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From: Jeri Shepherd

To: dencc - City Council
Subject: Bill 15-0109-Please vote NO and please hold public hearing
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 12:38:36 PM

I was troubled to find out there would be no public hearing on the proposed bill. The issues are too complicated,
and too many people will be negatively affected by this bill.

Consider the following:

1. This proposed bill would undermine property rights, not just commercial lots, without due process.

2. There is no indication of any problems this bill will solve. While there is a mention of potential problems, there
is no indication of any effort to quantify the extent of any problems.

3. The bill seems to favor cannabis business interests unfairly (note: I have no problem with a cannabis industry
and am glad for all the jobs and revenue generated). The closest analogy is to benefit commercial bakeries by
disallowing or limiting individuals the right to bake their own baked goods at home.

4. There is no good reason to undermine the intent of the voters as expressed in numerous votes, and there is no
good reason to undermine the constitutional guarantees as enacted in Amendments 20 and 64. Denver voters also
clearly expressed their intent when they both voted to legalize and to make enforcement of state cannabis laws the
lowest law enforcement priority.

Therefore, | ask you to vote NO on this proposed bill. In the alternative, a public hearing should be scheduled.
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for your consideration.

Disclosure: | am on the Board of Directors for Colorado NORML; my belief is my fellow Board members are as
disturbed as I.

Jeri D. Shepherd

Attorney at Law

710-11th Avenue, Suite 203-D
Greeley, CO 80631
970.396.9493
jeri@sheplaw.comcastbiz.net
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From: Amber Lawrence

To: ncc - Cit: incil
Subject: CB 15-0109
Date: Saturday, March 21, 2015 5:35:28 PM

Please consider fixing CB 15-0109 and
allow for public comment.
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From: Teri Robnett

To: Kilroy, Ashley R. - Mayor"s Office; dencc - City Council; Faatz, Jeanne R. - City Council Dist #2; Lopez, Paul D. -
City Council Dist #3; Lehmann, Peggy A. - City Council Dist #4; Susman. Mary Beth - City Council; Brown
Charlie - City Council District #6; Nevitt, Chris - City Council Dist #7; Brooks. Albus - City Council District 8;
Montero. Judy H. - City Council District #9; Robb. Jeanne - City Council Dist. #10; Herndon, Christopher J. - City
Council District 11; Shepherd, Susan K. - City Council District 1; kniechatlarge

Subject: CB-0109: Bad public policy

Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 11:05:18 AM

Greetings Council Members and Ms. Kilroy,

I doubt you'll be surprised that Cannabis Patients Alliance is opposed to this proposed CB-
0109. It is unreasonably restrictive, further limiting access to medical marijuana for patients.

We recognize that there are many large unregulated grows in and around Denver; however,
unregulated does not mean illegal. | don't like those who use the "caregiver halo™ to get
around the laws either. It upsets me to hear about anyone taking advantage of patients. But to
assume that every large caregiver is abusing the system is simply wrong.

Although contractors report that cultivation is safer now under legalization, we also recognize
that there are some grows that have unsafe practices. Most, if not all, are already covered by
other laws already on the books. While we need to protect public safety, we should not
unnecessarily place additional restrictions simply because this is marijuana when current laws
will suffice.

We would welcome the opportunity to work with you on solving these issues, but this
ordinance is certainly not it.

The definition of "marijuana” in reference to such a restriction is completely unreasonable.
The definition is so broad that someone could be out of compliance simply for having seeds
on hand for their next crop or cut leaves in their refrigerator for juicing, none of which are a
public hazard or nuisance in any way.

We've participated with Sen. Aguilar in crafting the State's caregiver bill (SB-014). When the
36-plant limit was proposed, we were able to have a conversation, bringing in patients,
caregivers and doctors, about why 36 plants was too restrictive. A more reasonable limit of 99
plants was recommended and accepted, even by representatives of the industry. It's
unfortunate that you were apparently unaware that this work was being done. It's even more
unfortunate that we were not afforded the opportunity to have a similar conversation, or even
a public hearing, where those directly affected could be heard.

The idea that a patient or caregiver can simply buy another lot is elitist and offensive.
Caregivers are not allowed to make a profit, only passing along costs. This makes medicine
much more affordable for patients, particularly for those whose treatment requires high
volumes of product. Having to set up multiple sites will make medicine more expensive for
patients who are often already economically disadvantaged. And it seems to me that it will be
much more difficult for law enforcement to track more small grow operations spread across
the city than several large ones.

I find it interesting that so many people who supported and voted for Amendment 64, even
celebrated its passage, now want to restrict the rights of adults to cultivate at home, a key
factor in the amendment. As difficult as it may be for some to accept, cultivation of marijuana
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is a legal activity in Colorado and should be treated as such. The rights of a patients to grow
what is medically necessary and utilize the services of a caregiver to do so has been a legal

practice for nearly 15 years.

As much as the marijuana industry may claim that they can supply what patients need, the
simple truth is that they can't. It's unfortunate that they, with full support of the City, have
chosen to use such restrictions to benefit their own agenda with little, if any, concern for how
this will affect patients whose needs go beyond gummy bears and brownies.

Ultimately, if this ordinance passes, patients will suffer.

Respectfully,
Teri

Teri Robnett

Founder / Executive Director
Cannabis Patients Alliance
720-351-8403
RxMaryJane@gmail.com

cannabispatientsalliance@gmail.com
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From: Justin Downey

To: dencc - City Council
Subject: CB15-010
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 8:46:48 PM

Allow for public debate or do not bring it up at all... anything that affects it citizens should
always be put up for the public to interact with. You do not control free citizens free citizens
control their REPRESENTATIVES!
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From: Comcast

To: dencc - City Council
Subject: CB15-0109 PLEASE LISTEN
Date: Sunday, March 22, 2015 10:12:15 PM

I am writing to implore you to allow for a public hearing on CB15-0109! The way this bill is written is vague and
leaves law abiding citizens and caregivers open to being. criminalized. | am all for safety, but not at the expense of
caregivers and patients. Limiting plant counts is not the answer. It doesn't even guarantee safe growing. Perhaps
looking into stricter electrical codes would work better.

Please open this up for public input. You will see that most home caregivers grow because they can't get the
medicine they need at dispensaries. They grow for patients who depend on them for the exact medicine they need.
We are not criminals. We are not "diverting product.” We are growing medicine for people on need.

Sincerely ,

Stacey Linn, mom to 14 yr old Jack Splitt who depends exclusively on home grown MMJ (no pharmaceuticals
work) to manage his severe dystonia. We grow extremely low THC strains that no one on the "black market" would
want.
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MCALLISTER LAW OFFICE, P.C.

36 Steele St. Suite 200
Denver, CO 80206

Phone: 720-722-0048

Fax: 720-542-8391
nadav@maallisterlawoffice.com
www.maallisterlawoffice.com

March 23, 2015

Attn: Denver City Council
Denver's City and County Building
1437 Bannock Street #451

Denver, CO 80202

Re: Proposed Denver Caregiver Legislation — CB 15-0109
Dear Members of the Denver City Council:

My name is Nadav Aschner and I am an attorney at the McAllister Law Office in Denver.
My firm represents a variety of clientele operating in Colorado’s legal marijuana arena, including
licensed businesses, land-owners, medical marijuana patients, and caregivers. I am writing to you
today in anticipation of this evening’s vote on CB 15-0109, a proposed restriction on medical
marijuana patient and caregiver rights in the City and County of Denver. Specifically, I am
writing to urge you not to pass the ordinance as written, due to the common sense and
constitutional problems that I will address in this letter. While I agree that cracking down on
illegal diversion of marijuana into the black market should be a priority, this ordinance is not the
proper mechanism to bring about the desired changes.

First, the legislature can enact laws that limit the time, place, and manner of the exercise
of a constitutional right. For example, we have a constitutional right to assemble and protest, yet
we cannot gather in masses and block lanes on I-25. Much like the present case, public safety
reasons are often the rationale behind a time, place, or manner restriction. As you are all aware,
cultivation of personal medical and/or recreational marijuana is a constitutional right protected
under the Colorado Constitution, as is a patient designating a caregiver to cultivate his/her
medical marijuana. CB 15-0109 goes well beyond a time, place, and manner restriction and
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serves as an outright prohibition on these constitutional rights to cultivate marijuana.
Accordingly, this ordinance is likely to be ineffective if enacted anyway. Section 4(b) of
Amendment 20 provides an affirmative defense when a patient or a primary caregiver cultivates
marijuana in an amount determined to be medically necessary by a licensed physician. Denver
cannot legally restrict what the state Constitution has explicitly protected.

Second, Denver already has a 12-plant limit in residential dwellings, which has forced
many medical marijuana patients and caregivers to cultivate in commercially zoned facilities in
order to grow their recommended plant-count, which can be as high as 99 plants. This bill now
seeks to limit the right to cultivate to 36 plants on any zone lot, without removing the 12-plant
residential limit. Enacting this bill flat-out denies Denver medical patients their constitutional
right to cultivate an amount of marijuana that a licensed physician has determined to be
medically necessary. State law prohibits medical marijuana patients from designating more than
one caregiver or primary care facility to cultivate their marijuana. A patient with Non-Hodgkin’s
Lymphoma, for example, who has been allotted 99 plants, will have nowhere to cultivate his or
her marijuana. Their only option will be a licensed dispensary. By enacting this bill, you will be
denying medical patients and their caregivers a place to grow their marijuana or to oversee the
cultivation of plants.

There are a number of reasons why a patient might choose to cultivate her own marijuana
or designate a caregiver to do so, as opposed to designating a licensed dispensary. Dispensaries
are a new, a fledgling industry. Forcing patients to abandon caregivers causes all sorts of
problems, as many patients are physically too weak to get to a dispensary for their daily
medicine, or simply choose not to utilize a dispensary. Many caregivers require plants to be
grown in clean environments, free from pesticides. Many patients require certain strains that can
only be grown by caregivers or the patients themselves. Many caregivers grow strains that are
high in CBD, rather than THC, which dispensaries cannot legally produce. Many caregivers
provide high quality medicine that a dispensary simply cannot provide. Enacting this bill will
almost certainly have an effect opposite to the intention of its drafters-- if each caregiver is
limited to 36 plants on a zone-lot, the number of grows will undoubtedly increase, and many
caregivers will be forced to grow in residential units while the overall quality of the medicine
they provide declines. There are thousands of medical patients in Denver alone, and caregivers
help to provide a quality source of medicine that simultaneously keeps licensed businesses from
being overwhelmed.

Another reason caregivers are still needed is that they can provide ancillary services in
addition to cultivation of marijuana, all at an affordable price for patients and caregivers. During
the City Council Committee meeting on Tuesday, March 3 in which this bill was first introduced,
Ashley Kilroy suggested that a caregiver should just obtain the requisite license to operate a
commercial marijuana grow facility or simply “buy another zone lot.” This is unrealistic.





Opening a dispensary or commercial grow is extremely expensive. Licensing fees are large and
rent is often inflated. Additionally, state law requires a licensed medical marijuana grow
licensee to also obtain a licensed medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing facility or
dispensary license. This is unreasonable and highly expensive for caregivers interested in
cultivating only for friends and family. Ms. Kilroy’s recommendation that a caregiver simply
obtain a license to cultivate is unaffordable and impractical, and imposes extraneous
requirements on patients or their caregivers.

Third, and perhaps the most insidious problem with the ordinance as written is its
definition of a “marijuana plant,” which is so broad that it will be impossible for anyone to know
when they have violated the ordinance. The language states that a marijuana plant includes “all
parts of the plant genus cannabis, whether alive or dead", and any “seeds, leaves, stalks, and
flowers.” The ordinance makes it unlawful “to allow more than 36 marijuana plants....” (e.g a
seed, a flower, a leaf, a stalk) “to be possessed or cultivated” on any zone lot. This language
effectively re-criminalizes possession of marijuana! If a seed, a leaf, or a flower is a
“marijuana plant,” then according to this ordinance, you may not possess or allow to be
possessed more than thirty six of them on any zone lot in the city. State law mandates that any
adult can possess up to one ounce of marijuana. Using the definition of a marijuana plant
proposed in this ordinance, a person cultivating a single marijuana plant may be violating the law
every time he or she trims flowers off their plant, as a single marijuana plant can yield hundreds
of flowers and leaves. The definition of a plant in the proposed ordinance will create an undue
burden on patients, caregivers, and recreational users, as well as on law enforcement, which will
expose Denver to a series of lawsuits. It also will prohibit the cultivation of industrial hemp
anywhere in Denver.

Fourth, the evidence presented in support of this ordinance is highly questionable.
Supporting language for the ordinance states that Denver is seeing caregiver grows in amounts as
great as 2,000 plants. This type of large scale growing is likely already an illegal operation, thus
it is a matter of enforcement. Plant counts only go as high as 99 plants for each patient, and state
law restricts caregivers to no more than five patients without a special waiver. Therefore, without
obtaining a special permit from the state, a caregiver cannot grow more than 495 plants.
Caregivers cannot “join together” for the purposes of cultivating under current regulations.
While this bill is intended to stop those operating large-scale “caregiver” grows, this ordinance
will not stop the bad actors already flouting state and local law. All CB 15-0109 will do is punish
the good actors, who respect and actively seek compliance with the law.

Fifth, contrary to what the proposal suggests, limiting the size of grows does nothing to
ease the burden on law enforcement. In the ordinance, the drafters cited the lack of permits
pulled, lack of Certificates of Occupancy obtained, and general lack of inspections, requiring
more work by law enforcement. However, in the initial committee meeting that introduced this





bill, law enforcement agents admitted that they already inspected these facilities at least twice a
year. Why would a person who is not pulling permits under the current rules begin pulling
permits under more restrictive rules? Limiting the plant count will not cause unlawful actors to
suddenly follow the laws. What Denver needs to do is enforce the existing laws, not adopt new
ones, especially new ones that punish the individuals already expending significant time and
resources to follow the laws.

CB 15-0109, which affects every citizen of Denver, was not afforded a public hearing. It
is set for its final reading and vote today, Monday, March 23, only one week after being
introduced. The Committee Meeting on March 3 allowed proponents of the bill 45 minutes to
introduce the bill. Many of the “statistics” presented to this council are highly inaccurate and
meant to instill irrational fears into the minds of this council. A “public comment” period was
provided, allowing both proponents and critics of the bill a total of 15 minutes to comment. Eight
speakers were allotted up to two minutes each, hardly enough time to educate this council on the
pertinent issues and to respond to the misinformation provided to the City Council by Ms.
Kilroy. Neither my clients nor I take any issue with reasonably limiting the size of caregiver
grows, preventing diversion of marijuana, or creating safe conditions in the Denver community,
but this ordinance goes way too far, simply recriminalizing the possession of marijuana under the
false pretext of safety.

Ultimately, the intent of the proposed ordinance is noble, but its hastily-drafted,
prohibitionist language will only create more problems than it resolves. There are proper
channels to limit the black market, but this is not one of them. Legislation can be proposed
limiting plant counts through the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment and
the state is already seeking to limit caregiver grows to 99 under proposed state legislation.
Legislation can also be proposed to reduce the high taxes on recreational marijuana, thereby
driving black market buyers into the legal marketplace. This ordinance must be amended before
it can pass. Surely a compromise can be reached. Denver should wait to see what the state of
Colorado does before rushing to pass a highly problematic ordinance.

To close, I urge you to reject the current proposed ordinance and to send it back for
revisions, so as to avoid creating more problems than those being solved. In addition to the issues
I raised in this letter, there are dozens of reasons to vote against this ordinance, not the least of
which will be an immediate lawsuit challenging the constitutional validity of this. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Regards

Nadav Aschner, Esq.






ACHEL K.
ILLETTE »

ATTORNEY AT Lh\?ﬂ
103 E. Simpson Street, Suite 200
Lafayette, CO 80026
(303) 665-0860 O
(303) 416-4298 F
rachel@rachelkgillette.com

March 23, 2015
RE: Proposed Ordinance CB15-0109

Dear Denver City Council:

As an attorney representing marijuana consumers, medical marijuana patients and caregivers,
and businesses, I am writing to address some of my concerns regarding CB15-0109, a bill which
would limit the total number of marijuana plants on any zone lot in the city to thirty-six (36)
plants, except in a “licensed marijuana cultivation facility™, as defined in the Ordinance.

This bill will be under final review on Monday March 23, 2015. However, because we fear the
confusion and collateral damages that would occur should it be enacted, we ask you to please
postpone your final vote until such a time that this bill may be rewritten, amended, and ask that
you request a public hearing to allow the public the opportunity to comment. Concerns regarding
CB15-0109 re many, including:

1. The proposed ordinance deprives Denver citizens the right to cultivate
marijuana as explicitly authorized under the Colorado Constitution, and will likely
INCREASE the number of unlicensed and unsafe grows.

The proposed ordinance seeks to limit cultivation to 36 plants on “any zone lot”. The likely
effect of such a broad prohibition would be caregivers and those growing for personal use to only
have the option to cultivate in their home. Homes are not equipped to handle even the smallest of
grows, and many Denver departments have voiced safety concerns about home growing. The
ordinance leaves little alternative for a patient or adult consumer, and thus will likely
INCREASE the number of cultivations throughout the city, taking them out of commercial areas,
and bringing them back to residential areas. I cannot understand why the city would want to push
marijuana growing back into homes and apartments.

The Colorado Constitution directly contemplates how recreational marijuana shall be cultivated,
and may be a good guidepost for a reasoned accommodation. Adults twenty-one years of age or
older may grow no more than six marijuana plants, “provided that the growing takes place in an
enclosed, locked space, is not conducted openly or publicly and is not made available for sale”,
Colorado Constitution Article XVIII, Section 16, subsection 3(b). Instead of a blanket and broad
prohibition, which will undoubtedly lead to unsafe conditions within communities, might I
suggest the City reasonably limit the size of marijuana cultivations (either by plant count or
square footage) and require that each person (caregiver or adult for personal use) should grow in





an “enclosed, locked space”. “Enclosed and locked space” could be defined, and the city could
require each non-residential “enclosed and locked space” to be permitted and inspected. '

2: It is unclear how or against whom Denver law enforcement would enforce
this proposed ordinance.

The proposed ordinance is unclear how or against whom a violation of the plant limitation will
be enforced, the grower or the landowner, or both? It also uses language about a person
“allowing” to cultivate or possess more than 36 plants on “any zone lot”. How would someone
know they are “allowing” such activities to occur? Though there is confusing and meaningless
language about “exceptions™ (which in no way clarifies what is meant to be excepted), it is
unclear whether Denver citizens, who are in compliance with the City’s zoning code maximum
plant count of 12 per residence, are in violation of this proposed ordinance because they all live
in the same zone lot. The law must be clear so that there is notice and uniformity in its
application. Combine the vague and confusing language of the ordinance with the overly broad
definition of a “marijuana plant” and we undoubtedly have an ordinance that could be found void
for its vagueness.

3. The definition of “Marijuana Plant” is overly broad and re-prohibits
possession of marijuana and bans industrial hemp production in Denver.

The definition of “Marijuana Plant” contained in the ordinance is overly broad and as a result,
CB 15-0109 essentially re-prohibits conduct the Constitution explicitly allows, including the
possession of marijuana. Under the proposed ordinance, “Marijuana Plant” is defined as: “all
parts of the plant of the genus cannabis, alive or dead”, including stems, flowers, seeds, etc. The
proposed ordinance not only limits the number of marijuana plants to the plants being cultivated,
but would include possession of marijuana plants, (i.e seeds, leaves, flowers) stating “it shall be
unlawful for any person...to possess or cultivate more than thirty-six (36) marijuana plants on
any zone lot in the city” (emphasis added). 1t even goes a step further, making it a crime to
“allow... to be possessed” more than 36 plants on any zone lot. This is also vague, overly broad,
and undoubtedly re-criminalizes conduct the Colorado Constitution explicitly allows.

* Furthermore, the non-licensed cultivation of medical marijuana is also contemplated by the Colorado Code of
Regulations which states that “[a] primary care-giver shall not join together with another primary care-giver for the
purpose of growing marijuana. Any marijuana grows by a care-giver shall be physically separate from grows by
other primary care-givers and licensed growers or medical marijuana centers, and a primary care-giver shall not
grow marijuana for another primary care-giver. If two or more care-givers reside in the same household and each
grows marijuana for their registered patients, the marijuana grows must be maintained in such a way that the plants
and/or ounces grown and or maintained by each primary care-giver are separately identified from any other primary
caregivers plants and/or ounces.” 5 CCR 1006-2, Regulation 9(H).





Notably, industrial hemp would also fall under the definition of “marijuana plant” under this
ordinance, which means Denver will have, in effect, prohibited the cultivation of industrial hemp
within its borders.

4. Ironically, the language of the Ordinance makes possession of marijuana and
clones by Licensed Recreational or Medical Marijuana stores “illegal” too.

“Marijuana Cultivation facility” is defined only as a licensed Optional Premises Cultivation or a
licensed Recreational Cultivation facility, as defined under the Colorado Medical and Retail
Marijuana Codes. Because the Ordinance states: “it shall be unlawful for any person, alone or in
concert with other persons, to possess or cultivate” (or allow to be possessed or cultivated).....
“more than 36 marijuana plants on any zone lot in the City, except in a licensed marijuana
cultivation facility” (defined only as an OPC or RMCF), does this mean it is thus “unlawful” for
a licensed medical or recreational marijuana store to sell a clone? And because “marijuana plant”
is so broadly defined to include the seeds or the dead “leaves, stalks, or flowers” does this mean
a licensed marijuana store cannot possess such either? While that may seem impractical or
perhaps not what was intended, it is unfortunately how this poorly drafted ordinance reads.

S The proposed ordinance is a pretext for harassment of otherwise law-abiding
citizens by law enforcement and City departments.

Because one cannot reasonably fathom when they may have “allowed” someone to possess more
than what the Ordinance allows, all Denver citizens are undoubtedly at risk from unreasonable
searches and seizures of property, and unwarranted invasions of privacy by law enforcement and
other City agencies.

6. Lastly, the ordinance seeks to revoke, without notice or due process, the
permits and property rights of compliant caregivers, landlords, and responsible adult
consumers. Remember, many property owners have already been permitted and
inspected.

Sadly, the purpose of this proposed ordinance is to address the health and public safety concerns
of these operations and to ensure that these operations comply with “city building, electrical, fire,
and environmental safety regulations™, but it does nothing of the sort. It is simply an overbroad
ordinance, which seeks to re-criminalize activities that the voters of Denver and the Colorado
Constitution sought to allow.

Limiting the number of plants that may be grown on “any zone lot” does not address issues of
safety or diversion. These issues may still exist even in smaller grow operations. Should the City
seek to decrease the number of city building, electrical, fire and environmental safety violations,
then the City should enact legislation that focuses on these particular issues rather than imposing
a blanket prohibition.





Creating a safe and healthy environment in which caregivers may grow marijuana for their
patients is a valid concern and one that should be addressed. However, CB 15-0109 is the wrong
way to go about it. I urge the City Council to postpone the final reading of CB 15-0109 and ask
that the City Council at least allow for public comment.







From: brian wilson

To: dencc - City Council

Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT REQUEST CB15-0109
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 11:53:11 AM
3/23/2015

[ N X ]

Brian Wilson

785 South Gaylord St.,
Denver, CO 80209

The Honorable Council Members,

It is with sincere disappointment that | am contacting you again, but | hope, based on our interaction with
the hash oil ordinance, reason and common sense will once again prevail. The issue | am contacting you
about today is the both vague and overreaching language in CB15-0109. The two specific issues | take
with this ordinance are the definition of marijuana in relation to plant count and the zoning, including
residential.

In relation to the documentation, this bill will practically make anybody who grows at home a criminal.
This concerns me greatly as, even with medical prices, the monthly cost of my daughter’s medicine, $300 -
$400 a month, is unsustainable. Within a year, | will be growing her medicine at home. With the language
of CB15-0109, if I am in compliance with plant count, simply having Vivian’s medicine at home will make
me a criminal. The language should specifically be centered around plants that are in some form of growth
state, not including seeds; specifically immature and mature plants. What will happen to non-cannabis
users who use hemp seeds as a dietary supplement?

In terms of the zoning, how can the city council propose to infringe against an adult’s constitutional right to
grow at home? With zoning not being limited to commercial and industrial, dwellers in an apartment or
multi-family house will be in violation as well, including the landlord. This is too far reaching, if the true
intent of the bill is to inhibit grows aimed at the black market.

I can only imagine that nobody with any knowledge about how a home grow operates was consulted on
this. | hope that, as in the past, reason, ,will prevail in this case. My family have fought so long and hard
to ensure a quality of life for my daughter, Vivian, here in Denver, yet we still have to constantly look over
our shoulder for the next attempt to take her medicine away or send us to the poor house to treat her. While
I applaud the attempt to limit black market activity, it is obvious, by the language in this bill, that
prohibitionists are once again trying to influence sensible ordinances in an attempt to make cannabis illegal
again.

Brian Wilson
785 South Gaylord St.,
Denver, CO



mailto:emperorwilson@yahoo.com

mailto:dencc@denvergov.org




From: Mia Jane

To: dencc - City Council
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT REQUEST
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 7:08:21 AM

I have no problem with limiting grows, etc but CB15-0109 that is up to be passed without a

hearing is completely ludicrous. The wording is much too broad and could be construed to
criminalize MANY more people than help them! "All plants living or not,” could be
construed as many different marijuana and hemp products obviously would be detrimental so
all of these great steps Colorado is taking forward. As my city council person, | urge you to
vote against this!

Sincerely,
Mia Jane
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From: Sierra James

To: dencc - City Council
Subject: Please Change CB 15-0109 and Allow for a Public Hearing
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 10:23:59 AM

I agree with NORML's statement: "We have no issue with reasonable limitations, preventing
diversion, or creating safe conditions in the Denver community, but this ordinance goes way
too far, simply re-criminalizing the possession of marijuana under the false pretext of
“safety”. Especially problematic is the definition of “marijuana plant” contained in the
ordinance. The ordinance so broadly and so poorly defines a “marijuana plant”, it will be
impossible for anyone to know when they have possibly violated the law. “Marijuana plant
includes “all parts of the plant genus cannabis, whether alive or dead”, and any “seeds, leaves,
stalks, and flowers”. The ordinance makes it unlawful “to allow more than 36 marijuana
plants....” (e.g. a seed, a flower, a leaf, a stalk) “to be possessed or cultivated” on any zone
lot. How does re-criminalizing marijuana promote safety within the Denver community? If a
seed, a leaf, or a flower is a “marijuana plant” then, according to this ordinance, you may not
possess, or allow to be possessed more than thirty six of them on any zone lot in the city.
What?? Can’t an adult possess up to an ounce?

What about hemp?

Not only is this ordinance overly vague, it simply creates an automatic pretext for the police,
zoning enforcement, and any city law enforcement agency to harass otherwise law-abiding
citizens. The ordinance, if passed, will force responsible adults who grow for personal use to
only grow in their homes. The consequence being an increase in the number of illegal, unsafe,
and non-compliant grows. In the Safety Committee meeting on the bill, the City spokesperson
said “if someone wants to grow more than 36 plants, they can simply buy another zone lot.”
This is not at all realistic.

The ordinance seeks to revoke, without notice or due process, the permits and property rights
of compliant caregivers, landlords, and responsible adult consumers. Remember, many
property owners have already been permitted and inspected. The ordinance is so vague, it
creates a situation where any citizen can be charged with a crime, without any knowledge
they may be in violation of the ordinance. In multi-family unit zone lot, though the zoning
code allows 12 plants per residential dwelling, the ordinance states its illegal to grow “more
than 36 “marijuana plants” (very broadly defined) on “any zone lot”. It does not distinguish
between residential and commercial. How could any property owner of a multi-unit building
have any idea whether they have “allowed” for something that is illegal?

This ordinance is truly awful. CB 15-0109 is supposedly meant to promote safety, but instead,

it simply re-criminalizes and re-prohibits conduct explicitly authorized by the Colorado
Constitution and Denver’s voters."

Please consider changing the language in CB 15-0109 and allow for a public hearing before
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voting on this bill.

Sincerely,

Sierra James






From: dustin shroyer

To: dencc - City Council; Faatz, Jeanne R. - City Council Dist #2; Lopez, Paul D. - City Council Dist #3; Lehmann
Peggy A. - City Council Dist #4; Susman, Mary Beth - City Council; Brown. Charlie - City Council District #6;
Nevitt, Chris - City Council Dist #7; Brooks, Albus - City Council District 8; Montero. Judy H. - City Council District
_#9; Robb, Jeanne - City Council Dist. #10

Subject: Please help patients get real medicine
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 10:48:04 AM
Attachments: imaage001.png

I am writing to ask you to vote NO on the proposed ordinance to limit the ability of medical
patients and caregivers to grow for their medical needs. Frankly, this bill is a Medical
Cannabis Travesty. The only place medical marijuana patients can turn to for safe cannabis is
their own garden. Local and state regulators in Colorado have failed miserably in creating safe
access to cannabis as medicine. As a long term consultant in the cannabis industry, | have
toured many facilities and seen unethical practices go completely un-regulated in both Denver
and Boulder Co. | have seen buckets of finished cannabis covered in black mold that is about
to go to market; Dangerous chemicals such as Avid and Eagle20 are sprayed on flowering
plants. Un-ethical businesses trying to cash in on cannabis have no qualms about selling
product laced with chemicals, mildew and mold....all of which are detrimental, especially to
those with impaired immune systems. Now these same companies are lobbying to take away
patients rights and force them into buying their profitable poison.

Your bill will prevent patients from growing enough for their medical needs. Cold pressed
juicing is by far the best way to deliver non-intoxicating, non-activated cannabinoids in there
healthiest and most anti inflammatory form. | have personally seen dramatic effects on
patients including completely curing mercury toxicity through these methods. Cultivating
healthy cannabis for juicing is done through a slow organic farming method. Patients need to
juice one 3 foot tall plant a day to receive true benefits form juicing the plant. These patients
never even flower their plants; they can be processed in the vegetative stage. However, due to
the timeline required, they must cultivate plants for up to a 90 day period before they are
ready to juice. This requires up to 90 plants in a vegetative cycle. There is no alternative
available through the retail market. Please do not take away patients’ abilities to truly use the
cannabis plant medicinally.

CBD strains. This bill will also harm those growing for CBD and similar medical uses.
There is a waiting list of 3000 patients trying to obtain strains such as Charlottes Web. Most of
these patients are children with epilepsy that have moved to Colorado for an opportunity to
try this new potential medicine. The cost of treatment with CBD averages $300 a month,
which must be paid out of pocket because insurance does not cover these treatments. Many
families simply can’t afford to purchase CBD medicine and must cultivate their own in order
supply their suffering children. In order to get 10 grams a month of refined CBD tincture,
parents must be able to cultivate up to 200 grams of cannabis and then extract the CBD. The
quickest way to cultivate this many grams is by far a sea of green methodology; where very
small plants are flowered regularly to expedite the cultivation process and minimize the space
required. Your proposed ordinance make it cost prohibitive for parents to help their own
children, as well as prevent adults with epilepsy and other serious medical issues from treating
themselves.

Plant count limits will not slow down the black market; it will only limit REAL patients from
receiving their help. The only way to truly limit the black market is to understand the process,
which sadly this ordinance does not. | urge you to vote NO on the proposed caregiver
ordinance and come up with a viable solution that addresses your concerns without harming
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patients’.

http://www.times-standard.com/general-news/20131130/what-are-you-smoking-study-finds-

pesticides-transfer-to-marijuana-smoke/2

http://lig.wa.gov/publications/Marijuana/BOTEC%?20reports/1a-Testing-for-Contaminants-
Final-Revised.pdf

Dustin Shroyer

Chief Operating Officer
ACE Revolution Cannabis
512-787-9459
dshroyer@acerevolution.com

REUOLUTION®
CANNABIS

We exist to advance cannabis science so people can live longer healthier lives.



http://www.times-standard.com/general-news/20131130/what-are-you-smoking-study-finds-pesticides-transfer-to-marijuana-smoke/2

http://www.times-standard.com/general-news/20131130/what-are-you-smoking-study-finds-pesticides-transfer-to-marijuana-smoke/2

http://liq.wa.gov/publications/Marijuana/BOTEC%20reports/1a-Testing-for-Contaminants-Final-Revised.pdf

http://liq.wa.gov/publications/Marijuana/BOTEC%20reports/1a-Testing-for-Contaminants-Final-Revised.pdf

mailto:dshroyer@acerevolution.com




From: Michelle Wright

To: dencc - City Council; Faatz, Jeanne R. - City Council Dist #2; Lopez. Paul D. - City Council Dist #3; Lehmann
Peagy A. - City Council Dist #4; Susman, Mary Beth - City Council; Brown. Charlie - City Council District #6;
Nevitt, Chris - City Council Dist #7; Brooks. Albus - City Council District 8; Montero. Judy H. - City Council
District #9; Robb. Jeanne - City Council Dist. #10; Herndon, Christopher J. - City Council District 11; Shepherd
Susan K. - City Council District 1; kniechatlarge

Subject: Public Comment on CB 15-0109

Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 3:47:12 PM

Denver City Council,

It has been brought to my attention that CB 15-0109 will not be afforded a public hearing. |
ask you to reconsider this decision. | share the same concerns as Rachel K. Gillette, Attorney
at Law and NORML Executive Director explains below:

"We have no issue with reasonable limitations, preventing diversion, or creating safe conditions in
the Denver community, but this ordinance goes way too far, simply re-criminalizing the
possession of marijuana under the false pretext of “safety”.

Especially problematic is the definition of “marijuana plant” contained in the ordinance. The
ordinance so broadly and so poorly defines a “marijuana plant”, it will be impossible for anyone to
know when they have possibly violated the law.

“Marijuana plant includes” all parts of the plant genus cannabis, whether alive or dead”, and any

“seeds, leaves, stalks, and flowers”. The ordinance makes it unlawful “to allow more than 36
marijuana plants....” (e.g a seed, a flower, a leaf, a stalk) “to be possessed or cultivated” on any
zone lot. How does re-criminalizing marijuana promote safety within the Denver community? If a
seed, a leaf, or a flower is a “marijuana plant” then, according to this ordinance, you may not
possess, or allow to be possessed more than thirty six of them on any zone lot in the city. What??
Can’t an adult possess up to an ounce?

What about hemp?

Not only is this ordinance overly vague, it simply creates an automatic pretext for the police,
zoning enforcement, and any city law enforcement agency to harass otherwise law-abiding
citizens. The ordinance, if passed, will force responsible adults who grow for personal use to only
grow in their homes. The consequence being an increase in the number of illegal, unsafe, and
non-compliant grows. In the Safety Committee meeting on the bill, the City spokesperson said “if
someone wants to grow more than 36 plants, they can simply buy another zone lot.” This is not at
all realistic.

The ordinance seeks to revoke, without notice or due process, the permits and property rights of
compliant caregivers, landlords, and responsible adult consumers. Remember, many property
owners have already been permitted and inspected.

The ordinance is so vague, it creates a situation where any citizen can be charged with a crime,
without any knowledge they may be in violation of the ordinance. In multi-family unit zone lot,
though the zoning code allows 12 plants per residential dwelling, the ordinance states its illegal to
grow “more than 36 “marijuana plants” (very broadly defined) on “any zone lot". It does not
distinguish between residential and commercial. How could any property owner of a multi-unit
building have any idea whether they have “allowed” for something that is illegal?

This ordinance is truly awful. CB 15-0109 is supposedly meant to promote safety, but instead, it
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simply re-criminalizes and re-prohibits conduct explicitly authorized by the Colorado Constitution
and Denver’s voters."

Please reconsider allowing for public comment regarding this ordinance.
Thank you,
Michelle Wright

Michelle Wright, Co-Founder
The Cannabis Leadership Network
Phone: (719) 930-5691

Email: Michelle@cannabisleadership.com
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From: Edward Herren

To: dencc - City Council; Faatz, Jeanne R. - City Council Dist #2; Lopez, Paul D. - City Council Dist #3;

Lehmann

Peagy A. - City Council Dist #4; Susman, Mary Beth - City Council; Brown. Charlie - City Council District #6;
Nevitt, Chris - City Council Dist #7; Brooks. Albus - City Council District 8; Montero. Judy H. - City Council
District #9; Robb. Jeanne - City Council Dist. #10; christopherherdon@denvergov.org; kniechatlarge

Subject: Supporting CB15-0109 is a step backwards.
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 5:09:00 PM

Hello esteemed representative,

My name is Edward Herren, |1 am a botanist who has been working in the
legal cannabis industry for 12 years, starting in California, and
coming here to Colorado to seek more sensible regulations. | was
uncomfortable with the lack of regulation in California, which |
believed would result in Federal harassment of large Cannabis
providers. But, once upon a time, perhaps like yourself, | had no
interest at all in Cannabis. | was raised in the heyday of D.A.R.E.,
and I believed Cannabis was just another illicit drug. My
interactions in college with a variety of medical patients in
California led me to give my position research and consideration,
resulting in my acceptance of Cannabis as a substance with positive
therapeutic applications in human biology.

One need only consider the evolution and spread of the two species,
Cannabis Sativa and Homo Sapiens, to see a direct relationship between
the two. Where our species has migrated as it evolved, we took
Cannabis with us. This has resulted in a unique relationship between
our biology and the Cannabis species, creating biochemical systems
within the human body designed to interact only with Cannabis, which
react unfavorably in the presence of artificial Cannabinoids such as
Marinol or other artificial versions of tetrahydrocannabinol.

Our state has made amazing progress in providing its citizens with
open yet responsible access to Cannabis, but the proposed regulations
in CB15-0109 can only be seen as a direct assault on the rights of
your citizens, as well as upon their health and well being. These
arbitrary numbers that are created with no consideration to the actual
needs of patients are not and never will be a sound form of Cannabis

policy.

Are you aware that currently, most patients consume some form of
concentrated cannabis which is a few or many times stronger than
unprocessed cannabis plant matter? These purified forms of Cannabis
are not only a healthier consumption choice than traditional smoking,
they are also convenient and largely non-offensive when used,
comparable to e-cigarettes in their odor level. Unfortunately, these
forms of cannabis require large amounts of plant material to produce,
and a person who was limited to only a dozen plants at any given time
would likely fall quite short of the needs of their household,
especially if one takes into consideration potential medical needs for
non-psychoactive forms of Cannabis for individuals with Epilepsy and
other conditions which are traditionally sensitive to psychoactive
substances.

Currently, these concentrates are prohibitively expensive in retail
establishments, requiring most patients to supplement their purchases
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with some type of home made concentrate. This bill would be a direct
blow to their financial well being, and mine as well, my wife

currently holds an extended plant count prescription for Epilepsy, she

has been symptom and seizure free since we began a regular Cannabis
growing and consumption program for her. This bill would force us to
space out her consumption so much that it would fall below the minimum
dose threshold, putting her at risk for relapse or full seizure.

Please, use a logical and scientifically sound basis to form any new
regulations, do not let special interests bully and barter their way
into control of your constituent's lives.

Thank you,
Edward Herren, Cannabis Botanist






From: Comcast

To: dencc - City Council
Subject: CB15-0109 PLEASE LISTEN
Date: Sunday, March 22, 2015 10:12:15 PM

I am writing to implore you to allow for a public hearing on CB15-0109! The way this bill is written is vague and
leaves law abiding citizens and caregivers open to being. criminalized. | am all for safety, but not at the expense of
caregivers and patients. Limiting plant counts is not the answer. It doesn't even guarantee safe growing. Perhaps
looking into stricter electrical codes would work better.

Please open this up for public input. You will see that most home caregivers grow because they can't get the
medicine they need at dispensaries. They grow for patients who depend on them for the exact medicine they need.
We are not criminals. We are not "diverting product.” We are growing medicine for people on need.

Sincerely ,

Stacey Linn, mom to 14 yr old Jack Splitt who depends exclusively on home grown MMJ (no pharmaceuticals
work) to manage his severe dystonia. We grow extremely low THC strains that no one on the "black market" would
want.
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