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POSITION STATEMENT:
Labeling Cannabis With Compassion For Patients Rights

The Coalition for Patient Rights (CPR) is committed to advancing the rights of all patients in the pursuit of
accessing safe and effective medical cannabis treatments. From the heartbeat of our patients,

CPR finds that labeling of products is paramount to providing medical quality
products for treatment, and that no form of irradiation or remuneration after

detection is acceptable. The point of testing for these items was to remove them
for public safety reasons. Failed products should be removed from consumption
as clearly indicated by the need to test for them in the first place. The solutions is

NOT to irradiate and sell the dead biomass of bacteria or fungi.
Without science to support this action, it is unethical and unacceptable.

CPR supports the addition to the regulations for labeling, specifically:
“If the cannabis was treated with any process approved by a Board Agent for the purpose of
reducing or eradicating microbial contamination at any time postharvest, a disclosure of the type
of treatment process used” be on the label. 12.030 (f), 12.035 (k), 12.040 (h), 12.045 (l).

Our position is based on current empirical data that cannabis is also used for medical reasons
and treatment by the majority of the “adult use” population. For patients to use cannabis safely,
proper labeling is paramount. All consumers must be aware of any treatment of their cannabis,
including any potential for biomass in their products from unwanted bacterial or fungi cells.

CPR would like to state that killing the biomass of bacteria and or fungi and selling it anyway, is
unethical, and an unacceptable solution to positive detection, on a public safety issue. The testing
regulation was put in place to protect the public safety. This becomes a complete failure if the
solution for public safety is allowing the same biomass for consumption with remunerative or
prophylactic irradiation; or any other treatment.

Thank you
/Jason Greninger/
PR Coalitions for Patients Rights
Legislative & Congressional Outreach Coordinator

MSOplus: Coalition For Patient Rights Administration - P.O. Box 750865, Las Vegas, NV 89136
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May 15, 2024

Cannabis Compliance Board
700 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 150
Las Vegas, NV 89119

Submitted via email to regulations@ccb.nv.gov

Subject: Public Comment & Workshop Input for May 2024 CCB Meeting

Dear Executive Director Humm and CCB Board Members,

I will likely be unable to attend this month’s public CCB meeting and, therefore, am writing to
share our organization’s feedback on today’s hearing and to provide general public comment.

Firstly, on behalf of the members of our organization, thank you for the diligent and thoughtful
work you have put into the first set of regulatory changes under the APA. The CCB’s
consideration of industry input is evident and appreciated, particularly in regards to the following
NCCRs as outlined in the notice of today’s hearing:.

● 5.140 - Lowering cost of replacement agent card, from $75 to $40
● 6.010 - Increasing the daily purchase limits to align with the provisions of SB277 that the

Chamber of Cannabis advocated for in the last legislative session
● 6.120 / 12.070 - Consolidating guidances into regulation for clarity and to reduce the risk

of unintentional violations due to conflicting information
● 7.050 - Increasing the delivery limits to 12.5 ounces from the originally proposed

increase to 10 ounces; this final change is more aligned with the new purchase limits
and will improve efficiency

● 12.030 - 12.045 (inclusive) – Requiring labels to disclose the type of treatment process
used if cannabis was treated for microbial contamination at any time postharvest
(eliminating the need for 12.065)

Since the initial March 2024 workshop regarding these regulations, our Committee has identified
one potential area of concern in 12.015(1a). Objectively the purpose of this disclosure is directly
tied to consumer safety. The current language helps ensure that consumers do not over
consume by informing them that the effects may take up to two hours. We believe that, in light of
new technology that allows for faster-acting effects, it may be equally important to make the
consumer aware of the potential for immediate effects. Or at least an indication that the onset
times vary significantly.

mailto:regulations@ccb.nv.gov
https://ccb.nv.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/NoticetoadoptregchangesPackagingLabeling.pdf


Lastly, and independent of today’s hearing, I urge the CCB to continue exploring ways to clarify,
reduce, and improve annual agent card costs by reducing the number of card categories. During
the past few workshops, the topic of agent cards has been identified as a significant concern.
Understanding that the fees charged for an agent card are largely dictated by statute and
somewhat out of the CCB’s hands, the CCB does have regulatory authority to revise NCCR
5.150.

Currently, the cost of an agent card is $150 per category and each card is valid for 2 years. If
you are applying for multiple categories of cards such as cultivation, production, and dispensary,
you must apply for a card for each category at $150 each.

There are currently EIGHT different categories of agent cards in our state. This limits employer’s
hiring capabilities, discourages cross-training, and prevents agent card holders from gaining a
comprehensive understanding of the supply chain without taking on a significant expense each
year.

We cannot expect to attract and retain talent if many of our neighboring states do not subject
their agents to this redundant and costly practice.

● Oregon OLCC - Marijuana Worker Permit
● Colorado DOR - MED Employee License
● Arizona ADHS - Marijuana Facility Agents (with 2nd category only for labs)

The CCB has indicated that it is actively looking into the potential consolidation or creation of a
uniform card category. We would appreciate an update regarding the timeline for this decision
and what the industry can do to help move this forward.

Thank you,

Abby Kaufmann
Chamber of Cannabis
secretary@cofclv.org

https://www.oregon.gov/olcc/marijuana/pages/mjworkerpermit.aspx
https://sbg.colorado.gov/med/employee-license-application
https://www.azdhs.gov/licensing/marijuana/adult-use-marijuana/index.php#facility-agents
mailto:secretary@cofclv.org


 

10777 WEST TWAIN AVENUE • SUITE 300 • LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89135 • 702-869-8801 • FAX 702-869-2669 

WWW.BLACKWADHAMS.LAW 

 

 
    

May 15, 2024 
 

Sent Via Electronic Mail  

regulations@ccb.nv.gov  

 

Cannabis Compliance Board 

700 E. Warm Springs Road, Room 150 

Las Vegas, NV 89119 

 

Cannabis Compliance Board  

3850 Arrowhead Drive, Suite 100 

Carson City, NV 89706 

 

Re: Comments on Proposed Amendments to Regulations [NCCRs] 4, 5, 6, 7, 12, and 13 

 

Dear Chair Guzman Fralick, Board Members, and Executive Director Humm: 

 In conjunction with the Cannabis Compliance Board’s (CCB or Board) “Notice of 

Hearing for the Adoption of NCCR 4,5,6,7, 12 and 13” setting a hearing for May 16, 2024 and 

inviting public comments, the law firm of Back & Wadhams (B&W) hereby submits its 

comments to the regulations as permitted and required for the CCB to consider pursuant to NRS 

233B.061(1).  B&W reserves the right to provide further comments (as permitted by NRS 

233B.105, inter alia) to the Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) in conjunction with the LCB 

review of the proposed regulations as required by NRS 233B.063 and NRS 233B.0633 and NRS 

233B.064. 

 In the event the CCB fails, refuses or declines to incorporate the comments and 

suggestions herein, B&W respectfully requests pursuant to NRS 233B.064(2) that the CCB 

“issue a concise statement of the principal reasons for and against [the proposed regulations’] 

adoption, and incorporate therein its reason for overruling the consideration urged against its 

adoption.”   

 Notwithstanding the foregoing, B&W’s comments on the proposed regulations are as 

follows: 
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NCCR 4.065(2):  B&W has no comment on the proposed revisions to this 

regulation. 

NCCR 5/140(4):  B&W supports the reduced application fees, as fees charged by 

the CCB should merely offset actual regulatory costs rather than serve as a source 

of revenue (i.e. a tax) for the CCB. 

NCCR 6.101, 7.025 and 7.050:  B&W supports the revisions to conform the 

regulations to statutory standards and limitations. 

NCCR 6.080(8)(c): Although B&W supports the apparent goal the regulation 

seeks to address, we note the lack of a specified time for the licensee to conduct 

the referenced investigation.  We respectfully suggest that language be added 

indicating a that an investigation conducted by management personnel may take a 

reasonable amount of time, in the judgment of the licensee under the 

circumstances, and that the results of such investigation be reported withing 24 

hours of the conclusion of that investigation. 

NCCR 6.080(8)(c), 6.120(2), and 6.120(3):  the use of the term “appropriate 

board agent” used in the proposed revisions to these regulations needs to be 

defined.  Perhaps using the definition as follows: “”appropriate board agent” 

means the board agent designated by the board for the purposes of approval, 

notice, or review for the purposes of licensee compliance with Regulations 

6.080(8)(c), 6.120(2), and 6.120(3).” 

NCCR 6.085(1)(a):  B&W suggests that the proposed language “secured with 

accompanied written standard operating procedures for security measures” is 

grammatically incorrect and imprecise, and that the language be replaced with 

“secured according to the cannabis establishment’s approved standard operating 

procedures for security”. 

NCCR 6.120(1)(c )(3):  The proposed regulation revision directly regulates 

licensee speech, and therefore must directly further a compelling governmental 

interest and burden no more speech than is necessary.  The proposed language 

does not articulate what interest is purported to be served by the revisions and 

provides no standards or guidance as to who determines and/or is responsible for 

making the determination of the percentage of “persons who will attend that event 

are less than 21 years if age”.  As proposed, the revisions are improperly vague 

and standardless, and provide little guidance for licensees seeking to comply with 

the regulation.  Accordingly, B&W respectfully suggests the proposed regulation 

be withdrawn and that additional public workshops address the issues raised 

herein. In the absence of such withdrawal, B&W respectfully requests that the 

board “pass upon” the constitutional validity of the proposed regulation in 

accordance with NRS 233B.110(1). 
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NCCR 6.120(1)(d):  B & W has no comment on the proposed revision to this 

regulation. 

NCCR 6.120(2) and (3):  B & W has no comment on the proposed revision to 

this regulation other than the comments set forth above regarding the need to 

define the term “appropriate board agent”. 

NCCR 6.120(4): Please see comments above with regard to the proposed 

amendments to NCCR 6.120(1)(c )(3); like the previous section, this proposed 

regulation mandates an analysis be performed with proffering any standards, 

definitions or guidelines.  Rather, it announces a very vague goal, and leaves it to 

the licensee to provide a compliant analysis despite the lack of standards, 

definitions or guidelines.  The proposed regulation is so vague as to make it 

nearly impossible for a licensee to demonstrate compliance, and equally 

impossible for the Board to establish non-compliance.  B&W respectfully 

suggests this provision be withdrawn, like the proposed revisions to NCCR 

6.120(1)(c )(3), and that additional workshops be held to address the 

shortcomings of this proposed regulation. 

NCCR 7.030(1)(a) and 12.015(5)(c):  Like the other commercial speech 

provisions discussed above, these proposed regulations directly regulate 

commercial speech, i.e. product branding and trade dress, in a way that is vague 

and ambiguous.  In addition, the proposed revisions to NCCR 7.030(1)(a) and 

12.015(5)(c ) are actually inconsistent and conflict, because proposed NCCR 

12.015(5)(c ) contains an exception for licensee “logos” not contained in NCCR 

7.030(1)(a).   A similar exception for “fruit” exists in the proposed revisions to 

NCCR 12.070(6)(a), and is not referenced in the proposed revisions to NCCR 

7.030(1)(a) and 12.015(5)(c ).  As a regulation of speech, the proposed regulations 

must burden no more speech than is necessary to advance a compelling 

governmental interest.  One would be hard pressed to identify a compelling 

interest that would justify a ban on products branding that features a mascot, 

balloon, or fruit.  In essence, the proposed regulation is overbroad and so vague 

(and subject to scattered exceptions in the proposed regulations) as to fail to alert 

licensees just what branding or trade dress would violate the regulation, leaving 

licensees to seek advisory opinions from the CCB (which may just be another 

name for prior restraints of commercial speech) to assure compliance with the 

poorly drafted regulation.  Again, B&W respectfully suggests the proposed 

regulations be withdrawn and that additional public workshops address the issues 

raised herein. In the absence of such a withdrawal, B&W respectfully requests 

that the board “pass upon” the constitutional validity of the proposed regulations 

in accordance with NRS 233B.110(1). 
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NCCR 12-010 through 12.050: B&W has no comment on the proposed revisions 

to this regulation. 

NCCR 13.010:  B&W respectfully suggest the term “risk to public safety” needs 

to be defined, as the term is so vague as to fail to specify the situations in which a 

licensee must act, and gives such broad discretion to the board as to make 

potential violations subject to the whims and unfettered discretion of the board.   

 B&W thanks the board for the opportunity to comment upon these regulations.  Should 

the board have any questions or concerns, they may be directly to  Rusty Graf 

(RGraf@BlackWadhams.Law) or to Paul Larsen (Plarsen@BlackWadhams.Law).   

 We thank you for your anticipated review and consideration of these comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

BLACK & WADHAMS 

 

  /s/ Paul E. Larsen 

 

Paul E. Larsen, Esq. 

PLarsen@BlackWadhams.Law 

 

JRG:ar 
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