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Aug 11, 2014 
Hon. Mike Gatto, Chair 
Assembly Appopriations Committee 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re:  Continued Opposition to SB 1262 Unless Amended 
 
  Although the latest revised version of SB 1262 (Mock-Up Version 93, Aug 
8th)  has been improved in important respects,  the bill still has significant 
problems that need to be fixed before we can support it. 
 

(1) UNWORKABLE PROVISIONAL LICENSING SYSTEM.   
 

From a fiscal viewpoint, our assessment is that the state can expect 
negligible revenue from provisional applications, due to the requirement that 
licensees prove they have been operating in compliance with local ordinances for 
the six months prior to Jan 1, 2015.   As we explained before, there are at most 
200-300 dispensaries presently operating under local ordinances.  Worse yet, 
there are virtually no such growers at all, since cultivation is hardly regulated 
anywhere in the state, except for Mendocino Co, where a hundred or so growers 
are enlisted in the sheriff’s zip-tie program.  Under the current terms of the bill, it 
will therefore be virtually impossible to enroll a sufficient number of California’s 
thousands of growers into the provisional licensing system to supply the market 
adequately.  Altogether, we estimate no more than $3 million in provisional 
application fees being collected under the current version of SB 1262 even at the 
highest fee level of $8,000. 
 
 The following provision is particularly unworkable: 
 
18107 (e) Once the bureau begins issuing provisional licenses, a dispensary, in order to 
benefit from the limited immunities provided in Section 11362.775 of the Health and 
Safety Code, may only provide patients and caregivers medical marijuana and medical 
marijuana products obtained from provisionally licensed entities.  
 



 Insofar as Section 11362.775 constitutes the legal basis for California’s 
current system of patient collectives, the effect of this is to legally prohibit 
dispensaries that don’t acquire medicine exclusively from provisionally licensed 
growers.  Since there are apt to be few if any provisionally licensed growers 
under the current terms of the bill, dispensaries will be unable to operate legally 
under this provision.  (Although 18107 (e) is worded to imply that all dispensaries 
must rely on provisionally licensed suppliers once provisional licensing starts, we 
have been told that this was a drafting error, and that it is only supposed to apply 
to provisionally licensed dispensaries.  In either case, though, the provision is 
unworkable). 
 
 (2) OVERLY BURDENSOME TRANSPORTATION REGULATIONS 
 
Section 18116 (a) effectively requires an armored car manned by two individuals 
for all transportation of marijuana, no matter how trivial.   
 
18116 (a):  Transported medical marijuana products shall (1) be transported in a locked, 
safe and secure storage compartment, etc…. 
 
As currently worded, this applies to ALL medical marijuana products, regardless 
of whether they are transported by a licensed transporter or just a patient or 
caregiver.    These requirements are overkill for the vast majority of small-scale 
deliveries.  The best solution is to either delete 18116 or apply it only to 
substantial deliveries of, say, 20 pounds of cannabis or more. 
   Alternatively, the provision could be rewritten as follows: 

18116. (a) Transported mMedical marijuana products transported by 
licensed transporters shall: 
 (1) Be transported only in a locked, safe and secure storage compartment 
that is securely affixed to the interior of the transporting vehicle. 
 (2) Not be visible from outside the vehicle. 
 (b) Any vehicle transporting medical marijuana products licensed 
transporter shall travel directly from one licensed facility to another licensed 
facility authorized to receive the shipment when transporting medical 
marijuana products. 
(a) All transport vehicles operated by licensed transporters shall be staffed 
with a minimum of two employees. 

 
(3) LIFETIME BAN ON LICENSES FOR EX-MARIJUANA FELONS 

 
 We are sorry to see that Section 18110 (b) requires the bureau to deny 
licenses to anyone with a past felony conviction for drug trafficking, unless they 
get a certificate of rehabilitation under PC4582.13.  It is quite difficult and costly 
for prior offenders to obtain a certificate of rehabilitation.    The effect of this is 
therefore to disqualify a great number of highly qualified individuals from the 
cannabis industry.   Prior offenders should not be branded for life for offenses 
that are now becoming obsolescent.  California NORML cannot support this 
provision. 
 
 



    
  Sincerely, 

  
  Dale Gieringer, Ph.D. 
  Director, California NORML 
  Co-author, Prop. 215 
  (510) 540-1066 
 


