This is going to be going to the Planning Commission on December 7th.  That is a public hearing process so anyone is able to attend and provide public comment.  You can submit a letter on behalf of the committee or individually um you can submit any sort of email to me at mathew.chandler@sfgov.org
· Public Comment:
· “Hi everyone. I'm Chris Callaway.  I'm actually retail owner in San Francisco.  I'm also the father of a two-and-a-half-year-old daughter and I appreciate where supervisor Stefani's heart is with this legislation trying to protect the children of our city.  But I can say as a dispensary owner I've never had a toddler try to come in and buy cannabis at my store. I know where my dispensary is over on Van Ness Avenue, there are far more pressing issues and dangers to children of our city than the cannabis dispensary a licensed cannabis dispensary with a security guard front that's cleaning up the sidewalk every day.  I'm glad the Planning Department is going to take a look at would what the impacts this legislation would be on current dispensary owners.  I know since we don't have any new applications being accepted by the office of Cannabis for Cannabis retail, it doesn't seem like this legislation really would do much to help protect our children at all.  Since we're not going to be all the applications that in the queue and move forward so um it seems to be maybe this is just a little bit of um political stunt to some degree to um maybe garner support for Supervisor Stefanie. I'm glad that the planning department is going to take a look at this and really address what the impacts would be.  I would for one just love to see what the daycare map looks like in the city um how it would affect existing cannabis retailers.  One of the issues that I'm kind of facing in the equity program is the 600-foot rule and the kind of um you know that uh like dot or the you know on the map how it creates that that buffer between other dispensaries um and the land entitlement uses.  I would just like to see just how this legislation is going to protect for children moving forward what impact it has on existing businesses.  I think it maybe kind of gives us a time to open up the 600-foot rule and see how it's serving the city and its current businesses and um I think that's all I have to say on the matter.  
· Bram Goodwin.  Simply I'd like to say that um adopting a rule like this would be indicating that cannabis somehow is a threat to our community and to our children which is not true.  I am thrilled to hear today from the Planning Department that they're proposing comprehensive uh research on it because that's what we want let's look at the facts.  The facts are by the way that a toddler could walk into a place that has liquor could walk around take a look could even steal it. I guess because a lot of times it's out like in a supermarket.  As Chris mentioned, cannabis is probably the most secure place in the city when it comes to access. I don't think there has been, as far as I know- in the five years of legal cannabis, legal recreational Cannabis- there has been ever been an incident at a retailer where an underaged person entered.  I don't think others that are restricted like alcohol could say the same. So, I applaud the uh Planning Commission for uh proposing the research.  If any of our supervisors are looking, I'd like to tell ask them to say no to this because as Chris, I think indicated, it seems political and as we know in cannabis it is political.  We don't need to be on the uh sad end of it.  Thank you.
· From Shona, Axis of Love SF: “Does the planning department have a map of what would be left for land use permits for cannabis clubs? We also have an impact report from the last task force happy to share.  The daycares are being used to monopoly the current map.  I oppose this fully it is not needed.  Everything Chris said as well.”  
	
	

	9.
	SFFD Carbon Dioxide Inspection Q & A
The Committee will discuss the inspection process for cannabis businesses that utilize carbon dioxide in cultivation and manufacturing with a representative from the San Francisco Fire Department.
	Discussion, Possible Action
	30 min



	
	· Captain Dennis Sy from SFPD presented on CO2 inspections:
· I want to start off by saying one of the things that was brought up- I don't know where it came from. I guess the belief that the San Francisco Fire Department doesn't have much experience with CO2 permitting.  To answer that in case that's on anyone's mind- CO2 is a permit that we issue quite frequently every restaurant bar um establishment that has beverages uses very likely CO2 distribution.  We permit a lot of businesses that use CO2. We are very familiar with the procedure uh the concept the testing the permitting the inspections.  First and foremost, to simplify, it you got to look at it as there's two permits one to build and one to use so if you're going to utilize CO2 in your operation, you've got to get the system permitted through DBI.  The first step is to hire an engineer someone to designer system submit to DBI and get that approved. That's the very first step.  
· Once your permitted to build, you'd come to us.  The first thing we want to see is that your permit for the CO2 has been finalized or approved finished, then we can start the process of the inspection for letting you use the system we permitting the system. We go through a number of things.  First, we go outside. You're going to need NFPA placards. NFPA 704 placards that identify the hazard if you have multiple hazards on the property. Determine the highest hazard and use those for your numerical warnings for the NFPA sign.
· Then we go further into this the operation um wherever the CO2 is going to be utilized we should say um you're going to need signage. So, if you have a grow room where CO2 is going to be dispersed, that room before you go in is going to need signage.  Signage comprises of the NFPA sign I said with the hazards you're going to need a sign identifying the type of gas being used.  Then you're going to need a sign um that kind of explains very briefly what to do if the alarm goes off.  When I say alarm, it is when you utilize CO2 you're going to need a monitoring system you're going to need um something that detects a level that is unsafe.  Once that detection gets to that level um it's supposed to you know- if it's tied into your fire alarm system maybe there's a delay but it will It is supposed to alert your system. There's supposed to be exhaust so the uh the excess CO2 is released out.  There needs to be sirens and strobes and the only major difference I should say that we have with the CO2 system that we permit quite frequently with restaurants is that we require a siren strobe on the inside of where CO2 is being utilized.  For cultivation operations and the reason is when you have a restaurant um and you have a let's say a number of CO2 tanks over 100 pounds of CO2 on the property typically the CO2 is going to be located in a room. We require everything I just said signage warnings everything if there is a detectable level that is dangerous from the monitors and sensors in that room where the tanks are being stored. An alarm will go off.  Sirens and strobes alert the building and everyone knows not to go in that room.   Do not go in that room there something going on the unique problem or the unique issue I should say we have with cannabis is that um CO2 is purposefully being used to help with your operation, to help the growth.  There is very likely a chance that there could be people in the room.  That's what we're worried about um there are people that work in the room.  The lights are extremely bright they grow lights very often they were very dark shades and you're going to wear uh what I've seen you know earbuds airpods technology today is so good and with noise cancelling it is very hard to sometimes hear the sirens and to see the strobes with the sunglasses if you're in a room trimming. So, to give anyone stuck in that room a fair chance of getting out, we require sirens and strobes in the rooms that the CO2 may be utilized in.  
· Besides that, um most of the requirements are identical because it's the same it's the same across for a restaurant.  So, we require the sensors the uh monitors we require sirens and strobes on the outside of the rooms along with ins inside the rooms. If you're using portable tanks, they have to be secured to the wall and that's in case of like an earthquake or anything or a disaster.  We don't want the tanks dropping causing a leak or causing a tripping Hazard or a delay in egress in case of emergency.
· If you have doart tanks they have to be secured to the ground.  All of that would probably be checked if you have doer tanks during the initial CO2 permit with DBI. That's basically it so again if you want to simplify it there's two permits permit to build and then permit to use what you just built you you would and you would need you know. Very early on I think a lot of things fell through the cracks and some operators have um CO2 systems that were permitted by fire and um were not necessarily um installed with permits um from DBI.  We're backtracking on that trying to get everybody dialed in and everybody on the same page.  I mean it's the same requirements that ask for any restaurant, utilizing CO2.  It's in this um it's based off the state fire code and the city and county fire code. The only the only difference like I said is the fact that we require sirens and strobes in the rooms as well as outside to warn people not to come in and anyone inside to give them a chance to get out because the alarm is going out. 
·  If anybody has any questions? No? Let me take this opportunity really quick- it's kind of off topic but it expands on this.  With many of the operators in the City’s basic requirement and again this is kind of related but a little separate.  You want to make sure that the DBI permits are all dialed in so if DBI permits that are open or filed anything that touches the operation anything that affects life safety, fire safety has to be addressed. So, all your DBI permits need to be taken care of.  
· Next uh the occupancy needs to F1 occupancy is what the city requires for cultivation uh and then CO2 is voluntary. If an operator is not using CO2 is not an extra step that needs to be considered but if they do then CO2 needs to be followed through the same way that you know I just discussed but that's a very abbreviated simplified step of what is required and what we need before we can issue an operational permit for cultivation um in the city. With that, is there any questions?  I know there's some operators that have a lot of questions as to what we're asking for why we want what.  We want um so hopefully that kind of answers some of that but if it doesn't feel free to ask me anything you want.
· Shay Gilmore asked a question about whether there is a 1-pager or resources available from SFPD explaining all of this
· Captain Dennis Sy responds:
· No, I appreciate the help there isn't really anything because when an operator decides to utilize CO2 they should be hiring a licensed uh architect or designer or engineer and so at that  point that person is the best person to advise them on code um building code and fire code um and they should be walking the operator through everything that's required to get final approval from DBI um so there isn't really a FAQ or a checklist.  I would like to give in my experience um that information is the operations although seem very alike every operator is very unique and um if we were to give out a general information sheet it might be helpful. Because operations are so different there's misinterpretation a lot of times and it does lead to more questions so I think it is best in my experience that the operators get in touch with a licensed engineer or a licensed architect and they can explain because they they've got to draw Plans.  
· Plans have to be submitted to DBI and so those situations are best handled with licensed individuals that can walk them through the whole process. By the time they come to my department um the permit the DBI permit needs to be final. There’re minor things on site that we adjust and we may call for with the operator but in general by that time the CO2 system has been inspected by DBI and their different you know agencies and stuff so the system should be dialed in and that's like I said the first part the build permit.  
· Once you build and you have that permit in hand now you come to us and say Hey I want to use this I just built this I want to use it.  We're the department that handles the operation part so we would do the inspections so I want to say that it we're easier but the bigger hurdle is DBI with the with the construction and the um design and everything that's entailed.  Compared to that uh for the most part our process is a little quicker a little easier.  
· No public comment
	
	

	10.
	Committee Discussion Regarding the Distribution of Grant Funding 
The Committee will hear a presentation from the OOC regarding the next round of GoBiz grant funding (“Round 4”), and discuss recommendations in response to a memorandum entitled, “Oversight Committee Agenda Item #10 Memorandum.” This memorandum can be found in the packet of materials for this meeting.
	Discussion, Possible Action
	90 min



	
	· Certain members of the committee were required to recuse themselves from the grant discussion. Of the members in attendance, this only included Drakari Donaldson. Please find his recusal below:
· “Drakari Donaldson, CEO of the California Street cannabis company um and as owner uh I have to recuse myself on this conversation.
· After recusals, a presentation was provided by the Office of Cannabis concerning the disbursement of grant funds. Various members of the office presented the information.
· Jeremy Schwartz:
· Acknowledged his colleagues and everyone participating in the meeting in-person or remotely
· Explained that this presentation was to solicit feedback for the next round of grant funding
· Passed the presentation to Yuliya Iskendzerava
· Yuliya Iskendzerava:
· Provided an overview of the previous three grant iterations that the office has overseen
· These grants totaled $11 million
· Also discussed the previous grant iteration survey results, which outline the OOC’s responsiveness, the different types of cohorts, disbursements, etc.
· Jeremy Schwartz:
· Outlines the surveys and representation of demographics in San Francisco. 
· Explains that Grantees are satisfied with the OOC’s responsiveness.  
· Outlines the methods used by the OOC to reach grantees
· Director Patel also speaks to the program’s responsiveness and solicits feedback
· Jeremy Schwartz
· Presents information relating to technical assistance that is available to VEAs
· RFPs
· $150K in TA 
· Need for security consulting
· Limits of grant money allocated to TA in the cycle of grants
· Jorge Rodriguez:
· Desk-audits and on-site audits
· Reasons why audits are done
· Random selection of grantees who will be audited
· Scott Dennis:
· Spoke on the upcoming iteration (Grant Round 4):
· Lower numbers, larger pool of applicants and funds not tied to the State budget
· Eligible expenses
· Operators should be aware grant dollars are taxable
· Distribution timelines
· City Supplier Portal
· Nikesh Patel:
· Explains that the decisions made by the COC today will dictate how the next iteration of grant funds is spent
· Yuliya Iskendzerava:
· Presents the four questions that will help guide the COC’s discussion on different factors to consider when deciding the disbursement scheme for Grant Round 4
· Nikesh Patel and Jeremy Schwartz elaborate on these questions:
· Less funds, what size will the awards be?  Less people, more money to each?  More people, less money to each?
· Spend-down threshold/reallocation
· How should Grantees be selected?  A point of their application process, lottery, etc.?  
· Appropriate utilization rates to spend down the grant dollars. 
· Presents discussion questions on slide. 
· The Committee asks clarifying questions about the presentation:
· How long do they have to spend their grant dollars? 
· Committee members commend the OOC for the work on grants
· Members propose the grant awards should be larger and fewer Grantees. 
· Director Patel recommends to hear from public comment

· Public Comment:
· “Hello, I’m Chris Callaway, and I am a Verified Equity applicant. I have received several rounds of grant funds through the program. Most recently I received several rounds of grants to open my dispensary on Van Ness Ave. And this primarily was funded through a series of grants which started in 2021. Without those grants I would have never been able to open that business and I just want to thank everyone here that works on the grant program. That money is so useful for us to get our doors open. I didn’t have to go out and raise outside capital, I depended on these grants. When I look at the amounts being received in the next round, obviously we’re very grateful for any assistance we can get, and obviously with more people participating in the program that is great. But the amounts are reduced, and it does have less of an effect – it doesn’t go quite as far – if you’re an applicant just getting $10,000. That doesn’t even cover a half of a month of rent for me. Not that I will turn away free money, but it does help to utilize the grants for people who have a higher chance of success perhaps. Whose businesses are closer to opening up, you get the best bang for your buck for those grant funds. The only other comment I have ot make about the grants program itself is that I know that the OOC works very hard to process all of the applications in a timely manner, when it comes to the distribution of funds it ends up…you just don’t know when the grant funds are going to come, but there’s landlords and contractors and…you just wonder when is it coming? Having a little bit more clarity on that is super helpful to us. I think that’s it, I just want to say thank you so much.”
· “Good afternoon, my name is Nina Parks, I am a VEA and I have a cannabis events organizer license, and I am also a 1% owner on a dispensary that is not yet open, but we are processing. So, for this body to consider (1) the businesses that have already gotten up and running have also had a longer opportunity to receive grants, and we have heard through testimonials that it is a very beneficial thing for the program. So for us as a city we can report that we have higher rates of success. For equity applicants to really think about who is the next round of people that are gonna get up and running soon. Like what was mentioned in the report, who will be able to spend-down the grants to that we can re-apply for the next round of grants. Something that I would also recommend for this body to do is that there is a gross legislative oversight on Article 16’s definition of ‘cannabis businesses’ that event organizers are not able to gain access to this grant money because we are not considered actual cannabis businesses via Article 16. So for this body to maybe make a recommendation to the BOS to amend Article 16 to mirror the definition of whatever licenses are available at the state would be the easiest amendment, versus what they have right now which is just a specific list. It is just a legislative oversight where it should mirror whatever is available at the state. Even as an event organizer I have had to register my business for the city, so that is my two cents.”
· Alex Aquino, via chat: “I do not belive there are any event producers on the oversight committee. As a full time event producer of 30 years I would like to continue talks with anyone concerning supporting the establishment of a real cannabis evens program in San Francisco and not continue to extend the Pilot Program…[text unclear]…financially the industry is on a decline. 4/20 Hippe Hill would like to apply for grant funding to help support the largest, free cannabis event in Golden Gate Park. We would like to thank the cannabis community for our continued support over the years.”

The Committee Discussion continues:
· The Committee continued to discuss preferences on the size of the awards and the size of the pool of grantees
· Ultimately a recommendation is made that the grantee pool be composed of applications that:
· Are at least 51% owned by Verified Equity Applicants;
· Are at the status of “Build-Out” or further in the OOC’s application process by December 31, 2023.
· In addition, that a 70% utilization rate be applied in order for grantees to qualify for grant redistribution

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Motion: There is accept the grant disbursement requirements above.
· Motion/Second: Shay Gilmore/David Nogales-Talley| Motion Approved
· Ayes: 5 | Nays: 0 | Abstentions: 1 | Absent: 1

	
	

	11.
	Proposed Future Agenda Items 
Committee members will propose future agenda items for the next committee meeting.
	Discussion, Possible Action
	5 min

	
	· The Committee discussed hosting the next meeting on either January 10th or 17th, whichever will work better for the members
	
	

	12.
	Adjournment
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