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4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney : 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear : 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 

Pty . Disp. 
Addr Update 

Page: 

01/06117 

Entered 

10/31116 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

10/31/16 

11101116 AAW 

06/01/17 

10131116 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

3 

E 000003



24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767·1864 

Type Num Name(Last.First.Mid.Title) 

OEF 006 Chen. Kevin W .. Ph .D 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Addr Str/End 

Party ID : 5260357 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MO 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear: 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General·Oept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767·1864 

OEF 007 Gontrum. John T . . Esq . 

Capacity: C/O The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Party 10: 5260358 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear: 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General·Oept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767·1864 

DEF 008 Gouin·Paul . Cristina 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Party ID : 5260360 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney : 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear: 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General·Dept Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

Pty. Disp. 
Addr Update 

Page: 

Entered 

10/31116 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

10/31/16 

11/01116 AAW 

06/01117 

10/31116 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

4 

E 000004



24-C-16-00S801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Type Num Name(Last.First.Mid.Title) Addr Str/End 

OEF 009 Horberg. M.D .. MAS. FACP. FIOSA. Michael A. 
Party 10: 5260362 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 
Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 

4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear: 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

OEF 010 Lavin. Robert A .. M.D. 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Party ID: 5260364 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear: 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MO 21201 
(410)767-1864 

DEF 011 Marshall. Jean Gilmor. R.N. 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Party 10: 5260366 

Mail : Maryland Medical CannabiS Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MO 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

OEF 012 Washington. Saundra 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 
Mail: Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

Appear: 05/31/2017 
Of Health & Mental Hygiene 

Party 10: 5260367 

10/31116 

Pty . Disp. 
Addr Update 

Page: 

Entered 

10/31116 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

10/31116 

11/01116 AAW 

06/01/17 

10/31116 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

10/31116 

11101116 AAW 

5 

E 000005



24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore, MD 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear: 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W, Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

Type Num Name(Last,First,Mid,Title) 

DEF 013 Moore. Shannon K_ 

Capacity: C/O The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Addr Str/End 

Party 10: 5260368 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear: 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept. Of Health' & Mental Hygiene 
300 W, Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

DEF 014 Robshaw. Colonel Harry. III 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Party 10: 5260369 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
8altimore. MD 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear : 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

DEF 015 Rosen-Cohen. Nancy. Ph .D 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Party ID: 5260370 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney : 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appea r : 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 

Pty. Disp. 
Addr Update 

Page: 

06/01117 

Entered 

10/31/16 

11101116 AAW 

06/01/17 

10/31/16 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

10/31116 

11101/16 AAW 

06/01117 

6 

E 000006



24-C-16-005801 Date : 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

Type Num Name(Last.First.Mid.TitleJ 

OEF 016 Sterling . Eric E . . Esq . 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Addr Str/End 

Party 10: 5260371 

Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney : 0023421 Ellis . Kathleen Appear : 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Oept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

DEF 017 Taylor. Allison W. 

Capacity: CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 

Party 10: 5260372 

Mail: Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 10/31/16 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MD 21215 

Attorney: 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear : 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

DEF 018 Traunfeld. Jon . M.S. 

Capacity : CIO The Natalie M. LaPrade 
Mail : Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore. MO 21215 

Party 10 : 5260373 

10/31116 

Attorney : 0023421 Ellis. Kathleen Appear : 05/31/2017 
Office Of The Attorney General-Dept . Of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 W. Preston Street 
.Room 302 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)767-1864 

Pty. Oisp . 
Addr Update 

Page: 

Entered 

10/31116 

1lI01/16 AAW 

06101117 

10/31116 

1lI01116 AAW 

06/01117 

10/31/16 

11101116 AAW 

06/01117 

7 

E 000007



24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Type Num Name(Last.First.Mid.Title) Addr Str/End . 

INT 001 Holistic Industries. LLC 

Attorney: 0012751 Marcus. Bruce L 
MarcusBonsib. L L C 
6411 Ivy Lane 
Suite 116 
Greenbelt. MO 20770 
(301)441-3000 

0022799 Jones. Gary R 

Party 10: 5295780 

Appear : 01/25/2017 

Appear : 01/25/2017 
Baxter. Baker. Sidle. Conn & Jones. P A 
120 E Baltimore Street 
Suite 2100 
Baltimore. MD 21202-1643 
(410)230-3800 

0816717 Vranian. Danielle M 
Baxter. Baker. Sidle. Conn & Jones PA 
120 East Baltimore Street 
SUite 2100 
Baltimore. MD 21202 
(410)230-3800 

0820837 Patterson. Sydney M 
Law Office Of MarcusBonsib, LLC 
6411 Ivy Lane 
Suite 116 
Greenbelt. MD 20770 
(301)441-3000 

INT 002 Doe. Jane 

Appear : 01/25/2017 

Appear : 01/25/2017 

Party 10: 5299903 

Attorney: 0814637 Berman. Michael D Appear : 02/0B/2017 
Rifkin. Weiner. Livingston. Levitan & Silver. LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road 
Suite 108 
Baltimore. MD 21211 
(410)206-5049 

INT 003 Doe. John 
Party ID: 5299904 

Attorney : 0814637 Berman. Michael 0 Appear : 02/08/2017 
Rifkin. Weiner. Livingston . Levitan & Silver. LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road 
Suite 108 
Baltimore. MD 21211 
(410)206-5049 

Pty. Disp. 
Addr Update 

Page: 

Entered 

01125/17 

01127117 

01/27117 

01/27/17 

01l27/17 

02/08117 

02/08117 

02/08117 

02/08/17 

8 

E 000008



24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Type Num Name(Last,Flrst,Mid,Title) Addr Str/End 

INT 004 The Coalition For Patient Medicinal Access, LLC 
Party ID : 5299909 

Attorney: 0814637 8erman, Michael D Appear: 02/08/2017 
Rifkin, Weiner, Livingston, Levitan & Silver . LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road 
Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
(410)206-5049 

INT 005 Curio Cultivation LLC 
Party ID: 5299911 

Attorney: 08'14637 Berman, Michael DAppear: 02/0812017 
Rifkin, Weiner, Livingston, Levitan & Silver , LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road 
Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
(410)206-5049 

INT 006 ForwardGro LLC 
Party ID: 5299913 

Pty, Disp, 
Addr Update 

Attorney: 0814637 Berman, Michael D Appear: 02/08/2017 Removed:05/31/17 

INT 007 Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 
Party ID: 5299914 

Attorney: 0814637 Berman: Michael D Appear: 02/08/2017 
Rifkin, Weiner, Livingston, Levitan & Silver, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road 
Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
(410)206-5049 

INT 008 SunMed Growers, LLC 
Party ID: 5299915 

Attorney: 0814637 Berman, Michael 0 Appear: 02/08/2017 
Rifkin, Weiner, Livingston , Levitan & Silver, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road 
Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
(410)206-5049 

INT 009 Temescal Wellness Of Maryland, LLC 

Mail: One East Pratt Street, Suite 904 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Party 10: 5340055 

05/31117 

Page: 9 

Entered 

02/08117 

02/08/17 

02/08117 

02108117 

02108/17 

02/08117 

02/08117 

02/08/17 

02/08117 

02/08117 

05/31117 

06/01/17 AS 

E 000009



24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Attorney: 0017688 Schulman . Robert B 
Schulman Hershfield & Gilden P A 
One East Pratt Street 
SUite 904 
Baltimore. MD 21202 
(410)332-0850 

0029251 Bekman . Paul D 
Be~man. Marder & Ad~ins LLC 
300 W Pratt St Ste 450 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)539-6633 

Appear : 05/31/2017 

Appear : 05/31/2017 

CALENDAR EVENTS 

Oate Time 
Result 

Fac Event Description 
ResultDt By Result Judge 

Text SA Jdg Day Of Notice 
Rec 

User ID 

02/21/17 02:00P 528 Motion Hearing (Civil) Y BGW 01 101 02/10/17 DLI 
HeldlConcluded 02/24117 E B. Wi 11 iams N 

05/25/17 02:00P 528 Hearing y 

CancelledlVacated 06/05117 C B. Wi 11 iams 

06/02/17 10 :00A 528 Hearing Y 

Held/Concluded 

JUDGE ASSIGNED 

BGW Williams . Barry G. 
BGW Williams . Barry G. 

Num/SeQ Description 

06/05/17 C 8. Wi 11 iams N 

JUDGE HISTORY 

Type Assign Date Removal RSN 

J 01/05117 
J 02/07117 

RR 

DOCUMENT TRACKING 

Filed 

BGW 01 101 05/18/17 DLI KA 

BGW 01 /01 OS/26/17 AAW 

01/06/17 

Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00001000 Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and 10/31/16 11/01/16 PLTOOI TBA 
Preliminary and Permanent Injunctive ~e-
Lief with Exhibits 

00001001 Answer to Complaint for Declaratory 
Judgment 

03/10/17 03/15/17 DEFOOI TBA 

Page: 10 

06/01117 

06/01117 

Closed User 10 

AAW 

PW PW 

E 000010



24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00002000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF005 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00003000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF016 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00004000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF018 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00005000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF017 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00006000 Return of Service - Served 11/28/16 11/28/16 DEF015 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served If104116 

00007000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF014 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00008000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF003 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00009000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF004 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00010000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEFOI0 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00011000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF002 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00012000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEFOOI TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00013000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF007 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00014000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF008 TBA Moot 
~JRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04116 

00015000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEFOll TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00016000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF009 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00017000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF012 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

Page: 11 

Closed User ID 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11128116 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

E 000011



24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00018000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF013 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00019000 Return of Service - Served 11/14/16 11/28/16 DEF006 TBA Moot 
WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) served 11/04/16 

00020000 Notice of Service of Discovery Material 12/05/16 12/07/16 PLT001 TBA 

00021000 Defendants' Motion to Dismiss. or in the 12/12/16 12/14/16 DEFOOI 8GW Denied 
alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment, Memorandum. Exhibits 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00021001 OpPOSition To Defendants' Motion To 12/30/16 01/03/17 PLT001 TBA 
Dismiss. Or In the Alternative. Motion For 
Summary Judgment. With Exhibits And Request For Hearing 

00021002 Supplement to Opposition to Defendants' 02/17/17 02/21/17 PLT001 TBA 
Motion to Dismiss. or in the alternative 
Motion for Summary Judgment. Exhibits 

00021003 Order of Court 02/23/17 02/23/17 000 BGW 
ORDERED that the Defts' Motion to Dismiss. or in the Alternative . 
for Summary Judgment (Pleading No. 21) is hereby DENIED. 
Williams. B. Judge 

00021004 Copies Mailed 02/23/17 02/23/17 000 TBA 

00022000 Line to Supplement 12/23/16 12/27/16 DEF001 TBA Moot 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mentpl 
Hygiene 

00024000 Motion To Intervene. With Exhibits And 12/30/16 01/03/17 000 BGW Denied 
Memorandum (Entry Of Appearance Attached 
But Not Entered) 

00024001 Request for Hearing on Selected Motion 12/30/16 01/03/17 000 TBA 

00024002 Response To Motion To Intervene 01/05/17 01/06/17 DEFOOI TBA 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00024003 Intervening Defendants Line 01/12/17 01/13/17 000 TBA 
Supplementing Motion To Intervene. With Objection. 
And Rule 2-504 Request For Scheduling Conference. \~ith Exhibits 
And Request For Hearing 

Page : 12 

Closed User 10 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

11/28/16 LAH LAH 

PW 

02/21/17 HK DG 

AS 

HK 

DG 

DG 

12/27116 TP 

02/21117 AS DG 

AS AS 

AS 

AS AS 
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24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00024004 Opposition to motion to intervene. 
memorandum of law and req for hearing 

01/05/17 02/02/17 PLT001 TBA 

00024005 Reply in support of motion to intervene 01/11/17 02/02/17 000 TBA 
filed by proposed defs 

00024006 Order of Court 02123/17 02/23/17 000 BGW 
ORDERED. that the Proposed Intervening Defts' Motion to Intervene 
(Pleading No. 24) is hereby DENIED. Williams. B. Judge 

00024007 Copies Mailed 02123/17 02123/17 000 TBA 

00025000 Motion For Specially Assign. With 
Memorandum 

12130/16 01/03/17 000 TBA 

00025001 Initial Response To Motion To Specially 01/05/17 01/06/17 DEFOOl TBA 
Assign 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00026000 Motion to Consolidate. With Memorandum 12/30/16 01/03/17 000 BGW Denied 

00026001 Initial Response To Consolidate 01/05/17 01/06/17 DEF001 TBA 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00026002 Order of Court 02123/17 02/23/17 000 BGW 
ORDERED. that the Proposed Intervening Defts' Motion to 
Consolidate (Pleading No. 26 & 40) is hereby Denied. Williams. B. 
Judge 

00026003 Copies Mailed 02/23/17 02/23/17 000 

00027000 Motion to Dismiss This Action. With 12/30/16 01/03/17 000 
Memorandum 

00027001 Request for Hearing on Selected Motion 12/30/16 01/03/17 000 

TBA 

BGW Denied 

TBA 

00027002 Initial Response To Motion To Dismiss 01/05/17 01/06/17 DEF001 TBA 
The Action 
Filed by DEF001-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00027003 Order of Court 02/23/17 02/23/17 000 BGW 
ORDERED. that the Proposed Intervening Defts' Motion to Dismiss 
(Pleading No. 27 & 39) is hereby DENIED as moot. Williams B. 
Judge 

Page: 13 

Closed User 10 

VT VT 

VT 

DG 

DG 
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Num/Seq Description 

00027004 Copies Mailed 

00028000 Designation of Expert Witnesses 

00029000 SUPPLEMENTAL CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
FILE BY PROPOSED INTERVENING DEFTS 

00030000 LINE FILED BY PROPOSED INTERVENING 
DEFTS 

00031000 AMENDED ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF ATTYS . 
FOR PROPOSED INTERVENING DEFENDANTS 
AND REDLI NED 

Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

02123/17 02/23/17 000 TBA 

12/30/16 01/03/17 PLTOOI TBA 

01/03/17 01/04/17 000 TBA 

01/03/17 01/04/17 000 . TBA Moot 

01/03/17 01/04/17 000 TBA Moot 

00032000 MOTION TO SPECIALLY ASSIGN AND REDLINED 01/03/17 01/04/17 000 TBA 
FILED BY PROPOSED INTERVENING DEFTS WITH A REQUEST FOR HEARING 

00032001 REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO SPECIALLY 01/11/17 01/17/17 000 TBA 
ASSIGN 
EXHIBITS AND REQUEST HEARING FILED BY THE PROPOSED INTERVENING 
DEFTS 

00033000 Correspondence To the Judge 01/05/17 01/06/17 PLTOOI TBA 

00034000 Notice of Service of Discovery Material 01/09/17 01/10/17 PlT001 TBA 

00035000 Intervening Defendants' Correspondence 01/12/17 01/13/17 000 TBA 
. To Judge Pierson 

00036000 Intervening Defendants' Correspondence 01/12/17 01/13/17 000 TBA 
To Judge \~i 11 i ams 

00037000 Entry of Appearance 01125/17 01127117 INTOOI TBA 

00038000 Motion to Intervene Memorandum . Exhibits 01/25/17 01/31/17 INTOOI BGW Denied 
and Request Hearing 

00038001 Opposition to Proposed Intervenor 02/09/17 02/10/17 PlTOOl TBA 
Holistic Industies. lLC's Motion to Intervene 
and Request for Hearing 

00038002 Order of Court 02/23/17 02/23/17 000 BGW 
ORDERED. that the Proposed Intervening Deft's Motion to Intervene 
(Pleading No . 38) is hereby Denied. Williams, B .. Judge 

00038003 Copies Mailed 02/23/17 02/23/17 000 TBA 

00039000 Motion to Dismiss w/redlined copy, 01/03/17 02/02/17 000 BGW Denied 
memorandum and req for hearing filed by 
proposed intervening defs 
*** PLEASE SEE ENTRY #27/3 FOR ORDER OF COURT *** 

Page: 14 
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24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00040000 Motion to Consolidate w/redlined copy. 01/03/17 02102/17 000 
memorandum and red for hearlng 
filed by proposed intervening parties 
**** PLEASE SEE ENTRY #26/2 FOR ORDER OF COURT **** 

00040001 Reply in support of motion to 01/11/17 02/02/17 000 
consolidate w/req for hearing filed by proposed 
intervening parties 

BGW Denied 

TBA 

00041000 Supplemental Motion to Consolidate 02/06/17 02/08/17 INT003 TBA 
Filed by INT003-Doe. INT002-Doe. INT001-Holistic Industries. LLC. 
INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC. INT004-The Coalition For Patient 
Medicinal Access. LLC. INT005-Curio Cultivation LLC. 
INT006-ForwardGro LLC. INT007-Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 

00042000 Order of Court 02/08/17 02/08/17 000 
It is this 7th day of February 2017 Ordered this case is 
specially assigned to Honorable Barry Williams for all further 
proceedings Pierson. J 

00043000 Notice Motion Hearing Sent 02/10/17 02/10/17 000 
Event: MOTN Block Date: 02/21/17 Facility: 528 
PARTIES: 
Nelson. Heather 300 W Preston Street Suite 302. Baltimore, MD. 
21201 
Davies. Paul Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Broccolino. Dario Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Charles. Pharm.D .. William Maryland Medi'cal Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Chen. Kevin Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Gontrum. John Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Gouin-Paul. Cristina Maryland Medical Cannabis CommiSSion 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Horberg. M,D" MAS. FACP. FIDSA. Michael Maryland Medical 
CannabiS Commission 4201 Patterson Avenue, Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Lavin. Robert Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue, Baltimore. MD, 21215 
Marshall, Jean Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Washington, Saundra Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore, MD, 21215 
Moore, Shannon Maryland Medical Cannabis CommiSSion 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD, 21215 
Robshaw. Colonel Harry Maryland Medical Cannabis CommiSSion 4201 
Patterson Avenue, Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Rosen-Cohen. Nancy Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue, Baltimore. MD. 21215 

~IMP 

TBA Moot 
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Sterling. Eric Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Taylor. Allison Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Traunfeld. Jon Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Marcus. Bruce 6411 Ivy Lane Suite 116. Greenbelt. MD. 20770 
Patterson. Sydney 6411 Ivy Lane Suite 116. Greenbelt. MD. 20770 
Jones. Gary 120 E Baltimore Street Suite 2100. Baltimore. MD. 
212021643 
Vranian. Danielle 120 East Baltimore Street Suite 2100. 
Baltimore. MD. 21202 
Berman. Michael 2002 Clipper Park Road Suite 108. Baltimore. MD . 
21211 
Warnken. Byron 2 Reservior Circle Suite 104. Pikesville. MD. 
21208 
Pica. John 102 W Pennsylvania Avenue 102 W Pennsylvania Ave. S. 
Suite 600. MD. 212044510 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00044000 Open Court Proceeding 02/21/17 02/21/17 000 TBA 
2/21/17 Defendants motion to intervene in Alternative Medicine 
Maryland. LLC is hereby heard and "Denied". 
(Will i ams. J) 
2/21/17 Defendants motion to dismiss. or in the alternative for 
summary judgment in Alternative Medicine Maryland. LLC 
is hereby heard and "Denied". (Williams. J) 

00045000 Line with Affidavits 02/21/17 02/22/17 INT003 TBA Moot 
Filed by INT003-Doe. INT004-The Coalition For Patient Medicinal 
Access. LLC. INT005-Curio Cultivation LLC. INT002-Doe. 
INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC 

00046000 Notice of Service of Discovery Material 03/10/17 03/13/17 PLTOOI TBA 

00047000 Appeal Order to COSA 03/15/17 03/16/17 INT002 TBA 
Filed by INT002-Doe. INT003-Doe. INT004· The Coalition For Patient 
Medicinal Access. LLC. INTOOS·Curio Cultivation LLC. 
INT006-ForwardGro LLC. INT007·Doctors Orders Maryland LLC. 
INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC 

00048000 Appeal Order to COSA 03/16/17 03/17/17 INTOOI TBA 

00049000 Notice of Service of Discovery Material 03/17/17 03/20/17 PLTOOl TBA 

00050000 Notice to Enter Appearance 03/16/17 03/20/17 PLTOD1 TBA 

00051000 Objection To Subpoena For Deposition 03/23/17 03/24/17 DEF002 TBA 

00052000 Amended Appeal Order to COSA 03/22/17 03/24/17 INT002 TBA 
Filed by INT002-00e. INT003-00e. INT004-The Coalition For Patient 
Medicinal Access. LLC. INT005-Curio Cultivation LLC. 
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INT006-ForwardGro LLC. INT007-Doctors Orders Maryland LLC. 
INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00053000 Correspondence 03/27/17 03/28/17 000 TBA 

00054000 Transcript of Testimony held on 02/21/17 03/31/17 03/31/17 000 TBA 
before Judge Barry G. Williams 
Cost: $34.00 

00055000 Appeal Order to COSA 03/31/17 03/31/17 000 TBA 
ORDER TO PROCEED NO. 00040 SEPTEMBER TERM. 2017. DUE MAY 30, 2017 
ASSIGN TO J.FORTUNE 

00056000 Court of Special Correspondence 04/03/17 04/05/17 000 TBA 
March 28, 2017 Civil Appeal information Report Received for 
Appellant's Amended Notice of Appeal noted on March 22. 2017 . 
.This information Report will be made a part of the file 
previously established for the appeal noted on March 15. 2017 and 
the cross appeal noted March 16. 2017. all will be assigned No. 
40 September Term. 2017 

00057000 Motion for Protective Order. with 04/17/17 04/18/17 DEF002 BGW Denied 
Memorandum 
Filed by DEF001-Nata1ie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission, DEF002-Mary1and Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 
Filed by DEF002-Mary1and 'Department Of Health And Mental Hygiene, 
DEF001-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

00057001 Order of Court 05/08/17 05/08/17 000 BGW 
ORDERED that Defts' Motion for a Protective Order (#57) is hereby 
DENIED. and it is further 
ORDERED that Defts' Motion to Quash Subpoena for Deposition (#58) 
is DENIED. 
ORDERED that Defts' Emergency Motion to Shorten Time for Response 
(#59) is DENIED. and it is further 
ORDERED that Pltff ~lternative Medicine Maryland. LLC be 
permitted to depose Commissioner Harry Robshaw on May 10, 2017. 
Williams, B. Judge 

00057002 Copies Mailed 05/0B/17 05/08/17 000 TBA 

00058000 Motion to Quash Subpoena for Deposition, 04/17/17 04/18/17 DEFOOI BGW Denied 
with Memorandum 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002·Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00059000 Emergency Motion to Shorten Time for 04/17/17 04/18/17 DEF002 BGW Denied 
Response 
Filed by DEF002·Maryland Department Of Health And Mental Hygiene. 
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DEF001-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00060000 Notice of Service of Discovery Material 04/18/17 04/19/17 PlT001 TBA 

00061000 Affidavit of Service AS TO A SUBPOENA ON 04/28/17 05/01/17 000 TBA 
SANOY HIllMAN ON 4/20/17 

00062000 Motion to Compel and Request For 05/01/17 05/02/17 PlTOOl TBA 
Hearing. proposed order.memo and Exhibits 
Attached 

00062001 Opposition to Plt's motion to compel 1 05/15/17 05/17/17 DEFOOI TBA 
testimony and documents from May Jo Mather 
see original #73 

00063000 Objection to Subpoenas for Deposition 05/01/17 05/02/17 DEF002 TBA 

00064000 Notice of Service of Discovery Material 05/02/17 05/05/17 PlTOOl TBA 

00065000 Objection to Subpoenas for deposition 05/04/17 05/05/17 DEFOO} TBA 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00066000 Subpoena Issued 05/05/17 05/08/17 PLTOOI TBA 

00067000 Appeal Order to COSA 05/08/17 05/08/17 DEF001 TBA 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission, DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00068000 Motion to Stay Circuit Court Proceedings 05/08/17 05/08/17 DEF001 BGW Denied 
Pending Further Review 
Filed by DEF001-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hygiene 

00068001 Response in OppOSition to Motion . 05/15/17 05/16/17 PlTOOl TBA 
Exhibits and Request Hearing 

00068002 Order of Court OS/26/17 05/31/17 000 BGW 
Ordered that Defendants Motion to Stay Circuit Court Proceedings 
Pending Further Review (#6B) is hereby Denied . 

00068003 Copies Mailed 05/26/17 05/31/17 000 BGW 

00069000 Notice of Service of Discovery Material 05/08/17 05/09/17 PLTOOI TBA 

00070000 Affidavit of Service AS A SUBPOENA ON 05/10/17 05/11/17 000 TBA 
HANNAH BYRON ON 05/03/17 
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Num/SeQ Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00071000 Motion to Shorten Time for Response 05/12/17 05/15/17 DEF002 BGW Denied 
filed by DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental Hygiene. 
DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

00071001 Response to Defendant's Motion to 
Shorten Time for Response 

05/16/17 05/17/17 PLT001 TBA 

00071002 Order of Court 05/26/17 05/31/17 000 
Ordered that Defendants Motion to Shorten Time for Response (#71) 
is hereby Denied as moot . 

00071003 Copies Mailed 05/26/17 05/31/17 000 

BGW 

BGW 

00072000 Motion for Emergency Temporary 05/15/17 05/16/17 PLT001 BGW Granted 
Restraining Order. Memorandum . Exhibits and for 
Immediate emergency hearing 

00072001 Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for 05/17/17 05/18/17 DEF002 TBA 
Emergency Temporary Restraining Order 
and Request for Order to Show Cause Why a Preliminary Injunction 
Should Not be Granted. with Exhibits 
Filed by DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental Hygiene. 
DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

00072002 Commission's Supplement to Commission's OS/24/17 OS/25/17 DEFOOI TBA 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Emergency Temporary Restraining Order and Request for Order to 
Show Cause Why a Prellminary Injunction Should Not be Granted . 
wlth Exhlbits 
Filed by DEFOOI-Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
Commission. DEF002-Maryland Department Of Health And Mental 
Hyglene 

00072003 ORDER GRANTING PLTFF'S EMERGENCY MOTION 05/25/17 05/25/17 000 
FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 
ORDERED that the Pltff's Emergency Motion for T.R.O (#74) is 
GRANTED conditioned on posting of bond in the amount of $100 . 00. 
etc. 
ORDERED that Defts . Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
and ENJOINED from authorlz ing granted andlor issuing any final 
licenses to cultivate and grow medical cannabis in Maryland prior 
to a full adversarial hearing on the proprlety of granting a 
Preliminary Injunction: and 
ORDERED that any person affected by this order may apply for a 
modiflcation or dissolutlon of the ordere on two days' notice to 
the party who obtained the order : and lt is further 
ORDERED that hearing on Friday. June 2. 2017 @ 10:00am; 
ORDERED that this order shall expire in ten (10) days time . on 
June 4th 2017. Williams . B Judge 

00072004 Copies Mailed 05/25/17 05/25/17 000 

BGW 

TBA 
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Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00072005 Memorandum in Opposition to Preliminary 05/30/17 06/02/17 INT006 TBA 
Injunction 

00073000 Motion for Protective Order 05/15/17 05/17/17 DEFOOI TBA 

00074000 Hearing/Trial Notice Sent 05/18/17 05/18/17 000 
Event: HEAR Bloc~ Date: OS/25/17 Facility: 528 
PARTIES: 
Nelson. Heather 300 W Preston Street Suite 302. Baltimore. MD. 
21201 
Davies. Paul Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Broccolino. Dario Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Charles. Pharm.D .. William Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Chen. Kevin Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Gontrum. John Maryland Medical Cannabis CommiSSion 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Gouin-Paul. Cristina Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Horberg. M.D .. MAS. FACP. FIDSA. Mlchael Maryland Medical 
Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Lavin. Robert Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Marshall. Jean Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Washington. Saundra Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Moore. Shannon Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Robshaw. Colonel Harry Maryland Medlcal Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Rosen-Cohen. Nancy Maryland Medlcal Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Sterling. Eric Maryland Medical Cannabis Commlssion 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Taylor. Allison Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Traunfeld. Jon Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Marcus. Bruce 6411 Ivy Lane Suite 116. Greenbelt. MD. 20770 
Patterson. Sydney 6411 Ivy Lane Suite 116. Greenbelt. MD. 20770 
Jones. Gary 120 E Baltimore Street SUlte 2100. Baltimore. MD. 
212021643 
Vranian. Danielle 120 East Baltimore Street Suite 2100. 
Baltimore. MD. 21202 
Berman. Michael 2002 Clipper Park Road Suite 108. Baltimore. MD. 
21211 

TBA Moot 
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Warnken. Byron 2 Reservior Circle Suite 104. Pikesville. MD. 
21208 
Pica .. John 102 ~J Pennsylvania Avenue 102 W Pennsylvania Ave. S. 
Suite 600. MD. 212044510 
Brown. 'Brian 7 St. Paul Street Suite 800. Baltimore. MD. 21202 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00075000 Attorney Appearance Filed 05/17/17 05/19/17 PLT001 TBA 

00076000 Record on Appeal Forwarded to CGSA 05/22/17 05/22/17 000 
Forward one box. contents includes 7 red brick binders. one 
transcript book to the Court of Special Appeals via FedEX 
#8115·9310·9369 

00076001 Copies Mailed 05/22/17 OS/22/17 000 

TBA 

T8A 

00077000 Motion to Strike Testimony of Expert 05/24/17 05/25/17 DEF002 TBA 
Witness. Memorandum 
Filed by DEF002·Maryland Department Of Health And Mental Hygiene. 
DEF001·Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

00078000 Special of Appeals Order of Court OS/24/17 OS/25/17 000 TBA 
Upon consideration of the "Motion for Immediate Stay of Circuit 
Court Proceedings Pending Further Review" filed by Natalie M. 
LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission. the Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene. and the individually named 
commissioners. Alternative Medicine Maryland. LLC's opPosition 
thereto. and the scheduled deposition of Harry Robshaw III having 
been held and concluded. it is this 19th day of May 2017. by the 
Court of Special Appeals. 
Ordered. that the Motion be. and is hereby. denied as moot. 

00079000 Open Court Proceeding 05/25/17 05/25/17 000 TBA 
5·25·17 . Plaintiff's motion for Temporary Restrainting 
Order for Injunction heard and GRANTED. 
Will iams. J. 
5·25-17 . Order to be fil ed. Wi 11 iams. J. 
5·25·17 . Hearing set for 6/2/17 P. 31 at 10:00 am. 
Williams , J. 

00080000 Court of Special Appeals Correspondence OS/25/17 05/26/17 000 TBA 
Filed by Attorney: Heather B Nelson Esq 

00081000 Hearing/Trial Notice Sent OS/26/17 05/26/17 000 TBA Moot 
Event: INJ Block Date: 06/02/17 Facility: 528 
PARTIES : 
Nelson. Heather 300 W Preston Street Suite 302. Baltimore. MD. 
21201 
Oavies. Paul Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
8roccolino. Dario Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MO. 21215 
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Charles. Pharm.D .. William Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Chen. Kevin Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Gontrum. John Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Gouin-Paul. Cristina Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Horberg. M.D .. MAS. FACP. FIDSA. Michael Maryland Medical 
Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Lavin. Robert Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 Patterson 
Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Marshall. Jean Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Washington. Saundra Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Moore. Shannon Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Robshaw. Colonel Harry Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Rosen-Cohen. Nancy Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Sterling. [ric Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Taylor. Allison Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Traunfeld. Jon Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 4201 
Patterson Avenue. Baltimore. MD. 21215 
Marcus. Bruce 6411 Ivy Lane Suite 116. Greenbelt. MD. 20770 
Patterson. Sydney 6411 Ivy Lane Suite 116. Greenbelt. MD. 20770 
Jones. Gary 120 [ Baltimore Street Suite 2100. Baltimore. MD. 
212021643 
Vranian. Danielle 120 East Baltimore Street Suite 2100. 
Baltimore. MD. 21202 
Berman. Michael 2002 Clipper Park Road Suite 108. Baltimore. MD. 
21211 
Warnken. Byron 2 Reservior Circle Suite 104. Pikesville. MD. 
2120B 
Pica. John 102 W Pennsylvania Avenue 102 W Pennsylvania Ave. S. 
Suite 600. MD. 212044510 
Brown. Brian 7 St. Paul Street Suite 800. Baltimore. MD. 21202 
Casciano. Christopher 7 St. Paul Street Suite 800. Baltimore. MD. 
21202 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00082000 Line filing bond pursuant to Order Dated 05/26/17 05/30/17 PLT001 TBA Moot 
May 25.2017 

00083000 Motion to Shorten Time to Respond to 05/30/17 05/31/17 INT003 TBA 
Renewal of the Motion to Intervene. Motlon 
to Intervene in this Action. to Consolidate. for Stay Pending 
Appeal and Motion to Continue June 2. 2017 Hearing: and 
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Opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction 
Filed by INT003-Doe. INT002-Doe. INTOOl-Holistic Industries. LLC. 
INT007-Doctors Orders Maryland LLC. INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC. 
INT004-The Coalition For Patient Medicinal Access. LLC. 
INT005-Curio Cultivation LLC. INT006-ForwardGro LLC 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00084000 Motion to Continue June 2. 2017 Hearing 05/30/17 05/31/17 INT002 TBA 
Filed by INT002-Doe. INT006-ForwardGro LLC. INT005-Curio 
Cultivation LLC. INT004-The Coalition For Patient Medicinal 
Access, LLC. INT003-Doe. INTDD1-Holistic Industries. LLC. 
INTDD7-Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC 

00085000 Emergency Motion to Dissolve or Modify 05/30/17 05/31/17 INT001 TBA 
TRO: for Renewal of the Motion to 
Intervene: to Intervene in this Action: to Consolidate: for Stay 
Pending Appeal: and in Opposition to Motion for Preliminary 
Injunction. with Exhibits and Memorandum 
Filed by INTOOI-Holistic Industries. LLC. INT007-Doctors Orders 
Maryland LLC, INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC. INT002-Doe. INT003-Doe. 
INT004-The Coalition For Patient Medicinal Access. LLC. 
INT005-Curio Cultivation LLC. INT006-ForwardGro LLC 

00086000 Attorney Appearance Filed 05/31/17 06/01/17 DEF013 TBA 
Filed by DEF013-Moore. DEF012-Washington. DEFOll-Marshall. 
DEF010-Lavin. DEF009-Horberg. M.D .. MAS. FACP. FIDSA. 
DEF008-Gouin-Paul. DEF001-Gontrum. DEFOD6-Chen. DEFOOS-Charles. 
Pharm.D., DEF004-Broccolino. DEF003-Davies. DEF002-Maryland 
Department Of Health And Mental Hygiene. DEF001-Natalie M. 
Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission. DEF014-Robshaw. 
DEF018-Traunfeld. DEF011-Taylor. DEF016-Sterling 

00087000 Renewed Motion to Consolidate. with 
Exhibits 

05/31/17 06/01/17 INTOOI TBA 

00088000 Emergency Motion to Dissolve or Modify 05/31/17 06/01/17 INT001 BGW Denied 
Temporary Restraining Order and 
Opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction. with Exhibits 
and Request for Hearing 

00088001 Order of Court 06/02/17 06/02/17 000 
ORDERED that "Emergency Motion to Dissolve or Modify TRO; for 
Renewal of the Motion to Intervene: to Intervene in this action: 
to Consolidate: for Stay Pending Appeal; and in Opposition to 
Motion for Preliminary Injunction" is DENIED and all motions 
therein are DENIED; and it is further 
ORDERED that the above entities' motion entitled" Motion to 
Shorten time to Respond to Renewal of the Motion to Intervene in 
this Action. to Consolidate, for Stay Pending Appeal and Motion 
to Continue June 2. 2017 Hearing: and Opposition to Motion for 
Preliminary Injunction" is DENIED and all motions therein are 
DENIED: and it is further 

BGW 
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ORDEREED that the above entitles' motion entitled" Motion to 
Continue June 2. 2017 Hearing" is DENIED. Williams Judge 

NumlSeq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00088002 Copies Mailed 06/02/17 06/02/17 000 TBA 

00089000 Motion to Continue June 2. 2017 Hearing. 05/31/17 06/01/17 INTOOI TBA 
with Exhibits 

00090000 Motion to Stay Pending Outcome of 05/31/17 06/01/17 INT001 TBA 
Related Appeal. with Request for Hearing and 
Exhibits 

00091000 Motion to Shorten Time 05/31/17 06/01/17 INT001 TBA 

00092000 Attorney Appearance Filed 05/31/17 06/01/17 INTOOI TBA 

00093000 Motion to Intervene. with Memorandum. 05/31/17 06/01/17 INTOOI TBA 
Exhibits and Request for Hearing 

00094000 Notice to Withdrawal of Appearance 05/31/17 06/01/17 INT006 TBA 

00095000 Attorney Appearance Removed 
Michael D Berman 

06/01/17 06/01/17 INT006 TBA Moot 

00096000 Line With Exhibits and Affidavits 05/31/17 06/01/17 INTOD3 TBA Moot 
Filed by INT003-Doe. INT002-Doe. INT005-Curio Cultivation LLC. 
INT007-Doctors Orders Maryland LLC. INT008-SunMed Growers. LLC. 
INT004-The Coalition For Patient Medicinal Access. LLC 

00097000 Notice to Enter Appearance 05/31/17 06/01/17 INT009 TBA 

00098000 Consolidated Motion to Dissolve and/or 05/31/17 06/01/17 INT009 TBA 
Modify Temporary Restraining Order. to 
Oppose the Motion for Preliminary Injunction and to Adopt Various 
Arguments and Evidence Submitted by Movants Jane Doe. John Doe. 
Curo I~ellness. LLC. Doctor's Orders Maryland. LLC. Green Leaf 
Medical. LLC. Kind Therapeutics. USA LLC. Sun Med Growers. LLC. 
Maryland Wholesale Medical Cannabis Trade Association. and the 
Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access. LLC. Motion to Intervene. 
and Motion to Establish Bond in the Event an Injunction is 
Granted Pursuant to MD. Rule 15-503(al. with Memorandum. Request 
for Hearing and Affidavit 

00099000 BENCH MEMORANDUM 06/01/17 06/01/17 PLT001 TBA 

00100000 Motion for Special Appearance Pro Hac 
Vice (Bezalel A. Stern) 

00101000 Notice of Appearance of New Counsel 

00101001 Order of Court 

05/30/17 06/02/17 INT006 TBA 

05/30/17 06/02/17 INT006 BGW Denied 

06/02/17 06/02/17 000 BGW 
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ORDERED that ForwardGro, LLC's request to "govern itself as 
party" going forward in this matter is DENIED; etc, Williams 
Judge 

Num/Seq Description Filed Entered Party Jdg Ruling 

00101002 Copies Mailed 06/02/17 06/02/17 000 

00102000 Open Court Proceeding 06/02/17 06/02/17 000 
06/02/17 Court of Appeals stayed the case. Williams. J 
06/02/17 Order to be filed, Williams, J 

TBA 

TBA 

00103000 Appeal Order to COSA 06/01/17 06/02/17 INT007 TBA 
Filed by INT007-Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, INTOOI-Holistic 
Industries, LLC. INT002-Doe, INT003-Doe, INT004-The Coalition For 
Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, INTOOS-Curio Cultivation LLC, 
INT006-ForwardGro LLC, INTOOB-SunMed Growers, LLC, 
INT009-Temescal Wellness Of Maryland. LLC 

SERVICE 

Form Name Issued Response Served Returned Agency 

~IRIT OF SUMMONS (Pri vate Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEFOOI Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medic 

~IRIT OF SUMMONS (Pri va te Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEF002 Maryland Department Of Health And 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEF003 Davies, Paul 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEF004 Broccolino, Dario 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEFOOS Charles, Pharm,D" William 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEF006 Chen. Kevin 

HRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEF007 Gontrum, John 

~IRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
DEFOOS Gouin-Paul, Cristina 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 
D[F009 Horberg , M.D., MAS, FACP, FIDSA, 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

Page: 2S 

Closed User 10 

DG 

DIm DWN 

WZ 
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24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 

Form Name 

DEFOIO Lavin. Robert 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
DEF011 Marshall. Jean 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
DEFOI2 Washington. Saundra 

~IRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
DEF013 Moore . Shannon 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
DEF014 Robshaw. Colonel Harry 

HRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
OEF015 Rosen-Cohen. Nancy 

HRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
OEF016 Sterling. Eric 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
DEF017 Taylor. Allison 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (Private Process) 
DEF018 Traunfeld. Jon 

Issued Response Served Returned Agency 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

11/01/16 12/04/16 11/04/16 Private Process 

TICKLE 

Code Tic~le Name Status Expires #Days AutoExpire GoAhead From Type Num Seq 
••• * .-_ ••••• _---- ••• _ ••• -- --- - -~----.- _._-- -.~----.-- ------- ---- ---- _ .... ... - ........ 

lANS 1st Answer Tickle OPEN 03/15117 o no no DANS 0 1 001 

EXPU Exhibit Pickup Notic CANCEL 06/27/17 33 yes no DOCP 0 79 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F a 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no . no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F a 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F a 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

Page: 26 
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24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 Page: 27 

Code Tickle Name Status Expires HDays AutoExpire GoAhead From Type Num Seq 
---- ... -- ..... _--- - ---- - - ------ --- - ----

__ __ ~ •• __ ______ _________ e •• _._ -_ ... - - ..... -

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no SMNS F o 000 

LSRV 120 Days Lack Of Jur CANCEL 03/07/17 126 no no o 000 

SLDR Set List· Discovery CANCEL 05/08/17 21 no no MPRT 0 57 000 

SLDR Set List· Discovery CANCEL 05/22/17 21 no no MCOP 0 62 DOD 

SLDR Set List· Discovery CANCEL 06/05/17 21 no no MPRT 0 73 000 

SLJR Set List· JIC Rulin CANCEL 05/29/17 21 no no MSTA 0 68 000 

SLJR Set List· JIC Rulin CANCEL 06/21/17 21 no no MSTA D 90 000 

SLMH Set List For Motions CANCEL 01/04/17 5 no no DHRR D 24 001 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 01/20/17 21 yes no MOPH 0 27 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 01/20/17 21 yes no MCON 0 26 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 01/20/17 39 yes no DHRR T 21 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 02/15/17 43 yes no MOPH 0 32 DOD 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 06/14/17 21 yes no MMTS 0 77 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 06/20/17 21 yes no DMTN 0 85 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 06/20/17 21 yes no DMTN 0 84 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 06/20/17 21 yes no MOSA 0 100 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 06/21/17 21 yes no DMTN 0 88 000 

SLMR Set List For Motions CANCEL 06/21/17 21 yes no DMTN 0 89 000 
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24-C-16-005801 Date: 06/12/17 Time: 13:33 Page: 28 

Code Tickle Name Status Expires #Days AutoExpire GoAhead From Type Num Seq 

T[ME Motion To Extend/Sho CANCEL 12/31116 1 yes no DSPC D 25 000 

T[ME Motion To ExtendlSho CANCEL 04/18117 1 yes no MTST D 59 000 

T[ME Motion To Extend/Sho CANCEL 05/13/17 1 yes no MTST D 71 000 

T[ME Motion To Extend/Sho CANCEL 05/31117 1 yes no MTST D 83 000 

TIME Motion To ExtendlSho CANCEL 06/01 117 1 yes no MTST 0 91 000 

DIFFERENTIATED CASE MANAGEMENT 

TRACKS AND MILESTONES 

PUBLIC NOTE TITLES 

1) 1/17117 #32/1 SENT TO JUDGE BARRY W[LL[AMN FILE [S WITH H[M 
2) 1/17/17 #24/3-35 & 36 SENT TO JUDGE BARRY WILLAMS FILE IS 
3) CLERK NOTES 2/23/17 PLEADINGS HAND DELIVERED TO JUDGE W[LLIAMS 
4) Answer to Complaint for Declaratory Judgment 
5) Clerk Notes 4/26/17 . Pleadings 57. 58. & 59 Sent To Judge Williams 
6) Clerk Note :05/17/17 pleading #70 . 71 sent to Jessica(462) 
7) 05/31/17 Updated Orders # 68/2 and #71/2 on Red Card 
8) 06/01/17 Called Int. Def . Tesmesal Wellness of MD's attorney 
9) Clerk Notes 6/1/17 

10) recieved- one blck binder (pltf bench memorandum & table of contents 
11) located rm#409 in aisle Ion top shelf 

CASE FOLDER HISTORY 

Date Time Type User Location Clerk Reason 
........ _ ...... 

06/05/17 11 :22 AM CheckIn records OM 
06/01117 3:08 PM Transfer BAW 534 Courthouse East DEN trans fer 
06/01117 12 :15 PM Transfer BAW 534 Courthouse East MST Hearing on 6/2 
06/01117 12 :15 PM CheckOut MST C 1 vi] Di V. , Room 462 East MST EDIT 
OS/22117 10 :20 AM Checkln records OM 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff . 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al., 

Defendants 

... '" '" * 

* 

* 

ORDER 

-~----

IN THE 

CIRCUIt COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No.: 24-C" 16-005801 

* * 

Upon considel'ation of Jane Doe, John Doe, Curio Wellness, LLC, Doctor's Orders 

Maryland, LLC, Green Leaf Medical, LLC Kind Theraputics, USA, LLC, SunMed Growel"s, 

LLC, Maryland Wholesale Medical Cannabis Trade Association, and the Coalition for Patiel1t 

Medicinal Access, LLC's motions entitled "Emergency Motion to Dissolve 01' Modify TRO; For 

Renewal ofllie Motion to Intervene; To Intervene in this Action; To Consolidate; For Stay 

.rending Appeal; And In Opposition To Motion for Preliminary InjlUlction/' and "Motion to 

Shorten Time to Respond to Renewal of the Motion to Intervene, Motion to Intervene in this 

Action, To Consolidate, For Stay Pending Appeal And Motion To Continue June 2, 2017 

Hearing; and Opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction" and "Motion to Continue JIDle 2, 

2017 Hearing" it is this 31st day of May, 2017, by the Circuit Court for Baltimore City: 

ORDERED, that that above entities' motion entitled "Emergency Motion to Dissolve or 

Modii)' TRO; For Renewal ofthe Motion to Intervene; To Intervene in this Action; To 

Consolidate; For Stay Pending Appeal; And In Opposition To Motion for Preliminary 

Injunction" is DENIED an.d all motions therein are DENIED; tUld it is further 

ORDERED that that above entities' motion entitled "Motion to Shorten T.ime to 

Respond to Renewal oftbe Motion to Intelvene, Motion to Intervene in this Action, To 

Notice to Clerk: Please mail copies to .all p:ll'ties. 
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----.-

Consolidate, For Stay Pending Appeal And Motion To Continue Jrule 2, 2017 Hearing; and 

Opposition to Motion for Preliminary Iftjunction" is DENIED al1d all motions therein are 

DENIED; and it is further 

ORDERED that that above e:utities' motion entitled "Motion to Continue JlUle 2, 2017 

Heating" is DENIED. 

Notice to Clerk: Please mail copies to aU pltrties. 

. • ·l~. '. 'I , ",. 

IlJ(jge B~rry G. Willam5 'ty 
Clrcuil Court for B61t1m~: ~:gll1a\ docUO'en\ 
'C:; :" (1p \llra appears on 

Judge Barry G. Williams 
Circuit Court for Baltimore City 
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Notice to tbe Clerl{: 
Please Mail Copies to All Parties 

Full Di tributiou List 

Counsel for Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
Tel: (443) 921-1100 
Fax: (443) 921·1111 
bYl'on:@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Tel; (410) 990-1250 
Fax: (410) 280 2546 
jpioa@\Qhopica,com 

Brian S, Brown 
Brown & Barroll, LLC 
7 St. Paul Street, Suite 800 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
Tel: (410) 547-0202 
Fax; (410) 332-4509 
bbrown@brQwnbQrl'OQ.cQn1 

Counsel for Defendants 

Heather B. Nelson 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office 'of the Attorney General 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Tel: (410) 767-1546 
Fax: (410) 333-7894 
Heather, nelson 1 @m.arYla.nd .guy 
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CowlselJor Ja,ne Doe, John Doe, Curio W(?ilness, LLC, Doctor IS Orders Jvlmyland, LLC, Green 
Leaf Medical, UC Ki"d Therctpullcs, USA, LLC, SW1.Med Grower ~ LLC~ Ma.ry/ana WllOfesale 
Medical Cannabis Tl'ade ASJociation, and the Coalirionf01' Patient Medicinal Accp. s, LLC 

At·uold.M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON~ LLC 
2002' Clip}:Ier Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD.21211 
Tel; 410.769-8080' 
F~: 410-769-8811 
aweiner@rwlls,coxu 
Mberroan@twlls.oom 

Alan M. Ritld.n 
RlFK.IN WEINER LIVING "T:ON,. LLC 
22.5 Duke of Gloucester Street 
AnnapoliSi Maryland 21401 
.ar! ~dn@t:wl1s.c m 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE * 
MARYLAND, LLC, * 

Plaintiff * 

v. * 

NATALIEM. LAPRADE MARYLAND * 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
etal., ' * 

Defendants * 

* * * * * * 
ORDER 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

* * * * '" 

Proposed Intervening Defendants, Jolm and Jane Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medical 

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro, LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC, filed a Motion to Intervene in this case on December 30, 2016. (Pleading 

No. 24). Defendants Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, et al., filed a 

timely response (Pleading No. 24/2). Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC (pleading No. 

2414) filed a timely opposition and bn February 21, 2017, the court heard argument. 

The Court has considered Proposed Intervening Defendants' Motion to Intervene, the 

Opposition thereto, and the oral arguments of counsel. For the reasons set forth all the record in 

ORDERED, that the Proposed Intervening Defendants' Motion to Intervene (Pleading 

No. 24) is hereby DENIED. 

TRUE COpy 
TEST 

~~(j 
Jl,l,\RILYt\ BL~TLF.Y, CLERK 

r . 

The Judge's signature appears 
on the original document. 

Judge S-alf)lfO: ~ms' 
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Distribution List: 

Attorneysfor Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Wamken 
Byron B. Warnken 
Wcunken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
bYJ·on(l.Uwarnken\aw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Tel: (410) 990-1250 
jpicn(a{johnpica.com 

Attorneys for Defendants 

A TIORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & 
MENTAL HYGIENE 
Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
Heather.nelso.ll1@maryland .gov 
Robert.mccray@maryJand.gov 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21'201 
Tel: (410) 767-7546 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medical 
Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders MOlyland, LLC, and SunMed 

-""'-'-(J1'OlveJ-;-L-tC:·- -

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Bermcu1 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
aweinerrw.rwlls.com 

Alcu1 M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
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Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
arifkin(a)xwl1s.com 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 

Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, rvro 20770 
(301) 441-3000 
bmarcus@marcusbonsib.com 
spatterson@marucsbonsib.com 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, rvro 21202 
(410) 230-3800 
gri@bbsclaw.com 
dmv@bbsclaw.com 

,.--~---,-------'---' --_._-----:-------=-....,........~--~--=,.....,,--~--
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE ... IN THE 

MARYLAND, LLC, ... 

Plaintiff ... CIRCUIT COURT 

v. ... FOR 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND ... BALTIMORE CITY 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al., ... Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

Defendants ... 

... of< ... ... ... of< ... ... ... of< ... * 
ORDER 

Proposed Intervening Defendant Holistic Industries, LLC, filed a Motion to Intervene in 

the above captioned case on January 25,2017. (Pleading No. 38). Plaintiff Alternative Medicine 

Maryland, LLC (Pleading No. 38/1) filed a timely opposition. 

The Court has considered Proposed Intervening Defendant's Motion to Intervene and the 

responses thereto. For the reasons set forth on the record in open court, it is this 2pt day of 

February, 2017; 

ORDERED, that the Proposed Intervening Defendant's Motion to Intervene (Pleading 

No. 38) is hereby DENIED. 

TRUE COpy 

~~ST(6~ 
. / 

The Judge"s signature appears 
on the original document. 
r v- C 

Judge Barry G. Williams 

l'vlt'Rl/.YN BE~T1.EY, CLERK 
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Distribution List: 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
bye n@wRtnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Tel: (410) 990-1250 
jpjc?\@iobnpica.com 

Attorneys for Defendants 

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & 
MENTAL HYGIENE 
Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
HtmUler.nels0I1 l@marxlancl .. gov 
Rober:l.luccT'ay@mm;ylaod:gov 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Tel: (410) 767-7546 

Attorneysfor Proposed Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalitionfor Patient Medical 
Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, and SunMed 

- - 6rowe1r i,1:;R-. ~-------

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
aweioer(cu,rwUs.com 
Mbermnn@nNILs.Col.ll 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
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Annapolis. Maryland 21401 
ari lkin®rwHs. ' 011\ 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 

Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 
(301) 441-3000 
bruarcus@mal' usbonsib.com 
spalterson@m8.l'llcs'bQllsib .com 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 230-3800 
grj@bbsc.law.c 111 

dmv@bbs Jaw.com 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al., 

Defendants 

'" * '" * * * * 

* 

* 

'" 
* 

'" 
* 

'" 
ORDER 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

* * '" * '" 

On May 30,2017, ForwardGro, LLC filed a Notice of Appearance of New Counsel, 

which stated that "ForwardGro believes that this Court's May 25 Email serves as a 

reconsideration of the Court's prior February 21,2017 denial ofForwardGro's Motion to 

Intervene" and that "ForwardGro will govern itself as a party going forward in this matter, unless 

the Court orders otherwise." The Court notes that this belief is not correct. The Court's May 25, 

2017 email did not serve as reconsideration of this Court's February 21, 2017 denial of . 

ForwardGro's Motion to Intervene nor is ForwardGro LLC is permitted to "govern itself as a 

party," in this matter absent express approval by this Court. As noted in the email, counsel for 

ForwardGro, LLC is invited to argue solely on the issue of whether or not the license issued to 

ForwardGro, LLC should be suspended, if and only if, the Court grants a Preliminary Injunction 

at the June 2, 2017 hearing. Therefore, it is this 31st day of May, 2017, by the Circuit Court for 

Baltimore City: 

Notice to Clerk: Please mail copies to all parties. 
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ORDERED, that ForwardGro, LLC's request to "govern itself as party" going forward in 

this matter is DENIED; and it is further 

ORDERED that ForwardGro, LLC will receive twenty-five (25) minutes of time to 

address the Court solely on the issue of whether or not the license issued to ForwardGro, LLC 

should be suspended, if a preliminary injunction is granted. 

TRUE COpy 

Barry Williams 
Ju~ge's Signature Appears 
Orrbriginai Document 

c::=- .----==::--. ~. 

Judge Barry G. Williams 
Circuit Court for Baltimore City 

~+ST~? 
MAR1LYN 13E.NTLEY, CLERK 

Notice to Clerk: Please mail copies to all parties. 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, LLC 
14 State Circle >t 

Annapolis, MD 21401 I!' 

Plaintiff 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE 
MARYLAND MEDICAL 
CANNABIS COMMISSION 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore, Mal'yland212l5 

SERVE ON: 
Brian E. Frosh, Attorney General 
200 Saint Paul Place 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

And 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

SERVE ON: 
Brian E. Frosh, Attorney General 
200 Saint Paul Place 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

and, in their official capacities: 

Pat11 W. Davies, M.D. 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade 
Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 

and 

Dado Broccolino, Esq. 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade 
Maryland Medical Camlabis Commission 
4201 Patterson A venue 
Baltimore, Mary land 21215 

'" 
'" • 
* 
'" * .. 
'" 
'" .. 
'" II! 
.. 
'" if< 

iii 

• 
* 
" .. 
.. 
lit 

+ 

* 1/1 

'" 
if< 

;; 

>I: 

* ... 

'" -Ii 

'" 
'" ... 
o!< 

:I< 

* 
* 
>4< 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BAL TIM ORE CITY 

Case No.: _____ --=---'-
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and 
William C. Charles, Phal'm.D. 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade 
Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore, Mal'yiand 21215 

And 

Kevin W. Chen, Ph.D. 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade 
Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 

And 

John T. GontrumJ Esq. 
clo the Natalie M. LaPrade 
Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 

And 

Cristina Gouin-Paul 
clo the Natalie M. LaPrade 
Malyland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 

And 

* 
* 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
* 
>I< 

'" >I< 

01< 

'" 
'" 
'" 
* ... 

'" 
>I< 

... 

'" 
'" 
* 
'" 

lvIlchael A. Horberg, M.D., MAS, FACP,F1DSA * 
clo Ute Natalie M. LaPrade ... 
Maryland Medical Calmabis Commission '" 
420 I Patterson Avenue * 
Baltimore, Mmyland 21215 * 

And 

Robert A. Lavin, M.D. 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade 
Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 
4201 Patterson Avenue 

2 

'" 
* 
>I< 

* 
'" 
'" 
'" 
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Baltimore, Mary land 2121 5 >I< 

,.. 

And >I< 

'" 
Jean Gilmor Marshall, R.N. >I< 

c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade 
,.. 

Mruyland Medical Cannabis Commission '" 
4201 Patterson Avenue >I< 

Baltimore, Maryland 21215 >I< 

>I< 

And '" 
'" 

Saundra Washington '" 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPnide 

,.. 

Marylruld Medical Cannabis Commission >I< 

4201 Patterson Avenue >I< 

Baltimore, Marylruld 21215 >I< 

>I< 

And >I< 

>I< 

Shannon K. Moore * 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade >I< 

Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission * 
4201 Patterson Avenue 

,.. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21215 >I< 

>I< 

And '" 
>I< 

Colonel Harry Robshaw III >I< 

c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade '" 
Marylruld Medical Cannabis Commission '" 
4201 Patterson Avenue >I< 

Baltimore, Maryland 21215 
,.. 

'" 
And >I< 

'" 
Nallcy Rosen-Cohen, Ph.D. '" 
c/o the Natalie' M. LaPrade >I< 

Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission '" 
4201 Patterson Avenue '" 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 '" 

'" 
And 11< 

II< 

Eric E. Sterling, Esq. >I< 

c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade >I< 

3 
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Maryland Medical Camlabis Commission '" 
4201 Pattel'sonAvenue '" 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 '" 

'" 
And '" 

'" 
Allison W. Taylor '" 
c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade '" 
Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission '" 
4201 PattersonAvenue '" 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 '" 

'" 
And '" 

'" 
Jon Traunfeld, M.S. '" c/o the Natalie M. LaPrade '" 
Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission >I< 

4201 Patterson Avenue '" 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 '" 

'" 
Defendants '" 

'" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" 
COM1 LAINT FOR DECLAUATORY JUl)G1VI"ENT AND PRELlMINARY AND 

PERMANENt INJUNCTIVE RELI Il~. 

Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC ("AMM"), by its attorneys, John A. 

Pica, Jr. and Jolm Pica and Associates, LLC and Byron L. Warnken, Byron B. Wal'nken~ and 

Warnken, LLC, files this Complaint seeking a declaratory judgment and injunctive relief 

against Defendants the NataHe M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

(lithe Commission tl
), the Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene ("DHMH"), 

and Paul W. Davies, M.D., Daria Broccolino, Esq., William C. Charles, Phann.D., Kevin 

W. Chen, Ph.D., John T. Gontrum, Esq., Cristina Gouin- Paul, Michael A. Horberg, M.D., 

MAS, FACP, FIDSA, Robert A. Lavin, M.D., Jean Gilmol'Marshall, R.N., Shannon K. 

Moore, Colonel Harry Robshaw, III, Nancy Rosen-Cohen, Ph.D., Eric E. Sterling, Esq., 

Allison W. Taylor, and Jon Traunfeld, M.S. (lithe Commissioner Defendants"). 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Medical calmabis is a new form of medicine in Maryland that can alleviate 

pain and suffering il'om debilitating antI dU'oJlic diseases. In this CQ3e, the Legislature 

enll'usted the Commission to exercise good jUdgment and implement the wishes of the 
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Legisiatme. Instead, the Commission acted arbih'al'ily, capl'iciously, and umeasonably. The 

Commission's approval of 15 applicants as the only entities permitted to grow medical 

cmmabis in Maryland cannot stand for three reasons. 

2. First, the Commission was derelict in its legislatively mandated duty to 

"actively seek to achieve racial, ethnic, and geographic diversity when licensing medical 

cannabis growers." The Commission ignored race and ethl1icity tlU'oughout the licensing 

process in clear contravention of its authorizing statute. Then, the Commission compounded 

its failure by replacing top ranked applicants with lower ranked applicants in the name of 

geographic diversity, but gave 110 consideration to the ethnic and racial diversity of its 

applicants. 

3. Second, the Commission violated the Dormant Commerce Clause of the 

United States Constitution by discriminating against applicants whose owners reside out of 

the State of Maryland. Discriminating against entities with out of state ties burdens intel'state 

commerce. Because Congress alone has the Conmlerce Power, state agencies a1'e prohibited 

fi'om enacting facially discriminatory burdens on interstate commerce. 

4. Third, the Commission disregarded its responsibility to establish reliable 

criteria that applicants were auequalely capitalized. The Commission made it impossible to 

determine what constituted proof of adequate capitalization, created unreasonable systems 

of scoring adequate capitalization thereby producing undercapitalized licensees, and 

arbitrarily accepted unfounded asseltions about applicants' capitall'esoW'ces. 

5. Alternative Medicine Maryland ("AMM") applied for but was not awarded a 

license to grow medical cannabis. Despite multiple Maryland public information act requests to 

the Commission, AMM has not been provided with its licensing scoring or ranking. 

6. AMM is more than 80% African-American owned, has significant ties to the 

State of New York, and had verified capitalization of more than 9 million dollars to fund its 

comprehensive plan to help supply Maryland patients with medical cannabis. 

7. The Commission is now moving forward with Stage 2 of the licensing process, 

but without AMM. AMM f;eeks (1) a preliminary injlUlction prohibiting the Commission from 

granting licenses, thereby protecting the public interest and preventing in'eparable harm to 

AMM; (2) an injunction prohibiting the Commission from issuing final approval for any of the 

first 15 grower licenses 01' taking any other steps under Stage 2 of the Commission's licensing 
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scheme, until such time as the Commission takes corrective action with respect to the unlawful, 

unconstitutional, arbitrary, capricious, and/or unreasonable actions it has taken thus far; (3) a 

declaratory judgment that the Commissiods actions were arbitrary, capricious, wll'easonable, 

and/or illegal; (4) a Judicial Order requiring the Commission to redo Stage 1 of the grower 

license process, and in doing so, adhere to statutoTY criteria; (5) a Judicial Order requiring the 

Commission to conduct 01' order a disparity study; and (6) Other relief as requested below. 

PARTIES 

8. AMM is a Maryland limited liability company with its principal office at 14 State 

Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401. 

9. The Commission is a statutorily-established commission within DHMH. The 

Commission's principal office is at 4201 Patterson Avenue, Baltimore, MD 21215 in Baltimore, 

Maryland. Although the Commission is an "independent commission," it functions within 

DHMH. Md. Code Ann., Health Gen. § 13-3302(b). 

10. DHMH is a department of Maryland state govemment. DHMH's ptincipal office 

is in Baltimore, Maryland. 

11. The Commissioner Defendants are the individuals appointed to serve on the 

Commission. The Commissioners serve staggered four-your terms. Id § 13-3303(b). Fifteen 

Commissioners are appointed by the Governor alld one is designated by the Secretary of 

DHMH. The Commissioners include members of the public, licensed healthcare professionals, 

law enforcement representatives, attorneys, and representatives of other units of state 

goverlUnent. Id. § 13-3303(a). The Commissioners are not compensated for their service. The 

Commissioner Defendants are sued in their official capacities only. 

JURlSDICTION ANn VENUE 

12. This Comt has subject matter jurisdiction over this action because it is a 

proceeding invoking the Court's general equity and declaratOlY powers. Md. Code Ann., Cts. & 

Jud. Proc. §§ 1 ·50 1, 3-403. This Comt has inherent authority to review and enjoin agency action. 

13. This Court has personal jurisdktion over Defendants because they are units of 

Maryland state govemment and because the Commissioner Defendants are sued in their official 

capacities. ld. § 6-102. 

14. Venue is propel' in this Court because Defendants carryon a regular business in 

Baltimore City and maintain their principal offices in Baltimore City. Id. § 6-201. 
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15. Neither the Commission's authorizing statute nor its implementing regulations 

provide a requirement 01' fmum for exhausting administmtive remedies. 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

The Commission's legislative mandate 

16. x. The Maryland Legislature enacted enabling legislation which authorized 

the Commission to implement Maryland's Medical Cannabis Program. The legislation is 

codified at title 13, subtitle 33 of the Health General Article. The Commission's purpose is "to 

develop policies, procedures, guidelines, and regulations to implement programs to make 

medical cannabis available to qualifying patients in a safe and effective manner." Id 

§ 13-3302(c). 

17. The Commission is required by law to: 

(a) create identification cards for qualified patients and caregivers; id. 
§ 13-3302(d); 

(b) maintain a public web site informing the public about how to obtain 
medical cannabis, id. § 13-3302(e); 

(c) administer the Commission Fund, id. § 13-3303(h); 

(d) certify physicians who are qualified to prescribe medical cannabis to 
qualified patiellts, id. § 13-3304; 

(e) create application processes, criteria, and standards to license medical 
cannabis dispensaries, processors, and at least one private independent 
testing laboratory, § 13-3307 to -11; 

(f) conduct crim ina l history records checks for grower agents, dispensary 
agents, and processor agents, id. § 13-3312; 

(g) createl:lpplicatioll processes, criteria, alld standards to license, before 
June 1, 2018, no more than fifteen medical crumabis growers to provide 
medical cannabis to processors, dispeusades, qualified patients and 
caregivers, and independent testing laboratories, id. § 13-3306(a)(1 )-(3); 

(h) encourage llcensil1g of growers with a demonstrated success of 
alleviating symptoms of specific diseases or conditions id. 
§ 13-3306(a)(8); and 

(1) "actively seek to achieve racial, ethnic, and geograph ic diversity when 
licensing medical cannabis growers," and "encourage applicants who 
qualify as a minority business enterpdse." Jd. § 13-3306(a)(9). 

Al'hih':II 'Y, clI 'P l'icious, m cgill , 01' UII .. nsoll ll hie agency action based on failing to Hc tively 
seek r ncialauo ethnic diY(lI'sHy in licensing 1)1 dica l clumabi ' f.'Tuw ers 
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Evolution of the medical cannabis sit/tute ilemonstrated llIulenhtble increasing demand for 
rac;al ((1/(1 etltnic (lil'el'sity 

18. In 2013, the Legislature enacted legislation that would have implemented a 

medical marijuana program to be operate~ by academic medical centers. None of the academic 

medical centers expressed an interest in applying for a "medical marijuana" license. This ied to 

the introduction of House Bill 881 in the next Legislative Session, which repealed the possible 

participation of academic medical centers and revised the program to allow for private industry 

in which applicants would compete for medical marijuana licenses. 

19. House Bill 881, as introduced, made no mention of racial diversity in grower 

licenses. 

20. House Bill 881, as introduced, had 54 sponsors from the House of Delegates. 

21. HB 881 was referred to and voted upon favorably by the House Health and 

Govel'l1ment Opel'ations Committee (HGO). In its committee repo11, HGO amended the bill with 

the following language: "The Commission shall seek to achieve racial, etlmic, and geographic 

diversity when licensing medical marijuana growers." The full House adopted the committee 

repOli and passed the bill onto third reader which now included the lartguage on seeking racial 

divel'sity. The amendments approved by the House added 27 additional House sponsors, bringing 

the total number of House sponsol's to 81. House Bill 881 passed third reader in the House of 

Delegates by a vote of 125 to 11. 

22. The Senate voted favorably on HB 881 by a vote of 45 to 1, with 1 excused 

absence. 

23. The Senate's version of HB 881 differed slightly ft.-om the version approved by 

the House, The presiding officers of each chamber appointed a conference committee to resolve 

the differences between the House and the Senate. 

24. The conference committee strengthened the requirement of racial diversity in 

awarding medical cannabis grow room licenses by inselting the word "actively" in front of "seek 

racial diversity." The final vote of both the House and Senate clarified intent by making the 

language much stronger. The conference committee's proposed ameJ1dment thus read: "The 

Commission shall actively seek to achieve racial, etlmic, and geographic diversity when 

licensing medical marijuana growers." (emphasis added). The conference committee's 

amendment was enacted on Apl'il14, 2014.2014 Md. Laws Ch. 240 § 1,256 § 1 (effective June 

1,2014) (hereinafter "the 2014 amendments"). 
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25 . The Legislature's increasingly adamant demand for racial diversity demonstrates 

the clear, unmistakable Legislature intent-to achieve racial diversity in awarding grower 

licenses. 

26. As fmther evidence that the statute requires racial diversity ill the awarding of 

medical cannabis grower licenses, the Legislature differentiated between the awarding of 

licenses Elnd encomaging applicants who qualify as mil101'ity business enterprises. 

27. It is clear that "actively seek" means something more than encourage minority 

applicants to apply. There is a striking change of expression between the requirement to 

"actively seek to achieve" diversity, Health Gen. § 13-3306(a)(9)(i)(1), and the requirement to 

"encourage" minority business enterprises to apply in the very next section of the statute. Id. § 

13-3306(a)(9)(i)(2). 

28. Had the Legislature only intended the Commission to merely encourage racial 

diversity, it would have done so, Instead, the Legislature made it clear that the Commission was 

to achieve racial diversity in the awarding of grower licenses. 

29. Subsequently, as discussed irifra, the Commission failed to comply with its 

statutory duties. 

30. In 2015, Delegate Dan Morhaim introduced House Bjl1 490. House Bill 490 

substantially amended the medical cannabis statute. The bill made significant and substantive 

changes to the statute. In addition to the amendments to the statute proposed by Delegate 

MOl'haim, the bill was amended by the hOllse HGO committee, the Senate Judicial Proceedings 

Committee, as well as an amendment adopted on Senate floor by Senator Adelaide Eckardt. The 

House concurred with all of the Senate amendments, The legislature had an 0pP011unity to repeal 

the language on racial diversity, Instead, the language on racial diversity remained in the statute 

as a further demonstration of legislative intent to achieve racial diversity in awarding medical 

cannabis grower licenses. HOllse Bill 490 was introduced as emergency legislation and l'eceived 

a three fifths vote by the House of Delegates and the Senate of Maryland as required by 

Maryland law. 

31. In 2016, Delegate Dan Morhaim introduced House Bill 104. House Bill 104 made 

significant and substantive changes to the medical cannabis statute. The Bill was amended by the 

House HGO committee, TJ)e committee report was adopted by the House, approved by the 

House of Delegates and passed by the Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee and the full 
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Senate. For a second year in a row, in making changes to statute, the Legislature had an 

opportunity to repeal the language on racial diversity, and for the second year in n row 

maintained its position and intent that the Commission should "actively seek racial diversity" in 

awarding medical caJUlabis grower licenses. 

32. Therefore, in 2014, 2015, and 2016, the Legislature made its intent absolutely and 

unmistakably clear. The Commission was to "actively seek racial, ethnic, and geographic 

divers! ty. " 

Tlte Comm;ssion's I'egulatiolls are silent on racial (t11d ethnic divel'sity. 

33 . Health Gen. § 13~3316 authorizes and directs the Commission to "adopt 

regulations to implement" the medical cannabis statute. 

34. The Commission devised a two-stage application review and scoring process and 

promulgated regulations, which went through several drafts and public comment periods. The 

Commission determined that, during Stage I, it would issue "pre-approval" for up to 15 grower 

license applicants. COMAR IO.62.08.06(A)(l)(b). The Commission stated it intended to "award 

[gl'Ower] licenses to the best applications that most efficiently and effectively ensure public 

safety and safe access to medical cannabis/' CO MAR 1O.62.08.05(G). 

35. The Commission's Stage .1 scoring of grower applications apportions a total of 

100% to six categories: opel'ational factors (20 percent); safety and security factors (20 

percent); commercial horticultural or agricultural factors (15 percent); production control 

factors (15 percent); business and economic factors (15 percent); and specified additional factors 

(15 percent). The scoring regulatiotl provides: 

I. The Commission, 01' a Commission independent contractor, 
shall review fo\' a pre-approval for a license the submitted 
app lications as described in Regulations .02B and .05E of this 
chapter. The applications shall, be ronked based 011 the following 
weighted criteria: 

(1) Operational factors will be afforded 20 percent 
weight, including: 

(a) A detailed operational plan for 

the cultivation of medical cannabis; and 

(b) Summaries of policies and procedlll'es fol': 

0) Cultivation; 

(ii) Growth; 

(iii) Processing; and 
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(iv) Packaging; 

(2) Safety and Security factors will be afforded 20 
percent weight, including: 

(a) Detailed plan or information describing the 
security features and pl'ocedures; 

(b) Detailed plan desCl'ibing how the grower will 
pI'event diversion; and 

(c) Detailed plan describing safety procedures; 
(3) Commercial hOl'tic:ulttmd 01' agl'icultul'al factors will be 

afforded 15 percent weight, including, expel'ience, knowledge and 
training in: 

(a) HOlticultul'al production; 01' 

Cb) Agl'icultural productfon; 

(4) Production control factors wiIJ be afforded 15 percent 
weight, including: 

(a) A detal1ed quality contl'Ol plan; 

(b) A detailed inventory control plan; and 

(c) A detailed medica! cannabis waste disposal 

plan; 

(5) Business and economic factors will be afforded 15 
percent weight, including: 

(a) A business plan demonstrating a likelihood of 
success, a sufficient business ability and eXl'erience on the part 
of the applicant, and providing fol' appropriate employee 
working conditions, benefits find training; 

(b) Demonstration of adequate capitalization; 
(c) A detailed plan evidencing how the grower will 

enforce the alcohol and drug fi"ee workplace policy, 

(6) Additional factors that will be afforded 15 percent 
weight, includIng: 

(a) Demonstrated Maryland residency among the 
owners and investors; 

(b) Evidence that applicant is not in arrears 
,"egarding any tax obligation in Maryland and other 
ju1'lsdictions; 

(c) A detailed plan evidencing how the gl'Owel' will 
distr ibute to dispensaries and processors; and. 

(d) A list of proposed medical cannabis varieties 
proposed to be grown whh proposed ca nnabinoid profiles, 
including : 

(i) Varieties with high cannabidiol content; 
and 
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(ii) Whetbel' the stl'ain has any demonstrated 
Sllccess in aIJeviating symptoms of specific diseases or 
conditions, 

J, For scoring purposes, the Commission may take into 
account the geographic location of the growing operation to ensure 
there is geographic diversity in the award of licenses. 

COMAR lO.62.08,05(I)-(J), 

36, On January 23, 2015, the Commission initially issued proposed regulations that 

considered "racial, etlmic, and geographic diversity," and minority business enterprises in the 

scoring criteria for Stage 1 grower license pre-approval. 

37. DW'ing the 2015 Legislative Session, Delegate Christopher West requested advice 

from the Attomey General's (AG) office about the constitutionality of the requirement to 

"actively seek to achieve" racial and ethnic diversity, and to "encourage" minority business 

enterprises to apply. The Attorney General responded to Delegate West on March 13,2015, by 

letter authored by Kathryn Rowe, an Assistant Attorney General, and the letter was provided to 

the Commission. The letter stated, jn part, that "constitutional1imits, however, would prevent the 

Commission from conducting race 01' ethnicity-conscious licensing in the absence of a disparity 

study showing past discrimination in similar programs." The AG also advised that absent a 

study, "the efforts of the COlmnission to seek racial and ethnic diversity among growers and 

dispensaries would have to be limited to broad publicity given to the availability of the licenses 

and encomagement of those from vffi'ious groups." 

38. On September 14,2015, the Conunission removed all references to and mention 

of racial and etlU11c diversity from its regulations. This was seemingly after receiving and 

misinterpreting the letter of advice from the AG's office. The final version of COMAR 

10.62.08,05 provides that the Commission may consider geographic diversity for scoring 

purposes, but does not prescribe how geographic diversity factors i11to the Stage 1 rating system. 

None of the Commission's regulations mention racial 01' ethnic diversity. 

39, The Commission failed to request additional advice from the Attorney General 

about whether and how to conduct the requisite "disparity study" mentioned in the AG's letter, 

The AG has since (1) publicly admonished the Commission for completely failing to take racial 

and ethnic diversity into consideration based on the advice in the letter; (2) publicly stated that 

the Commission could have researched whether there was evidence of racial disparity in 
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industries similar to medical cannabis; and (3) noted that other agencies have employed efforts to 

promote racial and etlmic diversity in other new hldustries in Maryland, such as wind fanning 

and gaming. 

40. Stage 1 pre-approval is a substantial step toward gaining a grower license. In 

Stage 2, the applicant submits an audited financial statement and pays an additional license fee, 

and the Commission determines that the applicant's growing premises and operations conform to 

the specifications in its pre-approved license. COMAR 10.62.08/07. In Stage 2, like in Stage l, 

the Commission provides no opportunity to actively seek racial and ethnic diversity. 

41. Because the Commission presently can award 110 more than 15 licenses, Health 

Gen. § 13-3306(a)(2), those applicants not selected for Stage 1 pre-approval are blocked from 

participating in the program at this time. 

"UteI' ablmrio,tjllg any IIflemp' (0 flchieve racial ami etlmic diversity ill its I'egulrlt/olts tfIe 
COl'lmtissioJL!uN!I.er jaileil to consltler racial mul eth"ic tllvel'sil.y. (LL allY poillt ill lite Stage 1 

pre-approval process. 

42. Believing that expressly scoring based on race 01' ethnicity was 110 longer an 

option, the Commission completely abandoned any other attempt to "actively seek" racial 01' 

ethnic diversity among licensed growers, including, but not limited to, conducting or ordering a 

dispaJ.'ity study, having an outreach program, or any other option to satisfy their legislative 

mandate. 

43. On September 28, 2015, the Commission released the Application for Medical 

Cannabis Grower License and announced that completed applications had to be submitted to 

DHMH by 4:00 p.m. on November 6,2015, together with the Stage 1 application fee of $2,000. 

44. On October 7, 2015, the Commission released a revised Application for Medical 

Cannabis Grower License to correct certain problems in the original, including that the 

weighted percentage scoring system set out in the original grower application totaled 105 

percent rather than 100 percent. 

45 . Each applicant was required to include with its application the name of each 

individual with at least five percent investment. COMAR 10.62.08.02(C)(2). The final grower 

application does not ask for the applicant's race, etlmicity, or location. The Commission told 

applicants that race, etllllicity, and geography were "not relevant" in Stage 1. 

46. During the application period, the Commission posted on its website about 75 

pages of answers to questions from potential applicants about the application. 
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47. The Commission received 145 grower applications. It engaged the Towson 

University Regional Economic Studies Institute (RESI) to coordinate review of the grower 

applications. The Commission represented that RESI would conduct a "double-blind" Subject 

Matter Expert-based analysis of key applicant qualifications. Applicants' names were not 

revealed to the evaluators, and the Commission voted on the top-ranked grower applications only 

by coded number, with applicant identities concealed. 

48. RESI reviewed and scored a redacted version of each grower application. 

49. On 01' about June 6, 2016, the Commission's Executive Director, Patrick 

Jameson, appointed the Grower Subcommittee to review RESI's l'ankings. The Grower 

Subcommittee was chaired by Commissioner Harry Robshaw and included th en 

Commissionel'Debol'ah Mil'an, Commissioners Nancy Rosen-Cohen, Christina Gouin-Paul, 

and Jon Tl'aunfeld. The Grower Subcommittee received RESI's rankings 011 or about July 13, 

2016, and received RESI's explanations for the l'anIcings, based on the SMEs' analyses, one 01' 

two weeks later. 

50. On July 12, 2016, at a meeting in Ellicott City, the Commission voted 

unanimously 011 the internal rules (which were not made available to applicants 01' the public) 

it would use to determine the top 15 grower applications for Stage 1 pre-approval. On 

information and belief, none of the Commission's internal rules took race into account in 

detel'mining the 15 applicants who would be pre-approved for a license. 

51. On or about July 19, 2016, the Commission requested by email that grower 

applicants identify the location of their proposed facilities. On 01' about July 28, 2016, 

Commissioner Robshaw reconvened the Grower Subcommittee, who then replaced two of the 

top-IS applicants with lower-scored applicants in the name of geographic diversity, but took no 

action after the top-I 5 were identified to actively seek racial 01' ethnic diversity. 

52. On August 5, 2016, the Commission held a public meeting at the University of 

Maryland Medical School, annm.mced the shuffling of applicants, and posted the 15 wim1el's on 

its website on August 15, 2016. On August 24,2016, the Commission posted the l'ankings of the 

top 20 grower applicants. 

53. Notwithstanding the regulations and actions taken by the Commission, at the time 

medical cannabis grower licenses were issued, the statute still said the Commission needed to 

achieve racial diversity. The Commission did no such thing. 
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54. A~ has been widely reported, none of applicants awarded medical camlabis 

grower licenses satisfied racial diversity. 

Violllfion \lithe Conl lllCl'ce C l:)use In1l1 th e PJ'ivUcgcs ~lnd I mm unities Clause 

of the tInUed State.'l C())Isti tution 

55. The Stage 1 scoring criteria give express weight to whether the owners and 

investors of a grower applicant reside in the State of Mary land. COMAR 10.62.08.05(1)(6)( a). 

56. AMM is majority owned by an out-of-state resident. 

57. Congress alone has absolute power over interstate commerce, State laws which 

burden interstate commerce by facially discriminating against out-of-state business violate the 

Dormant Commerce Clause inherent in the Commerce Clause of the United States Constitution, 

Alt. I., § 8, c1. 3. 

58. The Commission has proffered no compelling interest 01' justification for facially 

discriminating against out-of-state owners. Any interest that the Commission may assert can be 

achieved thl'Ough means that are not restrictive of interstate commerce. 

59. BecatlSe the scoring preference rests on the residency of the owners and investors 

of a grower applicant, it also burdens the Privileges and ImmlUuties Clause of the United States 

Constitution, Art. IV, § 2, c1. 1. The facially discriminatory preference burdens the fundamental 

right of AMM's out-of-state owners and investors to seek an occupation and conduct business in 

other states. 

A'rbitl'a J'Y, Cllpdciolt , illegal, or tI1u'en/ion llblc 1I.g 'ncy action bnse.d on r:tiJIng to specify 
what constitute' Ildequ:tttl cnpitnli~l\ ti(l o, and accepting unfounded Ilssortions about 

ll npJlcnnts' Cfl l1itllJiv.ntioJl. 

The desigll, construction, ami op ertltioll of (I medical cannabis groweJ'jacility is exceedillgly 
complicated allli (!):pensive. 

60. Lighting is a key component of an integrated medical cannabis growing system. 

Growers must use intelligent grow lights that replicate the parts of the sun light spectmm that the 

cannabis plants need at each stage of growth. Each light is expensive, and covers only about 25 

square feet of cannabis. Thus, growers must purchase mal1Y expensive lights. 

61. Because grow lights generate a significant amount of heat, growers must use an 

all' filtration and circulation system or systems to control heat buildup and exhaust odors. These 

systems must be designed and tailored to the amount of grow lights and the size of the 

warehouse in which medical cannabis is grown. 
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62. A dehumidification system is also required to produce an efficient and optimal 

growing envirolUnent. 

63. A grower must implement an irrigation system that may include drip irrigation, 

hydroponic flood benches, or trough benches. An i11'igatiol1 system. in turn, must be designed to 

work with a nutrient management system to maximize plant yield. 

64. A gl'Owel' must operate an advanced computer system that controls separate 

environments for gl'Owing rooms, cloning rooms, and flowering rooms. The computer system 

controls and monitors the entire facility's nutrients, lights, ail' circulatio11, and inigation. A 

computer must also control and monitor carbon dioxide (C02) injection. 

65. Augmenting the expense even more is a complex state-of-the-art security system, 

required by statute and regulation, that makes up 20% of the total application score. 

66. A grower, even on a small scale, in order to make any relevant dent in supplying 

Maryland's patients with medical cannabis, must have several million dollat·s of capital to fund 

and sustain a safe, healthy, efficient operation. 

11re Commission produced (Ill ClJ'bill'ary PI'OCf!$.'i Jor determinillg at/equate c{tpitllli'l,(ttiol/, llIu/ 

ll/ll'ensollably Jailed to e1lsure thnt It. flPlJl'Olled only tlt.()se (tppllcflIlls ,vllo !tad sufficient capital 
ftJ slIstaill q growing opel'ation. 

67. In the Stage 1 application, applicants were required to submit "documentation and 

SOUl'ce of adequate capitalization." COMAR lO.62.0S.02(C)(4). Neither Health-Gen. §§ 13-3301 

to -16, nor the Commission's regulations, define or fmther elaborate about what constitutes 

adequate capitalization. The grower license application instructed applicants to "certify adequate 

capitalization and attach relevant documentation." 

68. "Demonstration of adequate capitalization" is one of several subfactol's under 

"business and economic factors," whi'ch are worth 15% of an applicant's total score. COMAR 

1 O.62.08.05(J)(5)(b). 

69. TIle grower license application provided that adequate capitalization was worth 

25% of the total "business and economic factors" score. Thus, adequate capitalization was worth 

3.75% ofthe entire application score. 

70. The Commission scored the adequate capitalization subfactol' on a 0-to-5 scale. 

Applicants were limited to 8.75 pages of documentation to demonstrate that they were 

adequately capitalized. 

7\. The COlllmission answered several questions on its website's Frequently Asked 
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Questions (FAQ's) section about what documentation would demonstrate adequate 

capi talization. 

Q: What are the minimum capitalization requirements fol' each license 
category? 

A: The regulations do not establish mandatory capitalization 
requi "e~:ncnts 'f0l' any license category. We recommend applicants ll1e_e't 
weith UI1 expel't in the field of fll1anciul planning to determine wha.tshould 
be adeql.IHte·efl,PitolizatiOJl f01' their Ji~ense category. 

Q: In Stage 1 of the application, what is sufficient "documentation of 
adequate capitalization'''l 

A: The term "adequate capitalization" is not defined in the 
regulations. Likewise, what adeqllate capItalization is dependent on the 
na·tUl'e of the license. For all ap.plkations, for sUlge 1 of the application, 
examples of documentation of capitalizatioll, whether adequate 01' not, 
include: 1) Financial statements; 2) Deeds; 3) Evidence of any lines of 
cred1t; 01' 4) AfUltluL Reports. We expecl appHcnnts to discel'l1 which of the 
above, or information Wee the above, :;l1pp'Ol~S theil.· application and 
demonsh'aies that as 1.1 licensee, the bushless entity responsible fo~' ruuni11g 
the gl'ower/pl'oce ~01'/dispensl\lY wil1 have sufiicient capitalization to 
sustain. the ope~·at ions. In tbe event that an applicant is uncleat· what 
adeqnate eapital.izatioll WiU bc needed, we recommend that the applicant 
.eo\lsl1lL with an expe11 in the financia l plamling field. 

Q: What documents are required to establish adequate capitalization 
fOl' stage 1 oftbe applicn1 ion process. If the document is extensive) do we 
need to supply it in its 'entirety? 

A: The ConU11ission has previollsly pn~vided exnmples of doc1llnents 
wh ich may show capitalization. foOl' U r spOl1se to that qUesU.Oll) we refCJ' 
you to our earlier F AQ. As mr as now to prove adequflLc capitalizatIon, 
this is the inclivitlua1 apptl mlt's bl ll'den of proof. Inthel' woras, it is lip Lo 
the individual ·applicant to discern whicbdoculTIcnts they believe 
demonsl.l'Hte!p~·ove lhat thore is '·adequate" capitalization. 

Q: Will a lettel: of intent be s\lft1cient proof of ~decrllute c£lpitalizntjon 
wi th an agreement thot tile parties parlicipate in providing capi tal dl1l'ing 
stage 2 of the applieatlon? 

A: No. Proof of adequate capitalization is a requirement to obtain a 
Sltlgc 1 prc .. apprQvu l li e Jlse. Wlule the enH1Y applying need not have an 
tlucli Led finunci' 1 statemen t the entiLY IllllSl dCl.l1o.n::;trale that if selected to 
proceed to Stage 2, the entity is fmalleinll), cap'lDle of operati ng. A leUcr 
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of intent alone will not be sufficient documentation of adequate 
capitalization. 

72. The Commission's FAQ answers abdicate responsibility for determining what 

constitutes adequate capitalization. The Commission is required to prescribe licensing standards, 

yet the Commission (1) remained unreasonably vague about what the applicants needed to 

demonstrate, except to state that applicants had to document that they could sustain operations; 

and (2) placed the bW'den of initially detel'mining the extent of capitalization that needed to be 

shown on applicants and their financial professionals. 

73. The Commission's t11ll'easonable failure to determine adequate capitalization 

requirements led to arbitrary results, errors, and misrepresentations In the Stage 1 rating process. 

74. The Commission created a moving target for applicants wishing to differentiate 

themselves as adequately capitalized. It failed to make and alillounce a basic distinction: 

whether adequate capitalization meant (1) funding operations as proposed in an application, no 

matter how large 01' small; 01' (2) funding operations based on an objective benchmark, a pre­

determined or anticipated minimum level ofpl'Oduction. 

75. Certainly, the Commission could place the burden of documenting adequate 

capitalization all applicants. However, the Commission could not shift the burden of determining 

the nature, amount, and extent of capitalization that needed to be shown by applicants and their 

financial pl'Ofessionals. The Commission provided 110 standard, guiding principle, or criteria 

against which applicants could reasonably assess their capitalization or documentation thereof. 

76. Based on the Commission's regulations and FAQ's, applicants had no way to 

differentiate themselves as adequately capitalized, and no basis on which to determine whether 

they met the capitalization requirements. Making applicants detelmine for themselves what 

constitutes adequate capitalization, under the Commission's unreasonably vague standards, 

abdicated the Commission's responsibility to prescribe standards for licensing . 

. 77. The Commission also llll'easonably scored adequate capitalization on a O-to-5 

scale. The Commission created a dangerous situation in which an applicant who WfiS not 

capitalized could, based on the strength of other aspects of its written proposal, obtain a license 

for an operation it could not sustain. Licensing growers with inadequate capital endangers the 

needs of qualified patients. Deciding capitalization on a sliding scale, instead of a "yes or no" 

fashion, disadvantages AMM, who was more than adequately capitalized. 

78. On information and belief, the Commission arbitrarily gave points to appJicants 
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who were not adequately capitalized, and who provided conclusory, unsupported documentation. 

79. On information and belief, a significant number of applicants who were pre-

approved in Stage 1 have been unable to secme funding for their operations, clearly implying 

that they were not adequately capitalized at the time they made statements to the Commission. 

80. On infonnation and belief, at least one applicant approved in Stage 1 represented 

that it had raised millions of dollars in capital, while in truth it had raised a fraction thereof. 

81. The Commission failed in its duty to follow its own statut?rily imposed 

regulations requiring applicants to demonstrate adequate capitalization. 

COUN], I - PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

82. AMM incorporates by reference all of the preceding paragraphs as if they were 

stated herein. 

83. Ifthe Commission's lUllawful actions stand, AMM will be deprived of substantial 

rights and privileges. AMM estimates a first-1S grower license to be worth tens of millions of 

dollars. Absent an injunction, AMM wi1llose the ability to grow and dispense medical cmmabis 

for the first two years that growing and dispensing is legal in Maryland. Because the right and 

privilege to grow and dispense medical cannabis is limited by statute, the first 15 licensees will 

enjoy operating with little competition in a market f01' which public demand is high. AMM is 

highly qualified to safely and effectively grow and dispense medical cannabis. The 

Commission's unlawful actions deprive AMM of the ability to gain critical market share in the 

first two years of legal medical cannabis in Maryland. 

84. . The halm to AMM substantially outweighs potential harm to the Defendants. The 

Defendants are not .market pmticipants, so they do not stand to lose economically. The 

Defendants have until June 1, 2018 to license the first 15 medical cannabis growers. Health Gen. 

§ 13-3306(a). It took the Commission only about ten months to complete Stage 1 of the initial 

145 applicants. Reassessing Stage 1 applicants under proper statutory criteria will take less time 

than the initial ten-month review process because the Commission already has before it 

substantial information about each applicant. Thus, there is every indication that the Commission 

has time to redo the Stage 1 approval process in the 19 months before the June 2018 statutory 

deadline to award the first 15 licenses. 

85. AMM will suffer ineparable injlllY if the agency is not enjoined from granting 
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the fitst 15 licenses. Being prohibited from operating for the first two years in a high-demand 

market will render AMM a secondary participant in the medical cannabis market in Maryland. 

Losing fU'st-to-market privileges will have a lasting effect on AMM's market power, AMM will 

also lose an opportunity to purchase real estate assets to operate their grow operation, 

86, Granting the injunction is in the public interest. Medical camlabis is a new form 

of medicine with the potential to alleviate pain from debilitating and chronic diseases. Ens\.U'ing 

that those companies who are best suited to provide this medical service, consistent with the aims 

of the General Assembly, will positively impact qualified patients. Racial and etlmic diversity 

unquestionably serves the public interest. 

87. The public interest is also served by unraveling and correcting a flawed 

administrative process at the outset. The medical cannabis industry, and administrative oversight 

of the industry, will expand in coming years. Holding the Commission accountable to fulfill its 

statutory responsibilities, exercise good judgment, not act in an arbitrary, capricious, 

unreasonable, or illegal mwmer, and engage in reasoned decision making will lay a groundwork 

for effective oversight of the industry in the future. 

88. AMM has a substantiallilceIihood of success 011 the merits. Fh-st, the Legislature'S 

.command to actively seek racial and ethnic diversity was clear, and the administrative record is 

equally clear that the Commission completely ignored race and ethnicity in approving licenses. 

The Commission is owed no deference when it fails to follow an express statutory command. 

The Commission will not succeed in an argument that the letter from the AG's office allowed the 

Commission to do nothing to comply with the statute. 

89. Stlpreme Courtjlil'isprudence is clew' that statutes that burden interstate commerce 

and exercise of fundamental rights of citizens by facially discriminating against out-of-state 

entities and individuals are unconstitutional. The Commission proffered no justification for out­

of~state discrimination, and there is no indication that its after-the-fact justification will be the 

compelling justification that is required to justify facially discriminatory action. Moreover, 

beca\.lse the Commission proffered no justification, there is every indication that the Commisslon 

did not even consider less discriminatory means. Whatever justification the Conm1ission may 

proffer can be achieved with altemative means. 

90. Third, the Commission was given every opportlmity, while responding to 

questions from applicants for several months, to clarify its position on adequate capitalization. It 
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failed to do so, and left the burden of initially determining what adequate capitalization needed to 

be proven on applicants. Then, the Commission further abdicated its responsibility by accepting 

conclusolY assertions, not discovering that applicants had misrepresented their capitalization and 

were desperately seeking last-minute f1l1ancing. 

91. AMM therefore requests an injunction prohibiting Defendants fl:om issuing final 

approval for any of the first 15 grower licenses or taking any other steps under Stage 2 of the 

Commission's licensing scheme, until such time as there has been a determination on the merits 

of tile case. 

92. AMM requests a "full aciversal'ial hearing" such that this Court may be able to 

make a ruling on a preliminalY injunction. 

WHEREFORE, AMM requests that this Court enter the requested injunction and award 

AMM such other and fUlther relief that the interests of justice require. 

COUNTU - ECLARATORY JUDGMENT 

93. AMM incorporates by reference all of the preceding paragraphs as jf they were 

stated herein. 

94. An actual and justiciable controversy exists between the parties, involving the 

rights and liabilities of the parties, within the jurisdiction of this Court. 

95. A declaration by this COUlt will serve to terminate the controversy. 

96. AMM therefore seeks a declaration that: 

a. The Commission acted contrary to its statutory command to actively seek 

racial and ethnic diversity when licensing medical crumabis growers. The Commission's 

failure to make any attempt at achieving racial and etlmic diversity among licensed 

growers was contrary to its enabling legislation, "lu1l'easonable, arbitrary, and capricious. 

b. The COl111nission's express scoring preference for applicants whose 

investors are Maryland residents violates the Commerce Clause and Privileges and 

Immunities Clause of the United States Constitution. 

c. The Commission acted arbitrarily, capriciously, illegally, or unreasonably 

by (l) failing to fulfill its responsibility to specify the nature, type, and extent of 

capitalization that applicants needed to document; (2) accepting unfounded asseltions 

about applicant's capitalization; (3) not discovering that applicants who were given Stage 
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1 approval were not capitalized; and (4) scoring applicants O~5 with respect to adequate 

capital ization. 

WHEREFORE, AMM requests a judgment that (a) declares the parties' rights, status, and 

legal relations as set f01th above; (b) awards AMM the costs of this action; 

COUNT lil-INJUNCTION 

97. AMM incorporates by reference all of the preceding paragraphs as if they were 

stated herein. 

98. AMM therefore requests an injunction prohibiting Defendants from issuing fmal 

approval for any of the first 15 grower licenses or taking any other steps under Stage 2 of the 

Commission's licensing scheme, Ulltil such time as the Commission takes corrective action with 

respect to the unlawful, unconstitutional, arbitl'ary, capricious, and/or unreasonable actions it has 

taken thus far. 

WHEREFORE, AMM requests that this Court enter the requested injunction a11d (a) 

enjoin the Commission from granting any license or taking any action pursuant to Stage 2 of its 

licensing scheme, until such time as the Commission takes cOll'ective action with respect to the 

unlawful, unconstitutional, arbitrary) capricious, and/or ulll'easonable actions it has taken thus 

far.; (b) requires the Conunission to take ovett action to actively seek racial and ethnic diversity 

among licensed growers; (c) orders the Commission to conduct a study on the existence and 

effect of past and present discrimination as applicable to the Legislature's statutory directives; 

and (d) grants AMM such other and flUther relief as may be just and appropriate. 

Dated: October 31, 2016 ~~ 
Byron 1. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir. #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
443-921-1100 
b:x roll(~wamkenlaw .colll 

-- - - --- -----
John A. Pica, Jr. 
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John Pica and Associates, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneys/or Plaintif! Alternative Medicine 
Maryland, LLC 
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ALTERNATIVE MED]CJNE 
MARYLAND. LLC 

Plain/ill 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION. 
et al., 

DefendclIJl . 

* * 

* INTHE 

* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR 

* 13AL TIMORE ClTY 

* 
Case No.: 24~C-16-00580 1 

* 

* * * * >I< 

ANSWER TO ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, LLC'S COMPLAINT 
FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND FOR 

PRELIMiNARY AND PERMANENT INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

The Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission (the 

"Commission"), the Maryland Dcparlmcnt of Health and Mental Hygiene (the 

"'Departmenf'), and the individually-nUll1cd members of the Commission (the 

·'commissioners") (collectively "Defendants"). by and through their attorneys. hereby tile 

this Answer to the Complaint lor Declaratory Judgment Hnd for Preliminary and Permanent 

Injunctive Relief (the "ComplflinC) filed by Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

C'AMM") in the above-captioned Illatkr. Defendants deny all allegations find averments 

except for those avermenls or paragraphs thM fire specifically admitted as follows: 
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INTRODUCTION 

I. Defendants slale that Paragraph 1 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or a 

legal conclusion to which no n:sponse is required. To the extent that any response IS 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in in Paragraph I of the Complaint. 

2. Defendants state that the tirst two sentences of Paragraph 2 of the Complaint 

set forth an opinion or a legal conclusion to which 110 response is required. To the extent 

that any response is required. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in the first two 

sentences of Paragraph 2 or the Complaint. Defendants admit that the Commission 

considered geographic diversity as an evaluation criterion relevanl for scoring purposes, 

and did not consider racial and ethnic divCl'sity to be evaluation criteria relevant for scoring 

purposes, 

3. Defendants state that Paragraph 3 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or a 

legal conclusion to which no response is required, To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the ,,/legations set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Complaint. 

4. Defendants slate that Paragraph 4 of' the Complaint sels forth an opinion or a 

legal conclusion to which no response is required. To the extenl that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Complaint. 

5. Defendants admit that AMlVI applied for but was not awarded a license to 

grovv medical cannabis. Defendants admit that AMM has not been provided with its 

licensing scoring or ranking, because the Commission (\$$C1'ts the deliberative process 

privilege to the recommended rankings received by the Commission from To\;"son 

University Regional Ecollomic Studies Institule ("RES!"), and the deliberations conducted 
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between and among tJ1C Commissioners. including the members of the Commission's 

Grower Evaluation Subcommittee. 

6. Defendants are 'without knovdeclgc or information sufficient to form a belief 

as to the truth of the allegations in Paragraph 6 or the Complaint. and therefore deny the 

same. 

7. Defendants admit that the Commission is now moving fonvard ""'ith Stage 2 

of the medical cannabis grower licensing process, ancl that AMM's upplication is not being 

considered by the Commission in this Stage 2 medical cannabis grower licensing process. 

The last sentence of Paragraph 7 ofthc Complaint sets t(wth a prayer for reliefto which no 

response is required. To the extent thal any response is required. Defendants deny the 

allegations set forlh in the last sentence of Paragraph 7 of the Complaint. 

PARTIES 

8. Defendants are without kno\vledge or information sufficient to form a belief 

as to the truth of Paragraph 8 of the Complaint, and therefore deny the same. 

9. Defendants admit the allegations or Paragraph 9 of the Complaint. 

10. Defendants ~\dmit the allegations of Paragraph 10 of the Complaint. 

11. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragmph 11 of the Complaint. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12. Defendants admit that this Court has general equity and declaratory powers. 

Defendants deny that this authority applies to provide subject matter jurisdiction over this 

action. 

]3. Defendants admit th~ allegations or Paragraph 13 ur the Complaint. 
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14. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 14 of the Complaint. 

15. Detendants admit the aJ JcgaliOIlS or Pnragraph J 5 of the Complaint. 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

I 6. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 16 of the Complaint. 

17. Defendants state that Paragraph 17 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal conclusion to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants admit that Md. Code Ann .. Health-Gen. §§ 13~3302 through 13-3312 

set forth the Commission's legal authority and obligations. 

18. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 18 of the Complaint. 

19. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 19 of the Complaint. 

20. Defendants arc without knowledge or information sufticient to form a belief 

as to the truth of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 20 of the Complaint, and therefore 

deny the same. Publicly available records indicate that House Bill 881 introduced in the 

2014 Legislative Session may have had 55 sponsors from the House of Delegates. 

21. Defendants admit the allegations or Paragraph 21 of the Complaint, except 

that Defendants deny that the amendments approved by the I-louse added 27 additional 

House sponsors. Publicly available records indicate that the amendments to House Bill 

881 added 26 additional I-louse sponsors. bringing the total number of House sponsors to 

81. 

22. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 22 of the Complaint. 

23. Det<::ndants admit the allegations of Paragraph 23 ofthe Complaint. 
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24. Defendants state that the Jirsl two sentences of Paragraph 24 of the 

Complaint set t(xth an opinion or a legal argument to which no response is required. To 

the extent that any response is required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in the 

first two sentences oCParagraph 24 of the Complaint Defendants admit the third sentence 

of Paragraph 24 of the Complaint. 

25. Dehmdants state that Paragraph 25 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 25 of the Complaint. 

26. Defendants state that Paragraph 26 of the Complaint sets f?rth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 26 of the Complaint. 

27. Defendants state that Paragraph 27 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set torth in Paragraph 27 of the Complaint. 

28. Defendants state that Paragraph 28 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants dcny the allegations of Paragraph 28 of the Complaint. 

29. Defendants dcny tile allegations of Paragraph 29 of the Complaint. 

30. Defendants slate lhat Paragraph 30 or the Cornplaint sets forth an opinion or 

legal argument lo which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants admit that Delegate Morhaim introduced HOllse Bill 490 in the 2015 

Session of the General Assembly, that amendments to House Bill 490 were introduced in 
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both the House and the Semite, that House l3ill 490 was introduced as emergency 

legislation, that HOllse Bill 490 was passed by a yea and nay vote supported by three-fifths 

of all the members elected to each ofthe two Hous.es of the General Assembly, that House 

Bill 490 was approved by the Governor on May 12. 2015. and Defendant denies the 

remaining allegations of Paragraph 30 of the Complnint. 

31. Defendants state that Paragraph 3 r of the Complaint sets forth set forth an 

opinion or a legal argument to which no response is requ ired. To the extent that any 

response is required, Defendants admit that Delegate Morhaim introduced House Bill J 04 

in the 2016 Session of the General Assembly, that amendments to House Bill 104 were 

introduced in both the (-louse and the Senate, that House BiB 104 was passed by each of 

the two Houses of the General Assembly. that HOllse Bill ] 04 was approved by the 

Govemor on May 10, 2016, and DeH~ndants deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 

3 L of the Complaint. 

32. Defendants state that Paragraph 32 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 32 of the Complaint. 

33. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 33 or the Complaint. 

34. Defendants admit the allegations or Paragraph 34 of the Complaint. 

35. Defendants admit the alleg(ltions of Paragraph 35 of the Complaint 

36. Defendants admit that the Commission's proposed regulations published in 

the Maryland Register on January 23. 20 IS included "raciaL ethnic and geographic 
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diversity" and Minority Business Enterprise status as tVl"O of evaluation criteria set Out in 

the proposed regulalions. 

37. Detendants deny that the Attorney General respnnded to the request of 

Delegate West or otherwise provided an opinion. Defendants admit that Assistant Attorney 

General Kathryn Rowe responded to Delegate Wesfs Ictter. that the letter was provided to 

the Commission, and that the quotes contained in Paragraph 37 of the Complaint are 

accurate quotes from the letter. 

38. Defendants deny the allegations oj' Paragraph 38 of the Complaint as stated. 

Defendants admit that its current regulations- which were published for public comment 

in the Mary land Register on J line 26, 2015 before they took effect on September l4, 2015 

- provide that the Commission may consider geographic diversity for scoring purposes, 

but does not prescribe how geographic diversily factors into the Stag\! 1 evaluation for pre­

approvals for medical cannabis grower license. Defendants admit that the Commission's 

current regulations do not include racial or ethnic diversity as a scoring evaluation factor 

to be used in evaluating applications for medical cannabis grower licenses. 

39. Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 39 of the Complaint as stated. 

Defendants admit that the Office or the Attorney General issued public comment on the 

matter and those puhlic comments are self·evident. 

40, Ddendants admiL the firsL sentence ofthc allegations of Paragraph 40 of the 

Complaint. Detendants deny the second and third sentences ofthe allegations of Paragraph 

40 of the Complaint. 
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41. Defendants admit that Md. Health-General Art.. § 13-3306(a) authorizes the 

Commission to issue no more than tilteen medical cannabis grower licenses until June 1, 

2018. Defendants deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 41 of the Complaint. 

42. Defendants state that Paragraph 42 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 42 of the Complaint. 

43. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 43 of the Complaint. 

44. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 44 of the Complaint. 

45. Defendants admit the allegations in the tirst two sentences of Paragraph 45 

of the Compla int. Defendants deny the allegations in last sentence of Paragraph 45 of the 

Complaint. 

46. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragraph 46 of the Complaint. 

47. Defendants admit the allegations of Paragrnph 47 of the Complaint. 

.48. Defendants admit that REsr reviewed and scored a redacted version of eaeh 

grower application that met the mandatory criteria for evaluation. 

49. Defendants admit that the Commission's Executive Director appointed the 

Commission 's Grower Evaluation Subcommittee to review RESI's rankings of 

applications tor medical cannabis grower license. Derendants admit that the Commission's 

Grower Evaluation Subcommittee \vas chaired by Commissioner Harry Robshaw and 

included then~Col11ll1issioller Deborah i'v1iran, as yvel.l as Commissioners Nancy Rosen­

Cohen, Christina Gouin-Paul, and Jon TraunfeJd. Defendants admit that the Commission's 

Grower Evaluation Subcommittee received RESrs recommended rankings on or about 
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july J 3, 2016. and that the Commission's Grower Evaluation Subcommittee received 

RESl's explanations f()r the recommended rankings, based on the Subject Matter Experts' 

analyses, one or two 'weeks later. 

50. Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 50 of the Complaint as stated. 

Defcmiants admit that on July 12,2016. at a meeting in Ellicott City, the Commission voted 

unanimously to. adopt a Grower Evaluation Guidance document, intended to guide 

Commissioners' evaluations of applications for pre-approvnl of medical cannabis grower 

licenses. Defendants admit that tile Grower Evaluation Guidance document did not include 

guidance to the Commissioners to consider race in evaluating applications for pre-approval 

of medical cannabis grower license. but thal the Grower Evaluation Guidance document 

set tOlth a recommended process by which to usc the criteria set out in the Commission's 

regulations to review applications for medical cannabis grower license. 

51. Defendants admit the allegations set fOlth in the first sentence of Paragraph 

51 of the Complaint. Defendants admit that the Commission' s Grower Evaluation 

Subcommittee convened on July 27,2016 and on .Iuly 29, 2016 to deliberate, and that in 

accordance with the Commission's regulations it did not lise racial or ethnic diversity as 

evaluation criteria for reviewing applications for medical cannabis grower license. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 51 oftbc Complaint. 

52. Defendants admit that the Commission held a public meeting at the 

University of Maryland on August 5, 2016 at \-vhich time it voted on the Commission's 

ranking of applicants for medical cannabis grower licenses. Defendants admit that the 

Commission posted n list of the winners on its website 011 August 15. 2016 and that it 
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posted the Commission's ranking of its top twenty applicants for medical cannabis grower 

licenses to its website on or about August 24. 2016. Defendants deny the remaining 

allegations of Paragraph 52 of the Complaint. 

53. Defendants state that Paragraph 53 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Paragraph 53 of the Complaint is denied as stated. Defendants admit that Md. 

Health General Ali .• §13-3,306(a)(9)(i)(l) states that the Commission <'shall actively seek 

to achieve racial, ethnic. and geographic diversity'" 

54. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 54 of the Complaint. 

55. Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 55 of the Complaint. 

56. Defendants arc without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 

as to the truth of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 56, and therefore deny the same. 

57. Defendants state that Paragraph 57 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Paragraph 57 of the Complaint is denied as stated. 

58. Defendants state that Paragraph 58 ofthc Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to' which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Paragraph 58 of the Complaint is denied as stated. 

59. Defendants state that Paragraph 59 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argumen~ to which no response is required, To the extent that any response is 

required, Paragraph 59 or the Complaint is denied. 
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60. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 60 of the Complaint 

as stated. Defendants admit that the Maryland Medical C:mnnbis Program is designed to 

permit many methods of growing medical cannabis. including indoor, greenhouse, and 

outdoor field growing. 

61. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 61 of the Complaint 

as stated. Defendants admit that the Maryland Medical Cannabis Program is designed to 

permit many methods of growing medical cannabis, including indoor, greenhouse, and 

outdoor field growing. 

62. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 62 of the Complaint 

as stated. Defendants admit that the Maryland Medical Cannabis Program is designed to 

permit many methods of growing medical cannabis. including indoor, greenhouse, and 

outdoor field growing. 

63. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 63 of the Complaint 

as stated. Defendants admit that the Maryland Medical Cannabis Program is designed to 

permit many methods of growing medical cannabis. including indoor, greenhouse, and 

outdoor field growing. 

64. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 64 of the Complaint 

as stated. Defendants admit that the Maryland Medical Cannabis Program is designed to 

permit many methods of grovving medical cannabis, including indoor. greenhouse, and 

outdoor field grmving. 

65. Defendants admit that all licensed medical cannabis growers are legally 

required to maintain comprehensive security systems. Defendants admit that the 
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evaluation criteria by which applications for medical cannabis grower licenses were 

evaluated by the Commission did include safety and security factors. which were afforded 

twenty percent weight. Defendants deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 65 of the 

CompJaint. 

66. Defendants are without knowledge or information suftlcient to form a belief 

as to the truth of the allegations set forth in P(lragraph 21. and therefore deny the same. 

The allegations regarding a "small scale" grower hoping to make "any relevant dent in 

supplying Maryland's patients with medical cannabis" are not suf11ciently articulated and 

cannot be answered as stated. 

67. Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 67 of the Complaint. 

68. Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 68 of the Complaint. 

69. Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 69 of the Complaint. 

70, Defendants admit that the adequate capitaJization sub-tactor was scored on a 

O-to-5 scale. Defendants deny the remaining allegations of Paragrnph 70 ofthe Complaint. 

71. Defendants admit that the Commission answered severnl questions on its 

website's Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) section about what documentation would 

demonstrate adequate capitalization. Those FAQs rCl1ll:lin available on the Commission's 

website and are self-evident. 

72. Defendants dcny the allegations set t~,rth in Paragraph 72 of the Complaint 

as stated. Defendants admit that each applicnnt ['or medical cannabis grower license was 

responsible for determining the level or capitalization that each applicant would need to be 

successful with its individual business model. 
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73. Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 73 of/he Complaint. 

74. Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 74 of the Complaint. 

75. Defendants state that Paragraph 75 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Paragraph 75 of the Complaint is denied. 

76. Defendants state thar Paragraph 76 orthe Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Paragraph 76 of the Complaint is denied as stated. Defendants admit that 

applicants for medical cannabis grower license had every opportunity to demonstrate their 

business plans, with reference to what capital would be required to accomplish their 

business plans, and otherwise provide support to demonstrate adequate capitalization. 

77. Defendants state that Paragraph 77 of the Complaint sets forth an opinion or 

a legal argument to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Paragraph 77 of the Complaint is denied as stated. Defendants admit that 

COMAR 10.62.08.05.1 .(5) provides: "Business and economic factors will be afforded 15 

percent weight, including: (a) A business plan demonstrating a likelihood of success, a 

sufficient business ability and experience on the part of the applicant, and providing for 

appropriate employee working conditions. benefits and training: (b) Demonstration of 

adequate capitalization; (c) A detailed plan evidencing how the grower will enforce the 

alcohol and drug free workplace policy," 

78. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 78. 
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79. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 

as to the truth of Paragraph 79 o1'the Complaint, and therefore denies the same. Defendants 

are currently performing financial due diligence investigations into pre-approved 

applicants for medical cannabis grower licenses. 

80. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 

as to the truth of Paragraph 80 of the Complaint, and therefore denies the same. Defendants 

admit that the Commission is currently performing tinancial due diligence investigations 

into pre-approved applicants for medical cannabis grower licenses. 

81. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 81 of the Complaint. 

COUNT I 

82. Deftmdants incorporate by reference their Tesponses to the allegations set 

forth in paragraphs 1-81 of the Complainl as their response to the allegations set forth in 

paragraph 82 of the Complaint. 

83. Defendants state that Paragraph 83 of the Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 83 of the Complaint. 

84. Defendants state that Paragraph 84 of the Complaint sets forth opjnions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations sci forth in Paragraph 84 of the Complaint. 

85. Defendants state that Paragraph R5 Dr the Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, DcJenciants deny the allegations set IC)J'th in Paragraph 85 ot'the Complaint. 
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86. Defendants state that Paragraph 86 of the Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required . 'To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants dcny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 86 of the Complaint. 

87. Defendants state that Paragraph 87 of rhe Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required . To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 87 of the Complaint. 

88. Defendants state that Paragraph 88 of the Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to \vhich 110 response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set fcmh in Paragraph 88 of the Complaint. 

89. Defendants state that Paragraph 89 of the Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required . To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 89 of the Complaint. 

90. Defendants state that Paragraph 90 of the Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 90 of the Complaint. 

91. Defendants state that Paragraph 9 t of the Complaint sets forth a prayer for 

relief to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is required, 

Defendants admit that AMM has requested an injunction. Defendants deny the remaining 

allegations set forth in Paragrtlph 91 of the Complainl. 

92. Defendants state that Parngraph 92 of the CompJaint sets forth a prayer for 

relief to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is required. 

Defendants admit that AMM has requested a hearing. Defendnnts deny the remaining 
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allegations set forLh in Paragraph 92 of the Complaint. Defendants specifically deny that 

AMM is entitled to the relief demanded in the "Wherefore" clause set forth immediately 

after paragraph 92 in the Complaint. 

COUNT II 

93. Defendants incorporate by rcierence their responses to the allegations set 

forth in paragraphs 1-92 of the Complaint as their response to the allegations set forth in 

paragraph 93 of the Complaint. 

94. Defendants state tllat Paragraph 94 of lhe Complaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations set tcxth in Paragraph 94 of the Complaint. 

95. Defendants stale that Paragraph 95 of the CompJaint sets forth opinions or 

legal conclusions to whieh no response is required. To the extent that any response is 

required, Defendants deny the allegations sct forth in Paragraph 95 of the Complaint. 

96. Defendants state that Paragraph 96 of the Complaint sets forth a prayer for 

relief to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is required, 

Defendants admit that AMM seeks the articulated declarations. Defendants deny the 

remaining allegations set forth in Paragraph 96 orthe Complaint. Defendants specifically 

deny that AMM is entitled to the relief demanded in the "Wherefore" clause set forth 

immediately after paragraph 96 in the Complaint. 
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COUNT III 

97. Defendants incoq:!Orate by reference their responses to the allegations set 

forth in paragraphs I ~96 of the Complaint as their response to the allegations set forth in 

paragraph 97 ofthe CompJaint. 

98. Defendants state that Paragraph 98 of the Complaint sets forth a prayer for 

relief to which no response is required. To the extent that any response is required, 

Defendants admit that AMM seeks the articulated declarations. Defendants deny the 

remaining allegations set forth in Paragraph 98 of the Complaint. Defendants specifically 

deny that AMM is entitled Lo the relief demanded in the "Whereforen clause set forth 

immediately atter paragraph 98 in the Complaint. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

1. The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

2. The Complaint is barred by the statute or limitations, 

3. AMM's claims are barred by laches. 

4. AMM's claims are barred to the extent that the allegations contained therein 

are not properly brought before the Court in any declaratory judgn1ent action. 

RESERVATION OF DEFENSES 

5. Defendants reserve the right to assert additional anirmative defenses. or 

claims, cross-claims, third-party claims, or join persons needed for just adjudication. in the 

event that further investigation and discovery vv'ith regm'd to this matter should warrant 

such an assertion. 
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6. Defendants reserves the right to assert any other defenses available at law or 

in equity as may appear at any time in this matter throughout the trial thereof. 

WHEREFORE, the Defendant. the Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis 

Commission, the Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, and the 

individually-named members of the Commission respectfully request that the Complaint 

filed by Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC be dismissed with prejudice and that the 

Defendants be awarded stich other and further relief as this Honorable Court deems just 

and proper. 

March 10, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 

BRIAN E. FROSII 

~ General OfM:land 

-f8<THE~=O=N=I~------­
Assistant Attorney General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
omce: (410)767-1877 
Fax: (410) 333-7894 
heather.nelson 1 ([i)' maryland.gov 

Attorneys for Defendants 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that OJ] this IO lh day of March, 2017, a copy of the 

Defendants' Answer to Complaint was electronically mailed and mailed via tIrst-class 

mail postage prepaid to: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 ReserVoir Cir. # I 04 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
443-921-1100 
13 VI' ')n(wwa1'llkL:IlI ,1\\ ,\'; 0111 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapol is. MD 21401 
jpica@ iohnpica.com 
Counsel for A lrernalive Medicine 
MQfyland 

Heather B. Nelson 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND; 
LLC 

Plaintiff 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMlSION, el at. 

Defendants 

IN TEE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

NOTICE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 2nd day of December 2016, Plaintiffpropounded its "First 

Set of Requests for Production of Documents" to Defendant Natalie M. Laprade Maryland 

Medical Cannabis Commission. Same was sent via United States mail, postage pre-paid to: 

Heather Nelson, Esq. 
Officer of the Attorney General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
Attorney for Natalie M Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

Respectfully submitted, 

Byron . 'W l'l1kcn 
Byron L. amk. n 
W/\ lmKI ~N LLC 
2 1 eservoir Cir. 
Suite 104 
Pikesville, Maryland 21208 
E-Mail: qyron@warnkenla w.com 
Phone: (443) 921-] 104 
Facsimile: (443) 921-1111 
Attorneys/or Plaintiff 
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I hereby certify that, on December 2,2016, a copy oft11e foregoing Notice of Service and 

First Set of Requests for Production of Documents was served by email and first-class mail, 

postage prepaid to; 

H(:}ather Nelson, Esquire 

Office of the A ttomey General 

300 W. Preston Street, StJite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Byron B.!fl~ 

- 2-
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIEM. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al., 

Defendants. 

* * * * 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

?nm DEC 12 ~H"H 87 

CI VIL 01 VISION 

Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

* * . * * 
DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS, OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

For the reasons explained more fully in the accompanying memorandum of law, 

the defendants, the Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Catlllabis COlmnission (the 

"Commission"), the Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (the 

"Department"), and the individually-named members of the Commission (the 

"commissioners"), move for dismissal or, in the, alternative, for sUlmnary judgment on 

the following grounds: 

1. The Complaint filed by plaintiff Alternative Medicine. Maryland, LLC 

("AMM") should be dismissed in its entirety because it fails to establish AMM's standing 

to bring any of the substantive claims set out therein. 

2. The Complaint filed by AMM should be dismissed in its entirety pursuant 

to Maryland Rules 2-322(b )(3) and 2-211 for failure to join as necessary parties 

companies that presently hold pre-approvals for medical cannabis grower licenses 
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granted by the Conunission, because AMM seeks a judicial order that would negatively 

impact the ability of those companies to convert those pre-approvals to licenses. 

3. Even if those necessary parties had been joined, all claims against the 

Department and the individually-named commissioners should be dismissed under 

Maryland Rule 2-322(b)(2) for failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted, 

and pursuant to Rule 2-213 these defendants should be dismissed due to their misjoinder. 

4. The claims for injunctive relief should be dismissed as to all defendants for 

failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted, because AMM fails to allege 

facts that would satisfy the requirements for injunctive relief. 

5. If the Court does not entirely dismiss the Complaint, then alternatively, 

because this case presents legal challenges, the defendants are entitled to the entry of 

sununary judgment in their favor as a matter of law because there is no genuine dispute 

of rna terial fact. 

Alternative proposed Orders accompany this motion. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BR1AN E. FROSH 

Attorney General of Maryland 

~~ h.~ . -,-
HEATHERB.NELSON <jLCW~ ~~Y) 
Assistant Attomey General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Office: (410) 767-1877 
Fax: (410) 333-7894 

2 
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1211212016 
heather.nelson l@maryland.gov 

Attorneys for Defendants 

3 
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heathennelson 1 @maryland. gov 
1 2/ 12/2016 

Attorneys for Defendants 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE '" IN THE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

* 
Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT 

'" 
v. FOR 

'" 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE BAL TIM ORE CITY 
MARYLAND MEDICAL * 
CANNABIS COMMISSION 
Etal. '" Case No.: 24-C~16-005801 

Defendants '" 

* * * * * * * '" '" * * * 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS, OR IN THE 

ALTERNATIVE, MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND REQUEST FOR A 
HEARING 

Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Mary land, LLC ("AMM"), by its attorneys, John A. 

Pica, Jr., John Pica and Associates, LLC and Byron L. Warnken and Byron B. Warnken, 

Warnken, LLC, files this Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, or in the Altemative, 

Motion for Summary Judgment and Request for a Hearing and Memorandum of Law in 

support thereof, pursuant to Md. Rules 2-311, 2-322. 

1. In this case, Plaintiff, a medical cannabis grower license applicant, challenges the 

Maty land Medical Cannabis Commission's scheme for granting medical cannabis grower licenses, 

and the Commission's evaluation of grower license applications. Plaintiff alleges that the 

Commission (1) failed to implement a vital statutory mandate to actively seek to achieve racial 

and ethnic diversity when licensing medical cannabis growers; (2) conducted unconstitutional 

discriminatory scoring of license applications; and (3) created an arbitrary, capricious, and 

unreasonable system for ensuring adequate capitalization of applicants, and arbitrarily, 

capriciously, and unreasonably evaluated applicants' capitalization. 

2. The Commission seeks to dismiss all counts of the Complaint for lack of 

justiciability and lack of joinder, and counts 1 and 3 of the Complaint for failure to state a claim 

upon which relief can be granted. In the alternative, the Commission moves for summary 

judgment on all counts. The Commission's Motion should be denied. 

3. TIle Commission overstates the threshold for standing and asks the Court to decide 
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Proc. § 3-405(1l), estublishes a joinder requirement, but is silent on the remedy for non-joinder. 

Md. Rule 2-211( c) governs how to analyze joinder issues, includingjoillder under the DJA. Service 

Trans., Inc. v. Hurricane Express, Inc., 185 Md. App. 25, 37-38 (2009) ("[T]here is no difference 

in a necessary parties analysis whether the Declaratory Judgment Act 01' Md. Rule 2-211 is 

invoked. "), 

A. The fifteen orgnnizations prc-approved fo), n grower license need not be joincd 
in this action. 

AMM assumes the 15 organizations are interested in the proceeding, However, under Rule 

2-211(a), whieh guides the necessary parties analysis, Service T/'ans., Inc., there is no suggestion 

that, without the additional parties, the Court wilt be unable to accord full relief among the parties. 

Md. Rule 2-211(a)(I). AMM seeks a declm'ation and injunctive relief against only the 

Commission. Additionally, there is no risk that the disposition of this case will "impair or impede" 

the pre-approved organizations' "ability to protect a claimed interest relating to the subject ofthe 

action," Md. Rule 2-211 (a)(2). 

The Commission, in defending its actions, represents the interests of the pre-approved 

growers. Accord John B, Parsons Home, LLC v. John B. Parsons Found., 217 Md, App. 39, 65 

(2014) ("Ct·jtically, [the nonpal'ty]'s interests are already fuBy and adequately represented by [a 

party]. [The nonparty], therefore, is not an indispensable party and not entitled to intervene as a 

matter of right."); Service Trans., Inc., 185 Md. App. at 40 ("Moreover, even if the Rule 2~ 

211(a)(2) factors were in play, we do not see why any "claimed interest" of [the nonparty] would 

not be ndequately represented by its president ... a named defendunt."). 

The Commission cun be counted on to mise every legitimate legal claim in support of 

moving forward with the licensing proceSs. The pre-approved organizations add nothing to the 

litigation in this respecL Additionally, the Commission may obtuin information fi'om the 

organizations that may be relevant to this case in its role llS overseeing the licensing process. The 

organizations need not be made parties for relevant information to come in to the suit. In fact, the 

COllunission asserts thut it is already collecting information relevant to racial and ethnic divel'sity 

from the pre-approved ol'ganizations. 

Thuli, the COJlunission husn't demonstrated th~t prc~approvcd organizations huve fl 

suflicient interest to warnmtjoimlcl' and thc resulting protraction of litigation. 

B. Assuming joindc)' is required, dismissal is not appropriate because aIJ of the 
parties who the Commission contends must be joined cnn be joined. 

8 
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Head of Maryland medical marijuana grower 
licensing defends decisions, says scores were 
tightly bunched 

SHARE THIS 

By Michael Dt'esser 
The Baltimore Sun 

The leader of Maryland's medical marijuana grower licensing process defended his panel's decisions. 

OCTOBER 14, 2016. 7:31 PM 

f 

A key figure on the Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission defended the panel's decisions on who 

received licenses to grow marijuana for medical use amid accusations that politically well-connected 

applicants were selected over better-qualified companies. 

Cheverly Police Chief Hal'lY "Buddy" Robshaw, who chairs the growers subcommittee ofthe commission, said 

the differences in the scores of the top applicants were very small. The top 15 applicants - which received 

preliminary growers licenses - were "about interchangeable," he said. 

"They really were very close up to [No.) 30 or 40," Robshaw said, 

The commission has 110t released the scores, which guided officials as they picl{ed which companies would 

receive the potentially lucrative preliminary licenses to grow and process marijuana. 

In a wide-ranging interview, Robshaw explained his subcommittee's decisions for the first time. The panel's 

actions have become the target of blistering criticism from the Legislative Black Caucus and disappointed 

applicants, two of whom have filed a lawsuit against the commission. Another said this week it was considering 

legal action. 

Robshaw's comments shed light on how Maryland chose winners and losers in the early steps toward launching 

what could be an important new industry. Some project Malyland's medical marijuana program will grow to 

generate $129 million in annual business. 

The program was created to alleviate the suffering of people with such conditions as cancer, epilepsy and 

autoimmune diseases. But controversy over the selection process threatens to delay that relief, 
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"It's unfoi'tunate it's become so convoluted and Maryland patients are going to wait longer for medicine than 

about any other state," said Kate Bell, legislative counsel for the Marijuana Policy Project. 

Bell said she doesn't see what the commission gains by not releasing the scores assigned to applicants by 

researchers at Towson University. 

Robshaw, a former Prince George's County police officer, defended the five-member gl'Owers subcommittee's 

. decisions, which included l'eplacing two higher-scoring companies with lower-scoring applicants to achieve 

greater geographic diversity among the preliminary license winners. The 16-membel' commission ratified the 

subcommittee's decision in August. 

He said the panel was guided by "the idea of fairness, but not fairness to the people involved, but fairness to the 

process itself. " 

The subcommittee originally approved 15 licenses on July 27 based solely on the ranldngs arrived at by 

Towson's Regional Economic Studies Institute, Robshaw said. Researchers did not know the identities of the 

applicants. But he said that when the subcommittee leal'lled in the following days where each of the companies 

planned to locate, they realized the geographical distribution did not meet the commission's goals. 

The commission had decided to use a map of the state's agricultural zones to guide its decisions, Robshaw said. 

Going by that map, one region of the state was left out - the Lower Eastern Shore. 

That map showed Anne Arundel County, which had an applicant in the top 15, in the Southern Maryland zone. 

But Robshaw said the committee did not think Anne Arundel counted as Southern Maryland. 

Robshaw said the subcommittee went down the list on July 29 and - not knowing the identities ofthe 

companies - found another applicant in the Southern Maryland zone. This one, ranked 20th, was froUl Prince 

George's County. 

The subcommittee elevated that company, Holistic Industries LLC, to No. 14. It bumped the 21st-ranked 

applicant to No. 15 to represent the Lower Shore. And it demoted the No.8 and No. 12 applicants. 

"It was the only fair way to accomplish that task," Robshaw said. He added that the committee "didn't want to 

go too far down the list" but felt there wasn't much difference in quality between No. 21 and the original 15. 

The elevation of Holistic raised suspicions because it is a politically well-connected company represented by the 

state's highest-paid lobbyist, Gerard E. Evans. Its investors include Evans' son-in-law and a distant cousin of 

Senate President Thomas V. Mike Miller. 

Among the applicants that suspect politics tainted the selection is the one originally ranked No. 17. That 

company, Maryland Natural Treatment Solutions, was passed over even though it had offered to move from its 

preferred Caroline County location to anywhere the commission preferred. Commission staff disregarded that 

offer. 
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Ross Morreale, a consultant and attol'lley for Maryland Natural Treatment, called the commission's process a 

"sham" and said his company is considering a lawsuit. 

"It's like they're making the rules up as they go to benefit them and their pals," Morreale said. "We think it's 

outrageous. People should probably go to jail over this." 

Robshaw, who is not paid for his commission work, said he doesn't know Miller. He said that while he Imew 

Evans through a parent-teacher association in the 1980s, he hasn't spol{en to the lobbyist for at least 20 years. 

Robshaw insisted that no outside influence affected the choices. 

"I'm not going to hurt my reputation in the community by helping somebody I don't know," he said. 

Robshaw said neither he nor other commission members knew of Maryland Natural Treatment's offer to move. 

He defended the decision to withhold that information, saying state regulations required that location be 

specified in the application. 

If Maryland Natural Treatment sues, it will be the third rejected applicant to take the state to court. No.8 

Maryland Cultivation and Processing and No. 12 GTI Maryland have already filed a lawsuit, charging the 

commission broke its own rules. 

Lanny Davis, an attorney for GTI, said there is no rule requiring an applicant to identify a proposed site. GTI's 

CEO, Pete Kadens, called the process "improper" and said "politics were involved. If 

Robshaw said committee members knew their decision to reshuffle the ranldngs could bring a legal challenge. 

"I don't think we were naive to the idea, but I don't think we were won-ied that would be a possibility," he said. 

The General Assembly's black caucus has also threatened to take action. Its members are consideling holding up 

the final issuance oflicenses because none of the grower licenses were awarded to companies with African­

American ownership. 

The commission has said it received legal advice that it could not take the race of applicants into consideration. 

mdl'essel'@baltsull.com 

twitter.com/michaeltdresser 

Copyright © 2016, The Baltimore Sun. a Baltimore Sun Media Group publication I Place an Ad 
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Hogan, Frosh 
concerned abotlt lack 
of diversity in 
Maryland's medical 
pot licenses 
Darryl Hill, 72, a lifelong advocate for minority advancement in 
business and the first African American on the University of 
Maryland football team, was part of a team that applied for a 
medical marijuana grow license and was denied. (Jabin 
Botsfordffhe Washington Post) 

By Fenit Nirappil August 26 

Maryland Gov. Larry Hogan CR) and Attorney General 

Brian E. Frosh CD) have joined black state lawmakers in 

expressing dismay about the lack of diversity in 

Maryland's burgeoning medical-marijuana industry. 

At the same time, the head of the legislative black 

caucus is calling for legislation to ban elected officials 

from taking jobs in the industry. Del. Cheryl D. Glenn 

CD-Baltimore), who was instrumental in passing the bill 

that legalized medical marijuana, said she's angry that 

another leader in that effort later joined a comPID:lY 

seeking a license to grow, process and sell the drug, 

without publicly making clear his dual roles. 

The controversies are the latest snags for Maryland's 

potentially lucrative medical-marijuana industry, which 

has been plagued by multiple delays and missteps since 

legislation to legalize cannabis for medical use passed in 

2013. 
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This month, state regulators cleared 15 companies to 

grow marijuana and 15 companies to process the plant 

into medical products. None of the businesses approved 

for cultivation are led by African Americans, even 

though the legislation seeks to create a racially diverse 

industry in a state where nearly a third of the 

population is black. 

Delegate Dan K. Morhalm (D~ Baltimore 
County) has drawn criticism for working on 
medical~marijuana legislation without 
disclosing his role with a company applying 
for a license to sell tIle drug. (Algerlna 
Perna/Baltimore Sun) 

Glenn raised 

the issue in a 

Thursday 

meeting with 

Hogan. She 

pushed the governor to call for a special legislative 

session this fall to address minority ownership, perhaps 

by authorizing regulators to award additional licenses to 

minority-owned companies. 

The legislature's next regular session begins in January. 

"We are not going to accept licenses being awarded and 

people getting an unfair advantage in this billion-dollar 

industry with no minority participation," Glenn said. 

Hogan spokesman Doug Mayer says the governor 

agrees that racial diversity in the new industry is 

impOltant but will not call a special session. Instead, the 

governor has deployed his chieflobbyist, Chris Shank, 

and adviser Keiffer Mitchell to explore options to 

address the issue. 
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The Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission operates 

independently of the governor's office, which has no say 

in who gets nlarijuana licenses but appoints the 

commission's members and executive director. 

[QrQuA~~g T!l~iIi~~L1J~(gjjU(!-HCl c9._~~Z.4 b~ .bi.~b.u.~i71eS~_iTl 
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Here's who wants to profit from growing medical marijuana in 
Maryland 

The commission awarded preliminary licenses based on 

ranldngs from outside reviewers, who read and scored 

application materials with the names of people involved 

redacted. The commission did consider geographic 

diversity, moving up lower-ranked applications to 

approve licenses for growers in Prince George's and 

Worcester counties in an effort to ensure that 

cultivators were spread out across the state. 

But the commission did not provide extra weight to 

minority-owned companies, citing a 2015 advice letter it 

rp.C'.p.ivp.n from thp. Mtornp.v Q'p.nf>.r~l'~ offil'.p. th::tt ~~in 
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history of racial discrimination would probably be 

unconstitutional. 

Mter Glenn and other black lawmakers raised concerns, 

the attorney general's office said the commission should 

not have concluded from the letter that it would be 

wrong to take the race of prospective marijuana 

business owners into account. 

Instead, Frosh spokeswoman Raquel Coombs said, the 

commission could have researched whether there is 

evidence of racial disparity in industries similar to 

medical marijuana. 

If there is, she said, the commission would be justified 

in taking race into account. 

Coombs said similar efforts have led to the state trying 

to expand minority participation in other new 

industries, including off-shore wind farming and 

gaming. 

"The attorney general strongly believes that this 

industry should reflect the diversity of the state," 

Coombs said of medical cannabis. 

But Col. Harry Robshaw III, vice chairman of the 

commission, said this proposed approach to achieve 

racial diversity was news to the commission. He said the 

message from the office was crystal clear: It was too 

early to grant racial preferences. 

E 000100



"It's frustrating that somehow we should have 

interpreted the letter differently," Robshaw said. 

Coombs said Frosh's office has cleared marijuana 

regulators to develop outreach programs to attract 

applications from minority-owned companies. 

l!:.~~wmak~I .. ':Vh.o p.LL~!!-~d rylgdic(ll P9j:j§. pg..rt9i!..ecpn 
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On a separate issue, Glenn said she is considering 

legislation to bar lawmakers from working with 

medical-marijuana companies after learning that Del. 

Dan K. Morhaim CD-Baltimore County) had agreed to 

act as clinical director for one such company. 

~---~--. - - - --.~, ...... --"-- .. -. 
Local Headlines newsletter 

Daily headlines about the Washington 

region. 

Sign up 

Glenn says the dual roles, revealed by The Washington 

Post last month, made her "livid" and tainted the 

process. 

"I wasn't pushing for medical marijuana to fatten my 

pockets, and I am disappointed that it is evidently 
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wrong. It's just wrong." 

Morhaim, a physician, says he's not a formal employee 

or owner of Doctor's Orders, which was granted 

preliminary licenses to grow and process the drug in 

Dorchester County and has dispensary license 

applications pending. 

Maryland law does not forbid lawmakers from 

sponsoring or voting on legislation affecting industries 

in which they work, and Morhaim said he cleared his 

position with the General Assembly's ethics adviser. 

Morhaim, who has advocated for medical marijuana for 

more than a decade, did not return a call or email 

Friday seeking a response to Glenn's criticism. 

Fenit Nirappil covers politics and government in Maryland, 
Virginia and D.C. He previously covered the California statehouse 
and suburban government outside Portland, Ore. Follow @FenitN 

E 000102



ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE * IN THE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

* 
Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT 

* 
v. FOR 

* 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE BAL TIMORE CITY 
MARYLAND MEDICAL * 
CANNABIS COMMISSION 
Etal. * Case No.: 24-C-16-00S801 

Defendants * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
SUPPLEMENT TO OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS, OR IN 

THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Matyland, LLC ("AMM"), by its attorneys, John A. 

Pica, Jr., Jo1m Pica and Associates, LLC and Byron L. Warnken and Byron B. Warnken, 

. Warnken, LLC, files this Supplement to Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant's Motion to 

Dismiss, or in the Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment pursuant to Md. Rules 2-

SOl(d). 

1. Plaintiff timely filed its Opposition to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss, or in the 

Alternative, Motion for Summruy Judgment on December 30, 2016. 

2. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all arguments made in the original opposition. 

3. For reasons previously stated and briefed, the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss 

should be denied. 

4. For reasons previously stated and briefed, Defendants' Motion should not be 

converted into a Motion for Smmnary Judgment. In the event that Defendants' Motion is 

converted, Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment fails as a matter of law and should be 

denied. 

S. In the event that Defendants' Motion is cOllverted into a Motion for Summary 

Judgment, Plaintiff respectfully requests the Comt to consider the attached Exhibit 1, Affidavit of 

Plaintiffs Counsel, and either deny the Motion for Summary Judgment or order a continuance to 

permit affidavits to be obtained or discovery to be conducted, pursuant to Md. Rule 2-S01(d). 
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The Court should deny the Defendants' Motion. 

PLAINTIFF AMM renews its request to the Court: 

1. DENY the Commission's Motion to Dismiss; 

2. DENY the Conunission's altemative Motion for Summary Judgment; and 

3. GRANT AMM a hearing on its request for a preliminary injunction. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Byron B. Wamken 
Byron L. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir. #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
443-921-1100 
bYl'on@:wru:nkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneys/or Plaintiff Alternative Medicine 
Maryland, LLC 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE * IN THE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

* 
Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT 

* 
v. FOR 

* 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE BALTIMORE CITY 
MARYLAND MEDICAL * 
CANNABIS COMMISSION 
Etal. * Case No.: 24~C~16-005801 

Defendants * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
AFFIDAVIT OF PLAINTIFF'S COUNSEL BYRON B. WARNKEN 

1. I am over the age of 18 years, a resident of Maryland, competent to testify, and have 

personal knowledge ofthe facts set fOlih herein. 

2. I am counsel for Plaintiff Altemative Medicine Maryland, LLC. 

3. I propounded discovery requests in the form of requests for production of documents to 

Defendants on December 2, 2016. Responses to those requests were due January 5,2017. 

4. I spoke to Heather Nelson, counsel for all Defendants, via telephone, on January 3, 2017 

and said I did not oppose a short extension. Ms. Nelson responded with a letter that stated, in 

pertinent part, "we will ... be in touch in the coming days about production of responsive non-

privileged documents." 

5. Still not having answers to requests for production of documents, I sent a letter on January 

13,2017 in a good faith attempt to resolve a discovery dispute. 

6. DespHe assurances documents would be fOlthcoming, I did not receive answers to my 

request for production of documents until after the close of business on Febmary 8,2017. 

7. Of the 25 distinct requests for production of documents, no fewer than 18 requests were 

objected to on the basis all Deliberative Process Privilege. 
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8. Objections were raised to 24 of the 25 requests. 

9. 712 additional pages of documents were supplied with the responses. 

10. Request No.6 was: "All documents Defendant intends to rely on to disprove any of the 

Plaintiff's allegations in its complaint." 

a. Request No.6 was the only request not objected to. 

b. Defendants' response was: "All responsive materials will be produced. This 

response will be supplemented." 

c. Of the 712 pages of documents produced, all were public documents from the 

existing litigation files in GTI Maryland, LLC v. Natalie M. Laprade Maryland 

Medical Cannabis Commission, et a1. (Case No. 24-C-16-005134) andlor The 

African American Medical Cannabis Association, Inc., et a1. v. Natalie M. Laprade 

Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, et a1. (Case No. 24-C-16-00S139). 

11. No document was produced providing more specific information regarding Ms. Mary 

Jo Mather's statement in her affidavit dated December 11, 2016 (that accompanied 

Defendants' Motion to Dismiss 01' in the Altemative for Summary Judgment) that "Leading 

up to November 6, 2015, the Commission sought to broadly publicize the program and the 

application process by pursuing print, radio, and television coverage of the oPPOltunities." 

12. Plaintiff has not been afforded ample opportunity to pursue documents or other 

infOlmation in discovery clarifying Ms. Mather's statement. Such documents or other 

information are pertinent to Plaintiff's argument that Defendants' acted contrary to statute. 

13. No document was produced to provide more specific information regarding Col. Harry 

Robshaw Ill's statement from his affidavit December 12, 2016 (that accompanied 

Defendants' Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternative for SWllmary JUdgment) that says, "The 
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Commission is continuing its work to seek to achieve racial and etlll1ic diversity and intends 

to retain a diversity consultant to support these efforts." 

14. Request No. 25 of the Plaintiff's Requests for Production of Documents was: "Any 

document related to the hiring of a "diversity consultant" and/or the decision to hire a 

"diversity consultant." 

15. The Defendants' have asserted the deliberative process privilege with respect to said 

Request No. 25 relating to the diversity consultant. 

16. Plaintiff has not been afforded ample 0ppOltunity to pursue documents or other 

information in discovery clarifYing Mr. Robshaw's statement. Such documents 01' other 

information are pertinent to Plaintiff's argument that Defendants' acted contrary to statute. 

Such documents or other information are, specifically, necessary in our dispute that hiring a 

diversity consultant could "suppo!'t [the Commission's] efforts" or that the "Commission is 

continuing its work. .. " 

17. No document was produced to support the contention in Defendants' Motion to 

Dismiss 01' in the Alternative for Summary Judgment that Plaintiff received full points in its 

application to the Commission for any question relating to Maryland Residency. Such 

assertion was not made by Ms. Mather in her affidavit. 

18. Plaintiff has not been afforded ample opportunity to pursue documents or other 

information in discovery to support the Defendants' argument in its motion that Plaintiff was 

awarded full points for any medical calU1abis grower application question related to Maryland 

residency. Such documents or other information are pertinent to Plaintiff's argument that 

Defendants' acted in an unconstitutional manner. 

19. I stated to Ms. Nelson on February 10,2017 tlmt I needed all responsive documents by 
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February 15 or 16,2017. 

20. I intend to file a motion to compel all documents not received. 

21. On August 18, 2016 a Maryland Public Information Act Request was made of the 

Commission by my co-counsel John Pica, Jr., receipt of which was aclmowledged on August 

23,2016. 

22. The PIA request has not been answered, nor has the procedure in the Public Information 

Act been followed. 

23. It is anticipated that a response to the PIA request will contain documents pertinent to 

this litigation. 

24. This affidavit is provided pursuant to Md. Rule 2-501(d). The affidavit supplements 

Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternative SummalY 

Judgment. 

I HEREBY DECLARE OR AFFIRM UNDER THE PENALTIES OF PERJURY AND 
UPON PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE THAT THE CONTENTS OF THE FOREGOING 
AFFIDAVIT ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. 

Date Byron B. Wa111ken, Esq. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that 011 this 17th day of February, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was served, by first 
class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Heather B. Nelson 
Office of the Attomey General 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
Attorney for the Defendants 

Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 
MarcusBonsib, LLC 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 
120 E. Baltimore St., Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendant Holistic Industries, LLC 

Philip M. Andrews 
Chistopher C. Jeffries 
Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 
Kmlllon & Graham, P.A. 
Once South Street 
Suite 2600 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Lanny J. Davis 
Davis Goldberg & Galper PLLLC 
1700 K. 8t. N.W., Suite 825 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Attorneysjor GTL Malyland, LLC (Case No. 24-C-16-005134) 

Alfred F. Belcuore 
Law Offices of Alfred F. Belcuol'e 
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888 17111 Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Edward Weidenfeld 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 
888 17th Street, N.W., #1250 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Attorneys for Maryland Cultivation and Processing, LLC (Case No. 24-C-16-005134) 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Belman 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Parlc Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

Alan M. Rifkin 
Rifkin Weinel' Livingston, LLC 
225 Dulce of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendants Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient 
Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Culativation, LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, 
LLC and SunMed Growers, LLC 

WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cil'. #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
443-921-1100 
byron@warnkenlaw.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine 
Maryland, LLC 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 

MARYLAND, LLC, 

Plaintiff 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al., 

Defendants 

* * '" * '" '" 

'" 

'" 

'" 

* 

'" 

'" 

'" 
ORDER 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

'" '" '" * * 

Defendants Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, et ai., filed a 

Motion to Dismiss, or in the Alternative, for Summary Judgement against Plaintiff Alternative 

Medicine Maryland, LLC (Pleading No. 21) on December 12, 2016. Plaintiff Alternative 

Medicine Maryland, LLC filed a timely opposition and on February 21, 2017, the court heard 

argument. 

The Court has considered Defendants' Motion to Dismiss, or in the Alternative, for 

Summary Judgment, the Opposition thereto, and the oral arguments of counsel. For the reasons set 

forth on the record in open court, it is this 2pt,day of February, 2017; 

---=-=== ··c.'·-ORDERED;'thanheDefendants,?c.Motioh"-l Dismiss; or in the Altemative,"for Summary 

Judgement (pleading No. 21) is hereby DENIED. 

The Judge's signature appears 
on the original document. 

Juc!gc'Barry G. Williams 
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Distribution List: 

A ttomeys jor Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
byron@warnkcnlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
101-IN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Tel: (410) 990-1250 
jpica@i hn pica.colll 

Attorneys for Dejendants 

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & 
MENTAL HYGIENE 
Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
Heather.nelson I@maryland .gov 
Robert.m cray@maryland.g v 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Tel: (410) 767-7546 

----- ,,_ .. _. __ ._- --
Attorneys/or Proposed Intervening Defendants; Jane and John Doe, the Coalitionjor Patient .Medical 
Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, FOl'wardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, and SunMed 
Gi'Owe p-;-J:.1X;;; .' ..... :. --:, ........... :... _ .............. -................. ~--~ .. -.-. 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Bennan 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
uwci ner@.rwll s.co.l11 
M bcrmnni01rw lls.com 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
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Annapolis. Maryland 21401 
ariikin({i).n.vt ls.com 

Attorneys/or Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLe 

Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydn~y M. Patterson 
6411 Ivy Lanet Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 
OOl)441~3000 
bmarctls@jmaIcllsbonsib.com 
spalterson@m3l'llcsb 11 ib.com 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 
120 E, Baltimore Streett Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 230 .. 3800 
grj@bbsc1aw.com 
dmv@bb ctaw.c 111 

-------

...... _ .. _--==--
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, et al., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et at., 

Defendants. 

*********************************** 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY l;1 "ill LI'i' i'Jlu;4 

Case No. 24-C-16005134 

HEARING REQUESTED 

************************************ 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Pl.aintiff 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 
v. 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N.; etal., HEARING REQUESTED 

Defendants: 

MOTION TO INTERVENE 

Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation 

LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SUilMed Growers, LLC, by Alan M. 

Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Bemlan, and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, their 

attorneys, for a motion to intervene as defendants state as follows: 

1. Plaintiffs' lawsuits threaten to delay the delivery of important medical relief to 

Marylanders, for reasons set forth more fully in the accompanying memorandum. 

2. The proposed Intervenors request leave to intervene as defendants in these actions. 

3. Jane and John Doe are minors, citizens of Maryland and they suffer from serious 

j) )nesses. including, but not limited to, severe epilepsy. Jane Doe has additional serious conditions. 

They seck to intervene under a pseudonym because they are minors and because sensitive medical 
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data are involved. Based on discussion with a treating physician, they believe and aver that they 

will qualify for certification for, and benefit from, the use of medicinal cannabis. They are jointly 

refclTcd to as the "Prospective Medicinal Patients." Essentially, they are representative of those 

patients who are suffering and need timely and immediate access to medical calUlabis. 

4. With the exception of the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, the other 

proposed Intervenors are Stage 1 awardees of medical calmabis grower licenses and are prepared 

to be fully qualified for a Stage 2 award. 

5. The Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC ("Coalition"). is a Maryland 

limited liability company fonned for the purpose of advocating for patient rights and prompt access 

to medical cannabis, and advocating for, and advancing the interests of, Curio Cultivation LLC, 

ForwardGro LLC. Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC (the Coalition and 

all others are collectively the "Grower Awardees"). 

6. The proposed grower Intervenors like the patients who need Intervenors' medicinal 

product, have an interest in expediting these actions. Delay is prejudicial to all of them. 

7. The proposed grower Intervenors have a direct property or other interest in these 

actions. Those interests will be impaired or impeded by these actions if they are not permitted to 

intervene. 

8. The proposed Doe Intervenors have a direct personal and medical interest in these 

actions. 

9. As set fOlth more flllly in the accompanying memorandum this is an intervention 

as of right. I 

10. This motion is timely filed and no party will be prejudiced if it is granted. 

I Alternatively, pennissive intervention is requested and appropriate. 

2 
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11. The State Defendants do not oppose this request to intervene. In fact, as set forth 

in the attached memorandum, they have moved to dismiss the Complaint because the Intervenors 

were not joined as necessary parties. Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC, opposes this request. 

Other parties were asked for consent yesterday afternoon and their position 1s not known. 

12. Similarly, Plaintiff OTI has asserted that the proposed grower Intervenors have 

notice of this proceeding and should intervene if they wish to exercise and protect what is a 

valuable property right. It, therefore, cannot colorably object. 

Wherefore, for reasons set forth herein and in the accompanying memorandum, Jane and 

John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC. Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro 

LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, request that this Court grant 

them leave to intervene as defendants in these actions. 

REQUEST FOR HEARING 

Movants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio 

Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, 

request a hearing on their motion to intervene. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
A Weiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

3 
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Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis. MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Counselfor Proposed Intervening Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 30th day of December. 2016, a copy of the foregoing was 

served, by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

KRAMON & GRAHAM, P.A. 
One South Stl'eet, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-law,com 
cjeffries@kg-Iaw.com 
sgibbs@kg-law.com 
Imalick@kg~law,com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel; 
Lanny J. Davis 

DAVIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneys for Plaintiff GTI Maryland, LLC 

. Edward Weid.enfeld, Esquire 
The Weidcnfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
888 17tll Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for Plaint{ff Maryland Cultivation & Processing, LLC 

4 
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Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather.nelson! @maryland.gov 
Robert.mccra y@maryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene, 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneys for Defendants 

Michael .D. Berman 

5 
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OT! MARYLAND, LLC, et ai., 

Plaintiff. 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., etat., 

Defendants, 

and 

Jane and John Doe 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

SunMed Growers. LLC 
65 Knight Island Road 
Earleville, Maryland 21919 

FowardGro, LLC 
605 Main Street~ #201 
Stevensville, MP 21666 

Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 
7750 WoodmontAve, Suite 201 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Curio Cultivation LLC 
Suite 1200 
One Olympic Place 
Towson, MD 21204 

Proposed Intervening Defendants. 

*********************************** 

" 

IN THE 
, "0. ,1 U iOHi. .. : 

CIRCUIT COURT?n16 DEC 30 PH 2:, a j 

FOR BALTIMORE Gl1WIL DIV/SIUN 

Case No. 24-C-16005134 

************************************ 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff, 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 
v. 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
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NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

and 

Jane and John Doe 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

SunMed Growers, LLC 
65 Knight Island Road 
Earleville, Maryland 21919 

FowardGro, LLC 
605 Main Street, #201 
Stevensville, MD 21666 

Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 
7750 Woodmont Ave, Suite 201 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Curio Cultivation LLC 
Suite 1200 
One Olympic Place 
Towson, MD 21204 

Proposed Interv l1ing Defendants. 

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE 

Please enter the appearances of Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Berman, 

and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, on behalf of proposed intervening defendants, Jane and John 

Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, 

Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC. 

2 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road. Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
AWeiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
(410) .769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Counsel for Proposed Intervening Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 30th day of December, 2016, a copy of the foregoing was 

served, by fIrst class mail, postage prepaid. and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

KRAMON & GRAHAM, P.A. 
One South Street, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-Iaw.com 
cjeffries@kg-Iaw.com 
sgibbs@kg-Iaw.com 
Imalick@kg-Iaw.com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

3 
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Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 

DA VIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneysfor PlaintiffGTI Maryland, LLC 

Edward Weidenfeld, Esquire 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
888 17th Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for Plaintiff Maryland Cultivation & Processing, UC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather-nelsonl @maryland.gov 
Rohert.mccray@maryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneys for Defendants 

Michael D. Berman 

4 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 

E 000124



Exhibit 1 

, 

E 000125

Exhibit 1



GTI MARYLAND, LLC, et al., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et at., 

Defendants. 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT ?Olfi orc ao PH 2: flJ 

FORBALTIMORECITY CIV'IL UII/ISiLlN 

Case No. 24-C-16-00S134 

HEARING REQUESTED 

************************************ ************************************ 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff, 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 
v . 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., HEARING REQUESTED 

Defendant. 

MOTION TO SPECIALLY ASSIGN, 
CONSOLIDATE, AND DISMISS THIS ACTION 

Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Access, LLC 

("Coalition"), Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC, by Alan M. Rifkin, Amold M. Weiner, Michael D. Berman, and Rifkin 

Weiner Livingston. LLC, their attomeys, for a motion to specially assign, consolidate, and 

dismiss these actions, state as follows: 

1. A primary goal of the State's medical cannabis statute, Md. Code Ann., Health 

Gen'L, §13-3301, et seq., is to deliver needed medicine to Marylanders as soon as practicable.! 

I Pursuant to Health Gen'L §13-3302(c): "The purpose of the Commission is to develop policies, 
procedures, guidelines, and regulations to implement programs to make medical cannabis available 
to qualifying patients in a safe and effective manner." It. then grants licenses. Health Gen'} § 13-
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2. These lawsuits threaten to undermine that goal and thereby deprive seriously ill 

Marylanders of needed medical relief. 

3. In order to effectuate its goal, the General Assembly established an administrative 

licensing process for growing, processing, and distributing medical cannabis. 

4. The administrative agency charged with implementing that process has issued 

fifteen Stage 1 awards of cannabis grower licenses. All of the movants are either persons in need 

of medicinal cannabis or successful awardees of grower licenses, with the exception of the 

Coalition, which is an advocate for patient and growers rights. 

5. Two separate groups of plaintiffs, consisting of three disappointed license 

applicants, have sued to challenge that licensing and award process. 

6. Both lawsuits present common issues of law and fact. 

7. Both lawsuits threaten to place the financial interests of disappointed license 

applicants ahead of Marylanders like Jane and John Doe who are seriously ill and need medical 

cannabis.2 

8. All plaintiffs waited far tab long to advance their interests and are barred by laches. 

9. Plaintiffs' claims are prejudicial to the rights of the movants. Movants Jane and 

John Doe are sometimes referred to as the "Prospective Medicinal Patients." The Coalition and 

the remaining movants are referred to as the "Grower Awardees." All seek to intervene. 

3306(a)(2)(i); COMAR 10.62.08.07. 

2 As set forth in <Jl3 of the Motion to Intervene, Jane and John Doe are minors, citizens of Maryland 
and they suffer from serious illnesses, including, but not limited to, severe epilepsy. Jane Doe has 
additional sel'ious conditions. They seek to intervene under a pseUdonym because they are minors 
and because sensitive medical data are involved. Based on discussion with a treating physician, 
they believe and aver that they will qualify for certification for, and benefit from, the use of 
medicinal cannabis. They are jointly refened to as the "Prospective Medicinal Patients." 
Essentially, they are representative of those patients who are suffering and need timely and 
immediate access to medical cannabis. 

2 

E 000127



1O. None of the plaintiffs has presented its request for administrative review of an 

agency action properly. This matter is, and should remain, a judicial review on the agency record. 

11. The accompanying memorandum is incorporated herein. 

12. All arguments presented by the original defendants, the Maryland Medical 

Cannabis Commission, et at. ("MMCC"), are incorporated herein and will not be repeated. 

Wherefore, for reasons set forth herein and in the accompanying memorandum, 

incorporated herein, intervening Defendants, Jane and J olm Doe, the Coalition for Patient Access, 

LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed 

Growers, LLC, request that this COUlt specially assign, consolidate, and dismiss these actions. 

REQUEST FOR IfEARING 

Movant~, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation 

LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, request a 

hearing on their motion to specially assign, consolidate, and dismiss these actions, with prejudice, 

and for costs. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Amold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
A Weiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlIs.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

3 
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Alan M. Rifkin 
RIB IN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Counsel for Proposed Intervening Defendants 

CERTIFICATJt 0 1 SEJtVICE 

I I-lEREBY certify that on this 30 th day of December, 2016, a copy of the foregoing was 

served, by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

KRAMON & GRAHAM. P.A. 
One South Street, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-law,com 
cjeffries@kg-law.com 
sgibbs@kg-luw.com 
lmalick@kg-law,com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 

DA VIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K. St.. N,W., Suite 825 

Washington. D,C, 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneys for Plaintiff GTI Maryland, LLC 

4 
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Edward Weidenfeld, Esquire 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
888 17th Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for Plaintiff Maryland 
Cultivation & Processing. LLC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather.nelsonl @maryland.gov 
Robelt.mccray@maryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneys for Defendants 

Michael D. Berman 

5 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 

E 000131

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, et ai., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants, 

and 

Jane and John Doe 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

SunMed Growers, LLC 
65 Knight Island Road 
Earleville, Maryland 21919 

FowardGro, LLC 
605 Main Street, #201 
Stevensville, MD 21666 

Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 
7750 Woodmont Ave, Suite 201 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Curio Cultivation LLC 
Suite 1200 
One Olympic Place 
Towson, MD 21204 

Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

Proposed Intervening Defendants. 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16005134 
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*********************************** ************************************ 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et aI., 

Defendants, 

and 

Jane and John Doe 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

SunMed Growers, LLC 
65 Knight Island Road 
Earleville, Maryland 21919 

FowardGro, LLC 
605 Main Street, #201 
Stevensville, MD 21666 

Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 
7750 Woodmont Ave, Suite 201 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Curio Cultivation LLC 
Suite 1200 
One Olympic Place 
Towson, MD 21204 

Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., # 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

Proposed Intervening Defendants. 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

2 
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Proposed intervening defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal 

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC, by their attorneys, Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. 

Berman, and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, file: 

1. A redlined and final copy of corrected Exhibit 1 to the Motion to Intervene filed on 

December 30, 2016. 

2. Redlined and final copy of corrected entry of appearance. 

3. Both filings provide the correct name of the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, 

LLC, and correct the certificate of service. 

4. Corrected certificate of service. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
AWeiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 . 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Counsel for Proposed Intervening Defendants 

3 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 3rd day of January, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was 

served, by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

Kramon & Graham, P.A. 
One South Street 

Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-Iaw.com 
cjeffries@kg-law.com 
sgibbs@kg-Iaw.com 
lmalick@kg-Iaw.com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 

Davis Goldberg & Galper PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneysfor PlaintiffGTI Maryland, LLC 

Edward Weidenfeld 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
888 171h Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for Plaintiff Maryland Cultivation & Processing, LLC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather.nelson 1 @maryland.gov 
Robert.mccray@maryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 

4 

E 000135



300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneys for Defendants 

Byron L . Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 

Warnken, LLC ' 
2 Reservoir Cir., #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 

byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneysfor Pll(il7l(ff Al(el'native Medicine Maryland, LLC 

~~ -
lchaeJ D . Bennan 

5 
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GTT MARYLAND, LLC, et ai" 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

IN TEE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-00S134 

HEARING REQUESTED 

(' '--************************************ *****************************~*** lt;w 

'. 

" . . . 
\ -. 

, 
ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

HEARING REQUESTED 

MOTION TO SPECIALLY ASSIGN, 
CONSOLIDATE, AND DISMISS THlS ACTION 

(,.,;l 

-c . N 
" 

";1-

Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, 

LLC C'Coalition"), Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland; LLC, 

and SunMed Growers, LLC, by Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Belman, and 

RHkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, their attorneys, for a motion to specially assign, consolidate, and 

dismiss these actions, state as follows: 

1. A primary goal of the State's medical calUlabis statute, Md. Code l\nn., Health 

Gen'1., § 13-3301, et seq., is to deliver needed medicine to Marylanders as soon as practicable. I 

I Pursuant to Health Gen'1. § 13-3302(c): "The purpose of the Commission is to develop policies, 
procedures, guidelines, and regulations to implement programs to make medical cannabis available 
to qualifying patients in a safe and effective manner." It then grants licenses. Health Gen'] § 13-

I . 
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2. These lawsuits threaten to undermine that goal and thereby deprive seriously ill 

Mai'ylanders of needed medical relief. 

3. In order to effectuate its goal, the General Assembly established an administrative 

licensing process for growing, processing,' and distributing medical cannabis. 

4. The administrative agency charged with implementirl.g that process has issued 

fifteen Stage 1 awards of cannabis grower licenses. All of the movants are either persons in need 

of medicinal cmmabis or successful awardees of grower licenses" with the exception of the 

Coalition, which is an advocate for patient and growers rights. 

5. Two separate groups of plaintiffs; consisting of three disappointed license 

applicants, have sued to challenge that licensing and award process. 

6. Both lawsuits present common issues of law and fact. 

7. Both lawsuits threaten to place the financial interests of disappointed license 

applicants ahead of Marylanders like Jane and John Doe Who are seriously iil and need medical 

cannabis.2 

8. All plaintiffs waited far too long to advance their interests and ate barred by laches. 

9. Plaintiffs' claims are prejudicial to the rights of the movants. Movants Jane and 

John Doe are sometimes referred to as the "Prospective Medicinal Patients." The Coalition and 

the remaining movants are referred to as the "Grower Awardees." All seek to intervene. 

3306(a)(2)(i); COMAR 10.62.08.07. 

2 As set forth in '\3 ofthe Motion to Intervene, Jane and John Doe are minors, citizens of Maryland 
and they suffer from serious illnesses, including, but not limited to, severe epilepsy. Jane Doe has 
additional serious conditions. They seek to intervene under a pseudonym because they are minors 
and because sensi,tive medical data are involved. Based on discussion with a treating physician, 
thcy believe and aver that they will qualify for certification for, and benefit from, the use of 
medicinal cannabis. They are jointly referred to as the "Prospective Medicinal Patients." 
Essentially, they are representative of those patients who are suffering and need timely and 
immediate access to medical carulabis. 

2 
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10. None of the plaintiffs has presented its request for administrative review of an 

agency action properly. This matter is, and should remain, ajudicial review on the agency record. 

11. The accompanying memorandum is incorporated herein. 

12. All arguments presented by the original defendants, the Maryland Medical 

Cannabis Commission, et al. ("MMCC"), are incorporated herein and will not be repeated. 

Wherefore, for reasons set forth herein and in the accompanying memorandum, 

incorporated herein, intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient 

Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland 

LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, request that this Court specially assign, consolidate, and dismiss 

these actions. 

BEQUEST FOR HEARING 

Movants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio 

Cultivation LLC, FbrwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, 

request a hearing on their motion to specially assign, consolidate, and dismiss these actions, with 

prejudice, and for costs. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
AWeiner@rwlls.com 
MBennan@rwlls.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

3 
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Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Almapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Counsel for Proposed Intervening Defendants 

CERTlFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 3rd day of January, 2017, a copy ofthe foregoing was served, 

by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

KRAMON & GRAHAM, P.A. 
One South,Street, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-law.com 
cjeffries@kg-law,com 
sgibbs@kg-law,com 

lmalick@kg-Iaw.com 
(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny j, Davis 

DA VIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K, St., N,W., Suite 825 

Washington, D,C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

AttorneysjiJr Plaint(/fGTl Maryland, LLC 

4 
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Edward Weidenfeld! Esquire 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidertfeldlaw.com 
888 17th Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for Plaintiff Maryland 
Cultivation & Processing, LLC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov 
RobertmccraY@niaryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street,Suite 302 

Baltimore; Maryland 21201 

Attorneysfor Defendants 

ByronL. Warnken 
Byron Eo Warnken 

Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir., #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 

byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
, John Pica and Associates, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MO 21401 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

~a-~~-~----------------
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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ern MARYLAND, LLC, et al., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants, 

and 

Jane and John Doe 
\ c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 

2002 Clipper ~ark Rd., # 1 08 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

SunMed Growers, LLC 
65 Knight Island Road 
Earleville, Maryland 21919 

FowardGro, LLC 
605 Main Street, #201 
Stevensville, MD 21666 

Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 
7750 Woodmont Ave, Suite 201 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Curio Cultivation LLC 
Suite 1200 
One Olympic Place 
Towson, MD 21204 

Coalition for .Patient Medicinal Access, LLC 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

Proposed Intervening Defendants. 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case 'No. 24-C-1600S134 

~ 
:;j 

~~) , - '---::: p~ -_. Z 
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*********************************** 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants, 

and 

Jane and John Doe 
clo Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
~altimore, MD 21211 

SunMed Growers, LLC 
65 Knight Island Road 
Earleville, Mat'yland 21919 

FowardGro, LLC 
605 Main Street, #201 
Stevensville, MD 21666 

Doctors Orders Maryland LLC 
7750 Woodmont Ave, Suite 201 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Curio Cultivation LLC 
Suite 1200 
One Olympic Place 
Towson, MD 21204 

Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC 
c/o Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Rd., #108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

Proposed Intervening Defendants. 

************************************ 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C~16~005801 

AMENDED ENTRY OF APPEARANCE 

2 
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Please enter the appearances of Alan M. Rilkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Berman, 

and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, on behalf of proposed intervening defendants, Jane and 

John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro 

LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed,Growers, LLC 

,RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
A Weiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.cQm 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
AnnapQlis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-123,5 Facsimile 

Counsellor Proposed Intervening Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY ce11ify that on this 3rd day of January, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was 

served, by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

KRAMON & GRAHAM, P.A. 
One South Street 

Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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pandrews@kg-law.com 
cjeffries@kg-law.col11 
sgibbs@kg-law.com 

lmalick@kg-Jaw.com 
(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny 1. Davis 

DAVIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 ; 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneysfor PlaintiffGTJ Maryland, LLC 

Edward Weidenfeld, Esquire 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.coin 
888 17lh Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for Plaintiff Maryland Cultivation & processing, LLC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather .nelson 1 @maryland.gov 
Robert.mccray@maryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneysfor Defendants 

Byron L.Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 

Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir., #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 

byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 

4 
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14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneysfor Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

_~--'--Jl3---=-==---__ _ 
Michael D. Bennan 

5 
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[4 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneys/hr Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC WV}\ 
Michael D. Berman 
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OTI MARYLAND, LLC 
PlaintVl 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL. CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al. 
De.fimdants 

* * * * 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 
MARYLAND, LLC 
Plaintiff 

v. 

* * 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al. 
Defendants 

* * * *. * * 

'" IN THE 
* 
* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR 
* 

BALTIMORE CITY :(: 

* 
* Case No.: 24-C-16-00S134 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* * :(: 

IN THE 
CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR 
:(: 

:(: BALTIMORE CITY 

* 

:(: 

* 
* 
* 
* 

Case No.: 24-G-16-005801 

:(: 

:(: * * * 

DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO MOTION TO INTERVENE 

* :(: 

* * 

Defendants, the Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission (the 

"Commission") and the individually-named members of the Commission (the "commissioners") 
. . 

(collectively, the "Defendants"), by and through their undersigned counsel hereby respond to the 

Motion to Intervene tiled by proposed intervening defendan!s, Jane and 10.hn Doe, the Coalition 

for Patient Medicinal Access, LI.. .. C Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Order::; 

Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC. 

Defendants do not oppose intervention. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

BRIAN E. FROSH 
Attorney General of Maryland 

1\ 

"""}'- r 6Lf t. __ ':/ ... ,')-/J ~ " ; 
Itl/L f • 
~ V . I 

-H-e~at~h~eJrB-.~~fi · -. -----
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 5th day of January 2017, a copy of the foregoing 

Response to Motion to Intervene was emailed and mailed,first-class,postagepre-paid,to: 

Philip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jen'ries 
Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 
Kramon & G.raham P A 
One South Street, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
Counsel/or OTf Maryland. LLC 

Edward Weidenfeld 
888 17lh Street N.W. #1250 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Alfred F. Belcuore, Esq. 
Law Offices of Alfred F. BelcLlore 
888 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Counselfor Maryland Cultivation and 
Processing, LLC 

Michael D. Berman 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 ' 
Counselfor Proposed lnlerv(ming 
De./imdanfs 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cil'. #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
443-921-1100 
Bvroll(iIi\,vLlrnkcnlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Counselfor Allernalive Medicine MGly/and 

/ 
.{· ~)-Y' C · ' 

·~~tllV· B. ,'-, 

J 
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_If ' 

GTI MARYL.ANO, LLC 
Plaintiff' 

* 
* 

IN THE 

* CIRCUIT COURT 
v. * 

* FOR 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND * 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, * 
el al. * 

BALTIMORE CITY 

Defendants * Case No.: 24-C-16-005134 

>I< * * * '" 
ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 
MARYLAND, LLC 
Plaintif/ 

v. 

* 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al. 
De.fimdan~s 

'" * '" * * '" 

* 
* 
'" 
* 
'" 

* 

* * 

IN THE 
CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR 
* 
* BALTIMORE CITY 

* 

* 

* Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 
* 
* 
:1' : 

>I< 

* * * * * 

* * 

* * 

DEFENDANTS' INITIAL ~ESPONSE TO MOTION TO SPECIALLY ASSIGN, 
CONSOLIDATE, AND DISMISS THE ACTION 

To the extent that the COllrt wishes to consider the arguments raised in the Motion to 

Specially Assign, Consolidate, and Dismiss the Action filed by proposed intervenin~ defendants, 

Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, 

ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, Defendants, the 

Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission (the "Commission") and the 

individually-named lnembcrs of the Commission (the "commissioners") (collectively, the 

"Defendants"), by and through their undersigned counsel hereby responds. Defendants also 
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reserve the right to more fully brief and to supplement their arguments should the Court pro~ide 

opportunity for full briefing or hearing . 

. Defendants do not oppose special assignment, howe\ler Defendants are opposed to 

consolidation. GTI Maryland, LLC ("OTI") and Maryland Cultivation and Processing ("MCP") 

raise very ditferent claims from those presented by Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

("AMM"). OTl and MCP bring claims founded on arguments that the Commission should not 

have considered geographic diversity in considering applications for medical. cannabis grower 

licenses, despite the ~'act that the relevant regulations expressly provided for geographic location 

and geographic diversity to be considered for scoring purposes. AMM challenges the evaluation 

criteria promulgated by regulation in September 01'2015 and contends that the criteria set forth in 

the September 2015 regulations were Hawed, and that therefore the process that was conducted 

according to those regulations should be deemed to be tlawed as well. These cases focus on 

different events unfolding at dil1ercnt times, e.g., the evaluation process in 2016 versus the 

enactment of regulations in 20J 5. Although the Commission has raised similar arguments in the 

two cases, the cases center upon very different questions of law and facts. 

With regard to the motion to dismiss, Defendants incorporate by reference their Motions 

to Dismiss, <.?I' in the Alternative, Molions for Summary Judgment filed in the two respective 

cases. 

2 

Respectfully submitted, 

BRIAN E. FROSH 
Attorney qeneral of Maryland 

. ~ .. / "I ll': 
" /){j) i~ ~ 
~Heathh. N~lse~ 
Assistant Attorney General 
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Office of the Att01:ney General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HE.REBY CERTIFY that on this 51h day of January 2017, a copy of the foregoing Initial 

Response to Motion to Specially Assign, Consolidate, and Dismiss was emaiJed and mai~ed, first-

class, postage pre-paid, to: 

Philip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 
Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 
Kramon & Graham P A 
One South Street, Suite 2600 
Baltiniore, MD 21202 
Counsel/br OT! Mwy/and. Ltc' 

Edward Weidenfeld 
888 17th Street N.W. #1250 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Alfred F. Belcllore, Esq. 
Law Offices of Alfred F. BelclIore 
888 Seventeenth Street, N.W .• Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Counselfhl' Mwyland Cultivation and 
Processing. LLC 

Michael D. Berm~U1 
Ritl<in Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 2121 I 
Counsel/hI' Proposed Intervening . 
Defendants 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir. #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
443-921-1100 
I3Y I'Oll(~i!wa l'l1 ken I <t VI' .com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Counsel.fhr Ai/emotive Medicine Maryland 
,t' 1 

--=-."", / /; 
~' . .. 1 J/ I /f 1-

,u1' . S--f~ .'L, -----""'or r-I • ___ 
· .-~}::[eH(lher u~'" : r.'3on 
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, etal., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants, 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16005 I 34 

*********************************** ************************************ 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

PROPOSED INTERVENORS' LINE SUPPLEMENTING MOTION TO INTERVENE, 
WITH OBJE TION, AND RULE 2-504 R« QUEST FOR SCHEDULIN ONFERENCE 

Proposed intervening defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal 

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC (hereinafter "Proposed Interveners" and/or "Movants"), by their 

attorneys, Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Berman, and Rifkin Weiner 

Livingston LLC, supplement their motion to intervene, respectfully object as set forth herein, 

and, pursuant to Rule 2-504, Request a Scheduling Conference, and state: 

1. If Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC ("AMM"), prevails (and it 

should not), all other proceedings in the GTI Maryland, LLC ("GTI"), and Maryland Cultivation 

and Processing, LLC ("MCP") action are likely moot. A scheduling conference in both cases 
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would conserve judicial resources, the resources of the parties, and avoid the possibility of 

conflicting judicial determinations. Resolution of the AMM case prior to dispositive motions, 

hearing on the motion for preliminary injunction, consolidation with the merits, and resolution of 

discovery issues in the GTI case may be the most efficient approach. A copy of Proposed 

Intervenors' letter of January 12,2017, to the Administrative Judge is attached as Exhibit A. 

2. Proposed Intervenors are not yet parties and this paper is filed as a supplement to 

the Motion to Intervene, setting forth their proposed response for which intervention is sought. 

Rule 2-214(c) provides that a proposed intervening party's motion "shall be accompanied by a 

copy of the proposed pleading, motion, or response setting forth the claim or defense for which 

intervention is sought." A number of events have taken place since the motion to intervene was 

tiled. This supplements the original motion to intervene in light of subsequent developments. I 

3. Under Rule 2-504.1 (a)(3), "the court shall issue an order requiring the paliies to 

attend a scheduling conference ... in an action, in which a party requests a scheduling 

conference and represents that, despite good faith effort, the parties have been unable to reach an 

agreement (i) on a plan for the scheduling and completion of discovery ... or, (iii) on any other 

matter eligible for inclusion in a scheduling order under Rule 2-504." Rule 2-504 broadly lists 

the contents of a scheduling order and includes a catchall for "any other matter pertinent to the 

management of the action." It encompasses all of the matters requested herein. 

4. Proposed Intervenors will, if intervention is granted, be a party and request a 

scheduling conference. 

I Pursuant to Rule 2-214(c), this request is filed as of right, even though intervention has not been detennined. 

2 
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5. Proposed Intervenors attach hereto as Exhibits B, C, and C, email demonstrating 

good faith efforts to resolve an agreement on the foregoing matters.2 The parties and Proposed 

Intervenors are unable to reach an agreement. If intervention is granted, additional efforts will 

be made as a party. This is filed in support of the motion to intervene. 

6. There will be no prejudice to any party if this request is granted. The Proposed 

Intervenors, however, will be prejudiced if it is not. 

7. A dispositive motion hearing is set for January 13, 2017. Based on information 

and belief, two motions that may be heard are the State's necessary palties motion, asserting that 

the Proposed Intervenors are necessary parties, and the State's motion for reconsideration to 

preclude discovery . Exhibit 1 to the Motion to Intervene is incorporated by reference herein. 

Proposed Intervenors will be prejudiced if intervention is not resolved prior to consideration of 

those motions, and respectfully object to consideration of those motions prior to lUling on the 

motion to intervene. 

8. Further, there are apparently conflicting requests for relief before the Court. MCP 

has moved for a preliminary injunction. However, GTI and AMM seek discovery. The State 

and Proposed Intervenors object to all discovery. The Proposed Intervenors wish to oppose the 

request for preliminary injunction, but they are not yet parties. A scheduling conference could 

efficiently prioritize these competing requests. 

9. This Court's January 6, 2017, Order states: "The Court notes that the request to 

intervene was filed on December 30, 2016, more than 3 months after the filing of this action." 

2 Additionally, Proposed lntervenors incorporate by reference GT! and MCP's miscellaneous letters to the Court 
opposing the request for a stay, the Motion for Stay, and the opposition to that motion. 
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10. That is, however, only one factor: "Timeliness depends upon the individual 

circumstances in each case .... " Maryland-Nat. Capital Park and Planning Com 'n. v. Town of 

Washington Grove, 408 Md. 37, 70 (2009). 

11. In deciding on timeliness, a court also "must consider the purpose for which 

intervention is sought, the probability of prejudice to the parties already in the case, the extent to 

which the proceedings have progressed when the movant applies to intervene, and the reason or 

reasons for the delay in seeking intervention." ld. Under that test, a motion filed after a final 

judgment may be timely. ld. at 70-71. 

12. Here, the purpose has been set forth in Exhibit 1 to the Motion to Intervene. 

There will be no prejudice to the parties already in the case. At the time of intervention, the 

proceedings had not progressed beyond the earliest stage, as set forth more fully below. And the 

reasons for any alleged delay are set forth herein. They demonstrate that Proposed Intervenors 

acted timely. 

13. There was no need for Proposed Intervenors to move for intervention earlier than 

they did. There are two groups of Proposed Intervenors, the Grower Applicants and two minor 

children, Jane and John Doe. 

14. GTI did not file its Second Amended Complaint until October 21, 2016, 

15. On November 7, 2016, the State filed a Motion for Protective Order seeking some 

of the same discovery relief as Proposed Intervenors seek.3 The State sought to stay all 

discovery while motions were pending. 

J The State gave different reasons, but sought the same relief, an order precluding discovery. at lenSl while 
dispositive motions were pending. Proposed Intervenors incorporate by refe rence their Reply 10 AMM's Opposition 
to their Motion to Intervene and Consolidate, filed on January 12,2017, in the AMM case, and served on all parties. 
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16. On the same day, the State filed a Motion to Dismiss this action. In part, the State 

took the same position as Proposed Intervenors now take.4 It wrote that "this action may not 

proceed and must be dismissed in the absence of these necessary parties that have not been 

joined." It argued that the "companies that have been granted Stage One pre-approvals for 

medical cannabis grower licenses," i.e., the Grower Awardees who now seek to intervene, "stand 

to suffer irreparable injury" if they are not joined. In short, the State placed the error squarely 

where it belongs, on the plaintiffs, GTI and MCP. 

17. On November 22, 2016, the State responded to GTl's discovery, by objecting to 

discovery pending resolution of its motion for protective order. It thus sought, in part, the same 

relief as Proposed Intervenors now seek. 5 

18. On November 28, 2016, GTI amended its Second Amended Complaint by 

dismissing one party. 

19. On November 28,2016, GTI filed its opposition to the State's motion to dismiss. 

GTl opposed the State's position that it had failed to join necessary parties and wrote: 

Even if additional parties were deemed "necessary," joinder would 
not be required because these parties have received ample notice of 
GTl's suit and have not sought to intervene. In any event, the 
appropriate remedy would be to grant GTI leave to amend its 
complain! to add them, not dismissal. . .. Not only is joinder of 
additional parties not necessary, but, even assuming it were, nOI1-
joinder would be inconsequential under these circumstances, where 
there has been ample notice of GTI's suit and the additional parties 
have not sought to intervene, The joinder rules offer no protection 
for absent parties who have knowledge of a suit and do nothing to 
assert their interest. [emphasis added] 
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20. Thus, as of November 28, 2016, OTI was effectively asking for a resolution of 

whether the Proposed Intervenors were indispensable parties and stating that, if they were, GTI 

would add them as defendants. 

21. Notably, in that November 28 memorandum, OTI argued that the State "assert[s] 

only that the 15 applicants awarded Stage 1 pre-approvals for grower licenses 'may be affected'. 

. .. A proclaimed interest that non-parties 'may be affected' falls far short of the requirements 

for mandatory joinder .... " 

22. November 28, 2016, was the first time that there was a direct asseltion that the 

State did not adequately represent the Proposed Intervenors' interest. It was also the first 

assertion that Proposed Intervenors would be bound by this action. While the Proposed 

Intervenors have presented different legal theories leading to the same result as the State, prior to 

that assertion, intervention was not needed. 

23. On November 30, 2016, the State moved for a protective order as to a non-party. 

It thus, again, sought in part the same relief as Proposed Intervenors now seek.6 

24. Not until December 2, 2016, was the deposition of former Commissioner Miran 

noted. FUlther, in accordance with the Rules, only a notice of service was filed and that provided 

no information, including the proposed date of the deposition. The action in noting that 

deposition was contrary to the Proposed Intervenors' theory of the case. 

25. However, on December 12, 2016, the State objected to that subpoena for a 

deposition. It thus, again, sought in part the same relief as Proposed Intervenors now seek. 7 

61d. 

7 [d. 

6 
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26. On December 12, 2016, the Court entered an order denying the November 7, 

2016, Motion for Protective order for failure to comply with Rule 2-431, but not on the merits. It 

did not rule on the December 12, 2016, objection. The State has sought reconsideration. 

27. At that point, it became necessary to consider intervention. A motion was filed on 

December 30, 2016. At that time, the case was still in its earliest of stages. At most, preliminary 

skirmishing between the parties had occurred with no dispositive actions taken. There was, is, 

and can be, no prejudice by the motion being filed at that time. By contrast, Proposed 

Interveners are irreparably prejudiced if their rights and interests are not permitted to be raised 

and advanced in the action. 

28. The Motion to Intervene is timely under the individual circumstances of this case 

and proper. 

Wherefore, the Proposed Intervenors request that this Coul1 consider their objection and 

request for a scheduling conference prior to resolution of any motions. 

REQUEST FOR REARJNG 

Proposed Intervenors request a hearing on all matters contained herein. 

RESPECTFULL Y SUBMITTED, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
AWeiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 

7 
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225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwIls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Counsel for Proposed Intervening Defendants 

I HEREBY certify that on this 12th day of January, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was 

served, by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

PhiJlip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

Kramon & Graham, P.A. 
One South Street 

Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-Iaw.com 
cjeffries@kg-law.com 
sgibbs@kg-Iaw.com 
Imalick@kg-Iaw.com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 

Davis Goldberg & Galper PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneys for PlaintijJGTI Maryland, LLC 

Alfred F. Belcuore, 
Law Offices of Alfred F. Belcuore 

888 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Alfred. belcuore@belcuorelaw.com 

Edward Weidenfeld 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 
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ed ward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
888 171h Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney/or Plaint~ff Maryland Cultivalion & Processing, LLC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather.nelson 1 @maryland.gov 
Robert.mccray@maryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene' 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneysfor Defendants 

Byron L .Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 

Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir., #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 

byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneysfor Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

~tf(1.ff fr~ VR 
Michael D. Berman 
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RWL II RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON LLC 

Alln M Rifkin 
Richard K Reed 
Charle, S l'ax (MD, DC, NY) 
Michael D. Bermon (MD, DC) 
AI," B. Slemsleln (MD, DC)t 
~, . ., (l!Jll:lI!ll!J 
tor Counsel 

Arnold M. WcinC1 
M Cole.le Bruce (MD, DC) 
Borry l.. Gog'" 
Mich.el S Nagy 
loy K. Weber 
Dana Dembrowt 
Michael A Millert 

HAND-DE ]VEREO 

The Honorable W. Michel Pierson 
Judge, Circuit Court for Baltimore City 
111 N, Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

A nORNEYS AT LA W 

S"," A. Liyingslon (MD, DC) 
loyce E Smilhey (M)), DC, NH) 
Non U. Risk .. (MD, DC) 
U...,11. Schofller (MD, DC) 
Dud 1 Rifkin 
Michael G Anderson (NH) 
L:ance W Dillillssleyt 

January 12,2017 

Re: Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC v, 

Michael V. lOMMtI1 
lamic Eisenbers KAI. (MD, DC, NY) 
P'lridc II. Roddy 
ChriSlophc:r L Nalcher 
Isabell. C Demou8eol (MD, DC) 
Eli .. belh K. Millort 

Ioel D. Romer (MD, DC) 
LlUJenc~ Loyilant 
Ilrl< l.. Dryanl 
R"DO{I rAy (MD, Dq 

R",w' IV IVo""',' (~fIl) ~C) 
r.r.;;C-~On ' W)'" l.onluh'nI) 

Natalie M Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, et al., 
Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

Dear Judge Pierson: 

As Your Honor is aware, our clients have moved to specially assign, intervene in, 
consolidate, and dismiss this action. This letter relates solely to movants' request for special 
assignment. 

Allh ugh the compnni nease, GTI Maryland, LL . v. Natalie MLt/prade Maryland 
Medical 'a/llwbis Commission, et al., Case No. 24-C-16-005134 (bereinafter " TI action"), has 
be n sp ial ly assign d Lo tbe lJonorab l Barry G. Williams, this action has not been specially 
assigne I. Plninliff, All maliv > Mcciicin • Mary land, LLC (hereinafter "AMM"), has not opposed 
spe -ia l a:o;s igil Il1cnt in thi s aClion. Sp ·jul ,,:o;signment is requested for the reasons previously 
s lIbl1l i lled and for the rC<lSOl)S s' t ll)rth h 'rei" . 

Spcl;ial assi 'Ilment muy conserve judicial rcsoun.; s. I r the relicf reques ted by AMM in 
this actioll j ' gran led although it should not be,1 thn! would lik'ly hnv' tl di)'l::ct ' necl upol1lh 
GTI action, rendering the GTI action moot. Amon 1 nt hcr things. in lhi <leU n, MM ol1lcnds 

I The proposed intervenors contend, for reasons sct forth on the record, that relief should not be granted. Nothing 
contained herein waives or modifies those or other defenses, all of which are reserved. 
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The Honorable W. Michel Pierson 
January 12,2017 
Page 2 

that the entire licensure process was defective and seeks to enj'oin it. See Counts I and III. 

Specifically, AMM asserts that the "Commission's approval of 15 applicants as the only 
entities permitted to grow medical cannabis in Maryland cannot stand for tlu'ee reasons." Camp!., 
~ 1. AMM asserts in its Complaint that the administrative process violated the medical cannabis 
statute, regulations, the Dormant Commerce Clause, and the Privileges and Immunity Clause. 
E.g., Comp!., ~~2-4, 57, StJ, ~ 1, passim. If, for example, the statute violates the Dormant 
\ mmerce Clause as AMM alleges, the entire administrative process would be null and void. 

Yet that is what AMM alleges. Comp!., '157 ("State laws which burden interstate commerce ... 
violate the Dormant Commerce Clause .... ")(emphasis added). Furthermore ~96.c of AMM's 
Complaint alleges that the agency acted "arbitrarily, capriciously, illegally, or unreasonably .... " 
In ~98 AMM asks the Court to "enjoin the Commission from granting any license" and from 
proceeding to Stage 2. In effect, AMM contends that the entire award pr cess was d te live and 
should be enjoined. 

In the companion case, plaintiffs GTI and MCP seek reinstatement as Stage 1 awardees. 
If AMM succeeds in this case, which it should not, there would likely be nothing to reinstate. As 
such, the AMM action likely has a direct effect upon the GTI action, which could result in 
inconsistent judicial determinations, thus also wasting valuable judicial resources. 

We therefore request that this action be specially assigned and movants' motion to 
intervene and consolidate be set in for a hearing. 

Respectfully, 

~ 2YJ3~ V"Ri-i 
Michae l D. Bturman 

cc: The Han. Barry G. Williams (via hand delivery) 
All counseJ (via mail and email) 
Clerk of the Court, Case Nos. 24-C-l 6-005801 and 24-C-16-00S134 (via hand delivery) 
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From: Michael Berman 
Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 1:16 PM 
To: Christopher C. Jeffries <cjeffries@kg-Iaw.com>; Edward Weidenfeld <edward@weidenfeldlaw.com>; Heather B. 
Nelson (heather.nelson1@maryland.gov) <heather.nelson1@maryland.gov>; Louis P. Malick <Imallck@kg-Iaw.com>; 
'Philip M. Andrews' <pandrews@kg-Iaw.com>; Robert D. McCray <robert.mccray@maryland.gov>; Sheila R. Gibbs 
<sgibbs@kg-Iaw.com>; 'Alfred F. Beleuore' <Alfred.Belcuore@belcuorelaw.com>; 'Byron Warnken' 
<byron@warnkenlaw.com>; John Pica <JPica@johnpica.com> 
Cc: Alan M. Rifkin <arifkln@rwlls.com>; Arnold Weiner <aweiner@rwlls.com> 
Subject: AMM, GTI, and MCP v. MMCC, et al. 

Under Rule 2-504.1(a)(3), the Court shall issue an order requiring the parties to attend a scheduling conference in an 
action in which a party requests a conference and represents that, despite good faith effort, the parties have been 
unable to reach agreement on a plan for scheduling and completing discovery, or on any other matter eligible for 
inclusion in a Rule 2-504 order. A Rule 2-504 order may prescribe limits on discovery, resolution of discovery disputes, 
provisions for discovery of ESI (which GTI has requested). dates for expert Identification (AMM has Identified an asserted 
expert), a discovery cut-off date, a dispositive motion date, a milestone date for joinder of additional parties, a date for 
amendments of pleadings as of right, and any other matter pertinent to the management of the action. 

We suggest and believe that we are in a position to make a good faith certification based on the record to date in these 
two matters. Out of an abundance of caution, however, we are making this additional effort to reach agreement on a 
scheduling plan. 

In the present procedural posture, important rights are being prejudiced . Further, the parties' and Court's resources are 
being wasted. 

MCP seeks a preliminary injunction and consolidation with a final proceeding. The State has moved to dismiss. GTI has 
filed an opposition and seeks discovery. Our clients have moved to intervene and dismiss. 

All of that is moot If AMM prevails (which It should not). If AMM is correct (and it is not), there is no need for the Court 
to reach any of these issues. AMM's requested relief will moot all of GTI and MCP's claims. Therefore, the AMM matter 
should be consolidated and an orderly progression of issues can then occur. Any other approach is a waste of resources. 

We suggest that the motion to Intervene be the first order. If it is to be granted, proceeding with discovery while 
objecting to proposed intervenors' participation is prejudicial. 

Further, the State and intervenors oppose all discovery. The State does so on procedural grounds and intervenors on 
substantive ones. That should be the second in priority. 

We believe that MCP and GTI have submitted conflicting positions. GTI seeks discovery and MCP apparently prefers an 
evidentiary hearing forthwith. That should be resolved. 
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Please let us know immediately if you concur in our view that we have made good faith effort to resolve all of the 
scheduling issues and that the parties are not able to reach agreement, so that we may promptly notify the Court of our 
proposed request as a supplement to the motion to intervene. 

Thank you. 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
Cell Phone: 410-206-5049 
www.csl-mcdi<liun.tol11 

RWL Rlf-K IN WEINER 
LIVINGSTON u.c 

1f"ll!~I".\1 UII 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS OF mbl'rr)l;)n@rwll$. om 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
in error and delete the copy you received. Thank you. 
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From: Philip M. Andrews [mailto:pandrews@kg-Iaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 04,20179:08 AM 
To: Michael Berman <MBerman@rwlls.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v MMCC 

Mike, 

Your assumption is correct. 

Would be happy to talk today, but am in Annapolis this morning for meetings, so best for me probably is 2:30 
or thereafter. 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
Kramon & Graham, P.A. 

Sl:nt from my Vcrizoll Wireless 4(; LTE smUl'lpilollc 

-------- Original message --------
From: Michael Berman <~ll h: I'IIl:-!lli!l.!l ~"ll ".C(llll> 
Date: 1/4/178:30 AM (GMT-OS:OO) 
To: "Philip M. Andrews" <pallt l r~· lYs({(l kg· hl'.L.l· Ill» 

Subject: RE: GTI v MMCC 

Thanks -I am assuming that the opposition to intervention subsumes opposition to our request for a stay and to stay 
discovery. 
On another topiC, do you have time to talk today? Would 9:30 work? 

From: Phlllp M. Andrews [maillo:pal til ews@ kg-laIN COI)1) 
Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 6:54 PM 
To: Michael Berman <MBernlan@rwll s.cOIl I> 
Subject: RE: GTI v MMCC 

Mlke-
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Sorry that we didn't connect when you called earlier today - I was in a meeting - and when I tried to return your calli 
was directed to your volcemail, which reported that your mailbox was full and not accepting messages. 

In any event, as I trust you have gathered from my letter of today's date to Judge Pierson, GTI does not consent to 
intervention. 

I will be In meetings out of the office tomorrow morning, but if you would like talk tomorrow afternoon or later in the 
week, please give me a call. 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
www.philandrewslaw.com 
D 410-347-7427 I F 410-361-8201 
pandrews@kg-Iaw.com I vCard 

'K RAM 0 N & G R A HAM PA 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One South Street I Suite 2600 I Baltimore, MD 21202 
T 410-752-6030 I F 410-539-1269 I www.kramonandgraham.com 

From: Michael Berman [m<!i ll o . MB~rnl < II((Drwlls_C<lJ1l] 
Sent: Thursday, December 29, 2016 3:36 PM 
To: Philip M. Andrews <pi'JJ1 dt(~ws~i)kH"I"w . c.oll l> 

SubJect: GTI v MMCC 

Phil - we intend to file a motion to Intervene tomorrow as defendants on behalf of certain grower awardees. We ask 
that you consent to intervention. Thank you for your consideration. 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
Cell Phone: 410-206-5049 
www.esi-mediation.com 

RWL RIFKIN WEINER 
LIVINGSTON LI.C 

AIIOksn' .1I tAllo' 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS OF m iJ cfUlilll@rwlls.(OI11 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (induding attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not Intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
in error and delete the copy you received. Thank you, 

2 
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CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message in 
error and delete the copy you received. Thank you . 

• 1ini •••• ,* ............. ..-••• I!" ... ... 

This communication is from a law firm and may contain confidential or privileged information. Unauthorized retention, 
disclosure, or use of this infonnation is prohibited and may be unlawful under 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521. Accordingly, if this 
email has been sent to you in error, please contact the sender by reply email or by phone at 410-752-6030. 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message in 
error and delete the copy you received. Thank you. 

** ................. ** ••••••• -

This communication is from a law firm and may contain confidential or privileged information. Unauthorized retention, 
disclosure, or use of this information is prohibited and may be unlawful under 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521. Accordingly, if this 
email has been sent to you in error, please contact the sender by reply email or by phone at 410-752-6030. 
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From: Michael Berman 
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 5:02 PM 
To: 'Philip M. Andrews' <pandrews@kg-Iaw.com> 
Cc: sfedder@mdcounsel.com; Heather B. Nelson (heather.nelson1@maryland.gov) <heather.nelson1@maryland.gov>; 
Robert D. McCray <robert.mccray@maryland.gov>; 'Alfred F. Belcuore' <Alfred.Belcuore@belcuorelaw.com>; Edward 
Weidenfeld <edward@weidenfeldlaw.com>; Christopher C. Jeffries <CJeffrles@kg-law.com>; louis P. Malick 
<lmalJck@kg-law.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 

My clients' rights and interests are plainly prejudiced by your refusal to consent. All rights, claims, actions and defenses 
are expressly reserved. 

From: Philip M. Andrews [mrJilto:p,lI) "ew~(iilkv.- lilW.r;:Olll ) 

Sent: Monday, January 09,20174:31 PM 
To: Michael Berman <MBennan@rwlls.coll1> 
Cc: sfedder@mdcouns "l.col11; Heather B. Nelson (heath 'f.nelf.onl@fil, ry lJrl I.gov) <)1 -alh ' [ .nels nl@marylnnd .gov>; 
Robert D. McCray <rob rt.mccray@m. ,.y~>; 'Alfred F. Belcuore' <Alfmu.BellUQlc@b Icll0l'elilw.rom>; Edward 
Weidenfeld <edwarcf@weidenrelcl!aw.co f1 I>; Christopher C. Jeffries < errrics{iiJkg-law. 0111 >; louis P. Malick 
<I m "lick@kg-Iaw.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 

Mike, 

While the Guidelines are not binding, the Preamble points out that they "may be of significant value in interpreting and 
applying Title 2, Chapter 400 of the Maryland Rules." My experience Is that courts typically use the Guidelines for that 
purpose, and the Court of Appeals certainly has made clear what It believes the "Permitted Attendance" list should be 
for a depOSition. In any event, GTI does not agree to your clients and/or their counsel attending Ms. Miran's deposition 
tomorrow, for the reasons set forth herein and In my earlier email below. 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
www.philandrewslaw.com 
0410-347-7427 I F 410-361-8201 
pandrews@kg-Iaw.com I vCard 

K RAM 0 N & G R A HAM PA 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One South Street I Suite 2600 I Baltimore, MD 21202 
T 410-752-6030 I F 410-539-1269 I www.kramonandgraham.com 
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From: Michael Berman [mi1 l1to:M Berm<1 n(iilrw lb . om] 
Sent: Monday, January 9, 20174:08 PM 
To: Philip M. Andrews <p"nclrcws@kg-I<lw.wm> 
Cc: sfedder@md oUl1~el. co lll; Heather B. Nelson (hee tIH~r. 11 'lonl(d1I lliHylaml.l!,o-ld <1 1";l! iJcl.l1eb !ll@mi1ry l a lld.l~oll>; 

Robert D. McCray <rob 'rl. nJ r Y@l l .u'vl,llld.gov>; 'Alfred F. Belcuore' <Alfred. Bel lIClfe@ bcic LJ orell'lw. am >; Edward 
Weldenfeld <e clw;mL~cnfel ( lI C1w. com>; Christopher C. Jeffries < l e rrrl . ~ «(llkg- I ,'w.tOm>; Louis p, Malick 
<I rna llck@kg-Iflw.(:orn> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 

Thank you. The Guidelines are non-binding, generic, and do not fit every case - they certainly do not fit the procedural 
posture of this one. Further, the Guidelines state "unless the parties agree . ... " 

Please let me know if GTI will agree. As you are aware, briefing of relevant motions is ongoing. It is prejudicial to 
require the proposed intervenors to do so when, inter alia, we cannot attend and a transcript will not be available for us 
to review. 

Obviously, if you deny perm ission, we cannot attend and we will reluctantly respect your wishes, while reserving all 
rights. 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLe 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
Cell Phone: 410-206-5049 
www.es -tl ledlrttloll.t. 111 

RWL RIFKIN WEINER 
LIVINGSTON I.U: 

All0_Sf rs .\l L'~ 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESSOF moerl11cn@rwlb .com 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we Inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein . 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information . If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information . Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
in error and delete the copy you received. Thank you. 

From: Philip M. Andrews (mailto:p, Ildr (!w~@ kl{- ! aw.(. .ill] 
Sent: Monday, January 09, 20173 :47 PM 
To: Michael Berman <M Oerman@rwlb.com> 
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Mike, 

I invite your attention to Maryland State Bar Association Discovery Guideline 9{j), which provides that, unless the parties 
agree or the court orders otherwise, "the only persons allowed to attend a deposition are the officer before whom the 
deposition is taken, an individual acting under the direction and in the presence of the officer, the parties, including one 
representative of a party other an individual, the parties' attorneys, a non-attorney member of the attorney's staff 
needed to assist in the representation, the witness, the attorney for the witness and an expert witness expected to 
testify on the subject matter of the deposition." 

Under Guideline 9(j) - the text of which will become new Maryland Rule 2-413.1 ("Permitted Attendance") in less than 
three months- neither the Proposed Intervenors nor their counsel are wjthin the list of persons allowed to attend Ms. 
Miran's 10:00 AM deposition tomorrow. As such, your clients (and/or you) have no more right than any other member 
of the general public to enter upon the private premises where the deposition has been noted and will take place, in 
accordance with the scheduling arrangements agreed to last month by the actual parties to this litigation and the 
deponent and her counsel. Your clients' status as "proposed" intervenors does not change that circumstance, 
particularly where, as here, GTI, the party noting the deposition, objects to the proposed intervention and does not 
agree to disregard Guideline 9(j). 

I trust you understand and will respect the foregOing . 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
www.philandrewslaw.com 
0410-347-7427 I F 410-361-8201 
pandrews@kg-Iaw.com I vCard 

K RAM 0 N & G R A HAM PA 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One South Street I Suite 2600 I Baltimore. MD 21202 
T 410-752-6030 I F 410-539-1269 I www.kramonandgraham.com 

From: Michael Berman (rnOl il lo:M Berman@rwlls.comj 
Sent: Monday, January 9. 2017 12:46 PM 
To: Christopher C. Jeffries «Jeff.-I s@kg law.corp>; Heather B. Nelson (h(~illIH~r . nclsonl@maryl< nd.gov) 
<hea th ~ r.l1 ebon'l@mi'l J'y l a n d.R()v>; Louis P. Malick <!ll1l1licl(@kg- lilW.COQl>; Philip M. Andrews <pcll)drews@kg­
law.com>; Robert D. McCray <rob 'rl.m cray@ lll 1 ylalld.gov>; Sheila R. Gibbs <$ Jihu$@ kll-lilw.COlll> 
Cc: sfedtlcr@ ll1dco LJllsel.cOIlJ 
Subject: GTI v. MMCC 

Please be advised that the proposed intervenors, Jane and John Doe and the Grower Awardees. will attend the 
depOSition of former Commissioner Miran. currently noted for January 10, at 12 noon, in the offices of Kramon & 
Graham. Attendance is without prejudice to, and fully reserving, our position that this is an on-the-record judicial 
review of an administrative agency action, and that no discovery is permitted or proper. 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 
Rifkin Weiner livingston, LlC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
Cell Phone: 410-206-5049 
www.C!si-mediatloll_C0 111 
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RWL RlrKIN WEINER 
LIVING TON lJ.e 

'11 0&'\" II" 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESSOF mllrmiln@rwlls.com 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliflnce wi th requirements imposed by the IRS und r Ci rcular 230, we fnform you 
that any u.s. federal tax advice contained in th is communication (including (lttachments), un less oth rwlse speclfic(lily 
stated, was not Intended or written to be used, and can not be used, for lhe purpose of (1) avoid ing p nalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information . If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
In error and delete the copy you received. Thank you. 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To en.sure compliance with requirements Imposed by t he IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the intended reCipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message in 
error and delete the copy you received. Thank you. 

'It •• 1r.",." • ." •••••••• .,.. ••• ." •• * •• 

This communication is from a law firm and may contain confidential or privileged Information. Unauthorized retention, 
disclosure, or use of this Information is prohibited and may be Lmlawful under 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521. Accordingly, If this 
email has bean sent to you in error, please contact the sender by reply email or by phone at 410-752-6030. 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To enSUre compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federa l tal( adVice ontalned in this communication (induding attachments), unless otherwise specifica lly 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message in 
error and delete the copy you received. Thank you. 

1r."'* •• "'*1t*.**1t**.*******.** 

This communication is from a law firm and may contain confidential or privileged information. Unauthorized retention, 
disclosure, or use of this Information is prohibited and may be unlawful under 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521 . Accordingly, if this 
email has been sent to you in error, please contact the sender by reply email or by phone at 410-752-6030. 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE * IN THE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

* 
Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT 

* 
v. FOR 

... 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE BAL TIM ORE CITY 
MARYLAND MEDICAL ... 
CANNABIS COMMISSION 
Et al. >I< Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

Defendants * 

* * * ... * ... ... * ... * ... 

OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO INTERVENE, MEMORANDUM OF LAW, AND 
REQUEST FOR HEARING 

Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC ("AMM"), by its attorneys, John A. 

Pica, Jr., John Pica and Associates, LLC and Byron L. Warnken and Byron B. Warnken, 

Warnken, LLC, files this Opposition to Motion to Intervene, Memorandum of Law, and 

Request for Hearing, pursuant to Md. Rules 2-214, 2-311. 

1. In this case, AMM, who applied for a medical cannabis grower license, filed a 

Complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief challenging the Maryland Medical Cannabis 

Commission's scheme for granting medical cannabis grower licenses. AMM alleged that the 

Conunission (1) failed to implement a vital statutory mandate to actively seek to achieve racial 

and etlmic diversity when licensing medical cannabis growers; (2) unconstitutionally 

discriminated against applicants owned by out-of-state residents; and (3) created an arbitrary, 

capricious, and unreasonable system for ensuring applicants were adequately capitalized. 

2. AMM served discovery requests on the Commission soon after serving its 

Complaint. The Commission filed a Motion to Dismiss, 01' in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 

Judgment. AMM filed an Opposition to that Motion and an expert witness designation. The 

Commission has not provided a written response to AMM's discovery requests. A hearing is not 

yet scheduled on AMM's request for a preliminary injunction or the Commission's Motion. 

3. The Proposed Intervening Defendants ("Proposed Intervenors") seek to intervene 

in AMM's case and in GTl Maryland, LLC, et al. v. Natalie M Laprade Mary/and Medical 

Cannabis Commission, et al., Case No. 24-C-16-005134, and to consolidate the cases. GTI filed a 
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complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief against the Conmlission about a month before 

AMM filed suit. In OTI's case, OTI served discovery requests on the Commission, and the 

Commission moved for a protective order. The Commission filed a Motion to Dismiss, or in the 

Altemative, Motion for Summary Judgment, and OTI filed an Opposition. A hearing is scheduled 

on January 13,2016. 

4. AMM and OTI raise different challenges to the Commission's licensing process 

and ask for different relief. OTI raises a fact-specific challenge to the way in which the 

Commission removed GTI from the list of growers pre-approved for a license and replaced it with 

a loweNanked applicant. OTl alleges it was preliminarily ranked in the top fifteen applicants who 

were to l'eceive pre-approval for a license. Then, the Commission convened a meeting and, 

purportedly to promote geographic diversity, removed OT! from the pre-approval list, and replaced 

GTI with an applicant initially not ranked in the top fifteen. 

S. GTI seeks (1) a declaration that the Commission arbitrari1y and capriciously 

removed it from the pre-approval group; and (2) a mandatory injunction ordering the Commission 

to grant OT! Stage 1 pre-approval. 

6. In contrast, AMM challenges the Commission's policies and practices concerning 

actively seeking to achieve racial diversity, residency discrimination, and ensuring that applicants 

were adequately capitalized. AMM is not challenging the way in which the Commission evaluated 

AMM's application vis-Ii-vis another particular applicant(s). AMM seeks (1) a preliminary 

injunction preventing the Commission from finalizing the first fifteen grower licenses; (2) a 

declaration that the Commission acted iJlegally, arbitratiLy, capriciously, or unreasonably; and (3) 

a permanent injunction preventing the Commission from issuing the first fifteen grower licenses 

until it alleviates the deficiencies in its licensing scheme. 

I. None of the interests assc)·ted by the Proposed Intervenors warrants intervention. 

A. Granting AMM the relief it seelcs does not impair or impede the growers t 

ability to obtain a license. 

7. Md. Rule 2-214(a) pennits intervention-of-right only when the "disposition of the 

action may as a practical matter impair or impede the ability to protect [the growers'] interest." 

8. The Proposed Intervenors have failed to demonstrate that their interest in a license 

will be impaired or impeded if the Commission is required to re-evaluate Stage 1 of the grower 

licensing process in a constitutional, reasonable, and legislatively mandated way. 

9. In Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission v. Town of 
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Washington Grove) 408 Md. 37 (2009), the Court of Appeals stated: 

[W]heth'er the applicant fot" intervention has an interest which it is essential 
to pl'Otect may be equated with the requirement . .. that he is or may be 
bound by a judgment in the action. It is not enough for a person seeking 
intervention to base its motion 011 concern that some fl.lture action in the 
proceedings may affect its interests adversely. Seeking intervention on such 
a basis is "merely speculative and affords no present basis upon which to 
become a party to the proceedings. 

Id. at 75 (illtel11al citations and quotations omitted); accord Duckl-vorth v. Deane, 303 Md. 524, 

539 (2006) (The disposition of the action must directly impact upon the applicant's interest; 

concerns [which] are indirect, remote, and speculative are insufficient.") (internal quotations 

omitted). 

1 O. Because AMM raises straightforward challenges to the Commission's actions, the 

only party bound by the judgment in this case is the Commission. The pre-approved growers will 

neither assume legal obligations nor lose legal rights. None of their property interests in a CUlTent 

pre-approval or futme license will be irrevocably governed by the judgment in this case. 

11. Assuming AMM obtains all of the relief it seeks, the Commission will revisit the 

licensing process having taken the steps necessary to constitutionally comply with its governing 

statute. The Proposed Intervenors will still be in the running for a license. They will lack the 

certainty they have now, which is why they want their voices heard. However, wanting to have 

your voice heard and having standing to intervene in another's litigation are not the same thing. 

There is no indication that they will be worst off 01' ranked lower than they were at the end ofthe 

first Stage 1 pre-approval process. Simply, the process will be delayed, but nothing in the process 

will foreseeably change to the detriment of the pre-approved growers. 

12. Of course, AMM wants a grower license and believes it will obtain a license if the 

Commission is ordered to take cOlTective action. Nonetheless, there's nothing about the relief 

AMM seeks from the COUlt that impairs or impedes anyone of the four Proposed Intervenors/pre­

approved growers' ability to also obtain a license. 

13. The Proposed Intervenors have another "opportunity or forum to oppose 01' 

otherwise resolve" its claim to entitlement to a license. Town of Washington Grove, 408 Md. at 

102. All actions relevant to whether each party is entitled to a license vis-a-vis each other should 

and will occur at the Commission, not in this Court. This Court has the power to order the 

Commission to comply with statute but will not "hand out licenses." 
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14. The Proposed Intervenors reveal that their interest in AMM's case is not to add 

meaningfully to its resolution, but merely to "expedit[e]" it. Mot. to Intervene 1 6. 

15. The Proposed Intervenors devote most of their Motion to describing the effort and 

resources spent in applying for a license and preparing for Stage 2 approval. Of course, AMM 

invested the same effort and resources applying for a license. The Proposed Intervenors complain 

about the costs of compliance and potential delay. They are much less clear about how the 

disposition of AMM's case will actually impair or impede their ability to protect their interests. 

The growers should anticipate, and be expected to bear, that one or more legitimate legal 

challenges to the Commission's decisions are an expected cost of doing business with the State. 

16. Delay has no relevance to intervention or the ultimate disposition of AMM's 

lawsuit. The Proposed Intervenors repeatedly cite the need to "expedite" the delivery of medical 

cannabis. Mem. In Support of Mot. to Intervene 3, 7,29. However, neither the General Assembly 

nor the Commission has indicated an illtent to expedite, and expediency should not be the chief 

consideration in developing a new form of medicine 01' establishing a significant new industry in 

the State. The General Assembly has emunerated the chief considerations in licensing growers in 

the Commission's enabling legislation, and AMM seeks to uphold a key consideration regarding 

diversity. 

17. The Proposed Intervenors denigrate the need to comply with the legislative 

diversity mandate, a command it implies may be thrown aside in the name of expediency. They 

presumably would not raise similar expediency concerns if delays were caused as a result of safety 

or medical concerns. Thus, they essentially question the wisdom of the legislature's diversity 

mandate. 

18. They also overstate the relevance of the requirement in COMAR 10.62.08.06 that 

growers be operational within one year of being approved. They fail to consider that the timeline 

for commencing operations will shift accordingly if the Stage 1 process is redone properly. 

Moreover, no potential growers have sought to take the ultimate step of turning their pre-approvals 

into Stage 2 licenses and, as such, even if expediency were a legitimate reason for intervention, 

there is no prejudice to any potential grower cUl'rently, and not likely to be for many months. 

B. Potential patients who want to intervene have a contingent, remote interest in 
the case. 

19. The Proposed Intervenors also want potential medical cannabis patients to 

participate in the suit. They have no more than a contingent interest in the case. Medical cannabis 
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can only be dispensed by a qualifYing physician to a qualifYing patient. COMAR 10.62.03-.04. 

The Proposed Intervenors merely claim that they believe that the proposed patients will one day 

be able to benefit from medical calmabis. Under Rule 2-214(a), the patients have no interest in the 

"property or transaction" involved in this case because they have no claim or interest in grower 

licenses. 

20. The Proposed Intervenors also enoneously state that the potential patients have a 

right to immediate access to medical cannabis. There is simply no legislative or regulatory 

timeframe in which medical cannabis must be made available to patients. The public interest 

weighs in favor of growing, processing, and dispensing a new foml of medicine proceed with care 

and caution. To suggest that Marylanders are desperately in need of medical cannabis insinuates 

that the whole of the medical community is not treating these patients. 

C. The CoaJition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, does not have a sufficient 
interest to wan'ant intervention. 

21. The Proposed Intervenors also want an advocacy group, legally formed on 

December 22,2016 with a principle place of business of the Proposed Intervenors' Counsel, to 

palticipate in the lawsuit. The Proposed Intervenors state that the Coalition was "formed for the 

purpose of advocating for patient rights and prompt access to medical cannabis, and advocating 

for, and advancing the interests of, [the growers]." Mot. to Intervene ~ 5. 

22. Wanting to advocate is not an interest sufficient for intervention. The Proposed 

Intervenors make no attempt to demonstrate either a concrete interest of the Coalition, or how the 

disposition of this action has any effect on the Coalition. 

23. Moreover, the Coalition appears to be advocating for cross-purposes. There is an 

irreconcilable difference between advocating on one hand for patient rights, and advocating on the 

other hand for the proposed growers' financial interests. 

II. The Commission adequately represents all of the Proposed Intervenors' interests. 

24. The Proposed Intervenors bear the burden of demonstrating that they satisfy each 

element for intervention-of-right under Rule 2-214(a). The Proposed Intervenors have 110t clearly 

stated that the Commission's position in the case fails to adequately represent the potential growers 

or the potential patients, To the contrary, the Proposed Intervenors actually copy and paste the 

Commission's argument to SUppOit its own. Mem. in SuppOl1 of Mot. to Intervene 4. 

25. The Commission has steadfastly challenged AMM, and it adequately represents the 

interests of both the pre-approved growers and the potential patients. The Proposed Intervenors 
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have nothing to add to this lawsuit because the basis for AMM's claims-how and why the 

Commission implemented several policies in its licensing scheme-is uniquely known to the 

Commission. The Proposed Intervenors are actually less able to argue the merits of AMM's claims 

because they have no special expertise, and no access to the information and decisions that were 

before the Commission. 

26. The Commission's advocacy in AMM's case thus far makes it apparent that the 

Commission seeks the same relief that the Proposed Intervenors seek, and has similar motive and 

opportunity. See John B. Parsons Home, lie v. John B. Parsons Found., 217 Md. App. 39,65 

(2014) (holding that the corporate parent of an existing party was not entitled to intervene because 

the existing party adequately represented its corporate parent's interests by conducting the day-to­

day management of the property at issue, and if relief was granted to the existing party, it would 

naturally flow to the corporate parent). 

27. It is clear that the Proposed Intervenors seek to weigh down this suit with 

procedural morass that not even the Commission believed was legitimate (as evidenced by capable 

counsel for the Commission not arguing), yet has nothing to add to the merits of the case. See 

Duckworth, 303 Md. at 545 (holding that legislators who were concerned about a case involving 

the constitutionality of Maryland's marriage statute were adequately represented by the Attorney 

General, and that because "there [was] utterly no merit in the [legislators '] jurisdictional argument, 

the Attorney General's refusal to make the argument furnishes no basis for intervention"). 

III. The Court should also deny permissive intervention because the Proposed 
Intervenors assert no claim or defense of their own, only c1aims or defenses that they believe 
the Commission should have raised. 

28. The Proposed Intervenors barely mention permissive intervention under Rule 2-

214(b), which permits intervention if their "claim 01' defense has a question of law or fact in 

common with the action." 

29. The Proposed Intervenors have no claim or defense. They only asselt arguments 

that they believe the Commission should have made. The Court would have no power to fashion 

any remedies 01' judgments binding against them. They have failed to meet their burden for 

invoking permissive intervention. 

CONCLUSION & REQUEST FOR HEARING 

WHEREFORE, AMM requests the Comt: 

1. GRANT a hearing 011 this motion and proposed intervention and, 
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2. DENY the Proposed Intervening Defendants' Motion to Intervene. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BYrOn~~' 
Byron L. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir. #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
443-921-11 00 
bYl'On@wal'l1kenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneysfor Plaintiff Alternative Medicine 
Maryland, LLC 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 
MARYLAND, LLC IN THE 

'" 
Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT 

'" 
v. FOR 

... 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE BALTIMORE CITY 
MARYLAND MEDICAL '" 
CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
Etal. ... Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

Defendants ... 

'" '" '" '" '" ... '" '" '" ... '" 
ORDER 

Having considered the Motion to Intervene and the Plaintiff's Opposition thereto, it is 

this __ day of , HEREBY 

ORDERED that the Motion to Intervene is DENIED. 

Judge, Circuit Court for Baltimore City 
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AL.ffiRNA TIVE MEDICINE * IN THE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

... 

Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT 

* 
v. FOR 

* 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE BALTIMORE CITY 
MARYLAND MEDICAL * 
CANNABIS COMMISSION 
Etal. * Case No.: 24-C-16-00S801 

Defendants * 

* * * * * * ... * * * * ... 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certifY that, on January 5, 2017, a copy of the foregoing Opposition to Proposed 
Intervening Defendant's Motion to Intervene and Request for a Hearing was served by email 
and first-class mail, postage prepaid to: 

Heather Nelson 
Office of the Attorney General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
Counsel for Existing Defendants 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
A Weinel'@l'wlls.com 
MBerman@rwll s.cO I11 
Counsellor Proposed Intervening Defendants 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
AJU1apolis, MD 21401 
ARitkin@rwUs.com 
COlll1Se /jor Proposed Intervening Defendants 

Byron B!f£1h-

E 000187



ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-00580 I 

. -­; . 
, ~-

, .... ., 
" 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et aI., HEARING REQUESTED :';.-

~ 
" 

Defendants. 

REPL Y IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO INTER 1ALLY ASSl N 

Proposed intervening defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal 

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC (hereinafter "Proposed Intervenors" or "Movants"), by their attorneys, 

Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Berman, and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, in 

reply to the Opposition of Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC, to intervention and 

consolidation, and in support of special assignment, state as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION - INTERVENTION IS GOVERNED BY RULE 2-214 AND 
WARRANTED HERE 

Proposed Intervenors seek to intervene under Md. Rules 2-214(a) and (b). Plaintiff 

opposes Proposed Intervenors' motion, to which Proposed Intervenors hereby reply. 

By its express terms, the intervention rule is one of practicality, intended to allow persons 

to protect their rights and interests in pending actions. Intervention as of right is permitted 

"when the person claims an interest relating to the property or transaction that is the subject of 

the action, and the person is so situated that the disposition of the action may as a practical 

matter impair or impede the ability to protect that interest unless it is adequately represented by 

existing parties." Md. Rule 2-214(a). Permissive intervention is proper when the proposed 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 

E 000189

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 

E 000189



Exhibit A 

E 000190

Exhibit A



From: Michael Berman 
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 10:20 AM 
To: 'Byron Warnken' <byron@warnkenlaw.com> 
Subject: RE: FW: AMM v. MMCC 

Tha nl< you for this courtesy. We view the discovery requests as relevant to the pending motion and would greatly 
appreciate a copy - they are not available from the Court record. 

From: byron717@gmall.coOl [mallto:byron717@gmall.com) On Behalf Of Byron Warnken 
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 201710:01 AM 
To: Michael Berman <MBerrnan@rwfis.com> 
Subject: Re: FW: AMM v. MMCC 

OUI' opposition and expert JD are attached~ I will send discovery if and when intervention is granted. Thanks, 
BBW 

On Mon, Jan 9,2017 at 3:14 PM, Michael Berman <MBel'man@rwlls.com> wrote: 

Additionully, I note that you have filed nn Opposition to MMCC's motion and an expert witness designation. J 
would also appreciate copies of those. 

From': Michael Berman 
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 3:02 PM 
To: 'Byron Warnken' <byron@wurn!·enlaw.com> 
Subject: AMM v. MMCC 

The Court docket reflects n notice of service of discovery. I would appreciate it if you would send me a copy 
of the discovery requests that you have filed. Thanks. 

MICHAEL n, BERMAN 

Ritld" Weiner Livingston, LLC 

· 2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
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Baltimore, MD 2121 J 

Cell Phone: 41 O·2Q6-5049 

www.esi-llledlalion.coll1 

RWL RIFKIN WEINER 
LIVINGSTON UC 

,,!lOLl( An ..... · 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS(Wmberman@.rwlls.coll1 

IR ULM 230 NOTI E: To ell~lIre compl iallce with rcquiremen ts impmil:u hy the IRS LindeI' CircLllu[' 230 
we inform YOLI Lha! £Illy U.S. I'edcrul lux advice conluincd in this communicat ion (including altachl1lcnt~), 
unless otherwise spedficrd ly stntecl, wns nol inl 'IH.lcO 01' wriLlcn to be used, and cannot be used, 101' (h(;) plll'pose 
of( I) ovoid ing penalties under Lhe Inlel'l1all{l!vclHlC Code 01' (2) proll1ol'ing, marketing or recoml1lending to 
another party any malleI'S nddressed hcrcin. 

CONJl lDENTJALlTY NOT) 'E: This communication mny contujn privileged or other confidential 
infonnntion. I f you Ilre not the intended I'ecipicnl, or bel ieve you huve recel vcclll is comnHllllcfl'tjoll in errQr, 
please do Jl()t pl'illt, copy l'Cl/'tlllSll il, disscminulc or ulhcl'wisc 'lise the inforn filion, Also, plellsc inclic(lte to thc 
SOlider thut you have reoeived this messng in crn>1' tllld delete the copy you received. Thank you. 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compl iance with requirements imposed by the IRS tinder Circlilul' 230, 
we inform you that any U.S, fedentl tax advice contained 1n this cOll1ll1unicalinll (including attachments), 
unless otherwise specifically stated, was no! intended or written to be Llsed, and cannot be used, for the purpose 
of (I) avoiding penalties LIndeI' the Interna l Revenue ode or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any mailers addressed bon~in. 

C NFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: T.h.is cOllllmmicnlil)n mny contain privileged 0]' other oonfidentla l 
intOl'malion. If you Me not Ih intended reCipient, or believe yotl have l'oceived this (; mmtJllieation in erl'or, 
please do not print, copy, relrnnsmit, dis 'eminotc or otherwjse usc the informution. Also, plense indicate to the 
sender tbnt yO\1 have received Ihis meSSAge in error nnd delete the copy YOll received. Thank you. 
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Byron B. Warnken, Esq. 
uY.fimmillmrnkclIlnw,cQ/U 
443-921-1100 

www.warnkenlaw.com 
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hylmxtEQmuukcmmpm 
443-921~1100 

www.warnkenlaw.com 
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From: Michael Berman 
Sent: Monday, January 09,20175:02 PM 
To: 'Philip M . Andrews' <pandrews@ks-Iaw.com> 
Cc: sfedder@mdco\lJ1sel.com; Hea l'her B. Nelson (heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov) <heather,nelsonl@maryland.gov>; 
Robert D. McCray <robert.mccray@maryland.gov>i 'Alfred F. Belcuore' <Alfred ,Belcuore@belcuorelaw.com>; Edward 
W eidenfeld <edward@weidenfe ldlaw.com>; Chrlslopl1er C. Jeffries <CJeffries@kg-law,com>; Louis P. Malick 
<Imalick@kg-Iaw.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 

My clients' rights and interests are plainly prejudiced by your refusal to consent. All rights, cialms, actions and defenses 
are expressly reserved. 

From: Philip M. Andrews (mailto:pandrews@kg-Iaw.com) 
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 4;31 PM 
To: Michael Berman <M8erman@rwlls.com> 
Cc: sfeddel'@mdcounsel.com; Heather B. Nelson (heathe-r.nelson1@maryland.gov) <ilea lher.nelsonl@marvland.gov>; 
Robert D. McCray <rol.Jert.mccray@maryland.gov>; 'Alfred F. Be leuore' <Alfred,Belcuore@b@lcuorclaw.com>; Edward 
Weidenfeld <edward@weidenfeld law,com>; Christoph , r C. Jeffries <CJerfrles@kg-law.com>; Louis P. Malick 
<lmalick@l(g-law.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 

Mike, 

While the Guidelines are not binding, the Preamble points out that lhey "may be of significant value In interpreting and 
applying Tille 2, Chapter 400 of the Maryland Ru les." My experience Is that courls typica lly use the Guidelines for that 
purpose, and the Court of Appeals certainly has made clear what It believes the "Permitted Attendance" list should be 
for a deposition. In any event, GTI does not agree to your dlenls and/ or their counse l attending Ms. Mlran's deposition 
tomorrow, for the reasons set forth herein and In my arlier email below, 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
www.philandrewSlaw.com 
D 410-347-1427 I F 410-361-8201 
pandrews@kg-Iaw.com I vCard 

K RAM 0 N & G R A HAM PA 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One South Street I Suite 2600 I Baltimore, MD 21202 
T 410-752-6030 I F 410-539-1269 I www.kramonandgraham.com 
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From: Michael Berman [Lna ll to :M Bernwn@rwlls.conl] 
Sent: Monday, January 9, 2017 4:08 PM 
To: Philip M. Andrew ' <pandrew s@ke-Iaw.com> 
Cc: sfedder@i>mclcoul1se l.coll1; Hea ther n. Nelso n ( h.QaJ'hC:Gr1~ 1..~_o Il1@IJlaryl~ l1d . " Q~) <ilea lher.nel on l @ma,rYl.'l!lQ.,p..,QY>; 
I~ o ber t D. McCray <ro bertrnccrav @maryland.gov>; 'Alfred F. Belcuore' <p,l1r.lE..cJ..O£l lI or,g@J~.Ql cJ!..9 r~Jaw . orn>; Edward 
Weldenfeld <edward @weldenfeldlaw.com>; Christopher C. Jeffries <CJerrrl es@kg-l, y!! .COflp; Louis P. Malick 
<Ima lick@kg-Iaw.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 

Thank you. The Guidelines are non-binding, generic, and do not fit every case - they certainly do not fit the procedural 
posture of this one. Further, the Guidelines state "unless the parties agree . . . . /1 

Please let me know if GTI will agree. As you are aware, briefing of relevant motions is ongoing. It is prejudicial to 
require the proposed intervenors to do so when, inter alia, we cannot attend and a transcript will not be available for us 
to review. 

ObViously, If you deny permission, we cannot attend and we will reluctantly respect your Wishes, while reserving all 
rights . 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Pari< Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
Cell Phone: 410-206-5049 
WWW.esl·medlation.com 

RWL RifKIN WEINER 
LlV1NGSrON I.I.C 

t1~"n "ruYi 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESSOFmberman@rwIlS.com 

CmCUlAIl 230 NOTICE: To enslire compliance with requirements Imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we Inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained ·in this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifica lly 
stated, was not Intended or written to be lJsed, and cannot be Llsed, for the purpose o f (1) avoIding penalties under the 
Inte rnall~ evenue Code or (2 ) promoting, marketing or recommending to another pa rty any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential Information. If you are not 
the intended reCipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise lise the information. A!so, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
In error and delete the copy YOll received. Thank you, 

From: Philip M. Andrews [!mil to:pandrews@1g-law .com] 
Sent: Monday, January 09,20173:47 PM 
To: Michael Berman <M Berman@rwlls.con1> 
C(:: sfedder@mdcou J)se l.con"\; Heather B. Nelson (heather.n Isonl@maryltlncl.gov) < he(l th er. r1 e I5 0111~land .RQ.l!> ; 

Robert D.lvIccray <roben .mr.r.rllv@mnr'll ilJ1cLgQy>; 'Alfred F. Belcuore' <J\l fr d.Beicuore@ belcliorelaw.co01>j Edward 
Weidenfeld <edward@wcidenfe ld l"w,com>; Christopher C. Jeffries <CJerrriQ"~_@'(g ·laW.i:onp; louis P. Malick 
<lma lick@l<g· lnw.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 
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Mike. 

I invite your attention to Maryland State Bar Association Discovery Guideline 90), which provides that, unless the parties 
agree or the court orders otherwise, "the only persons allowed to attend a deposition are the officer before whom the 
deposition is taken, an individual acting under the direction and in the presence of the officer, the parties, including one 
representative of a party other an individual, the parties' attorneys, a non-attorney member of the attorney's staff 
needed to assist in the representation, the witness, the attorney for the witness and an expert witness expected to 
testify on the subject matter of the deposition." 

Under Guideline 9(j) - the text of which will become new Maryland Rule 2-413.1 ("Permltted Attendance") in less than 
three months- neither til e Proposed Intervenors nor their counsel are within the list of persons allowed to attend Ms. 
Mlran's 10:00 AM deposition tomorrow. As such, your clients (and/or you) have no more right than any other member 
of the general public to enter upon the private premises where the deposition has been noted and will take place, in 
accordance with the scheduling arrangements agreed to last month by the actual parties to this litigation and the 
deponent and her counsel. Your clients' status as "proposed" intervenors does not change that circumstance, 
particularly where, as here, GTI, the party noting the deposition, objects to the proposed intervention and does not 
agree to disregard Guideline 9(j) . 

I trust you understand and will respect the foregoing. 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
www.phllandrewslaw.com 
D 410-347-7427 I F 410-361-8201 
pandrews@kg-Iaw.com I vCard 

K RAM 0 N & G R A HAM PA 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One South Street I Suite 2600 I Baltimore, MD 21202 
T 410-752-6030 I F 410-539-1269 I www.krtlmonandgraham.com 

From: Michael Berman Irna lllo:MBerman@rwlls.com) 
Sent: Monday, January 9, 2017 12:46 PM 
To: Christopher C. Jeffries <Oeffrles@kg-Iaw .com>; Heather B. Nelson U:!ea lher.neisonl@l11aryland.gov) 
<heather.nelson l@.mru:Y.land.gQy>; Louis P. Malick <lmallck@l<g-law.com>i Philip M. Andrews <Q.andrews@kg; 
law. com>; Robert D. McCray <robert.mccray@maryland .gov>; Sheila R. Gibbs <SGibus@kg-li!YV.co llp 
Cc: sfedder@mdcounse l.com 
Subject: GTI v. MMCC 

Please be advised that the proposed intervenors, Jane and John Doe and the Grower Awardees, will attend the 
deposition of former Commissioner Miran, currently noted for January 10, at 12 noon, In the offices of Kramon & 
Graham. Attendance Is without prejudice to, and fully reserving, our position that this is an on-the-record judicial 
review of an administrative agency action, and that no discovery is permitted or proper. 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 
Rifkin Weiner lIvlngston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Billtimorc, MD 21211 
Cell Phone: 410-206-5049 
www.p.sl-medlatlon.r.<lJl! 
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RWL RIFKIN WEINER 
LIVINGSTON u.e 

.11 '''lSI r, .\! IX. 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESSOF mberrnan@rwlls.com 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.s. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the Intended recipient, or bell Ve you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
in error and delete the copy you received. Th,mk you. 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (induding attachments), unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be Llsed, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential Information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communica tion in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the Information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message In 
error and delete the copy you received. Thank you . 

............................. *."" •• ". 
This communication Is from a law firm and may contain confidential or privileged Information. Unauthorized retention, 
disclosure, or use of this Information is prohibited and may be unlawful under 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521. AccordIngly, If Ihis 
email has been sent 10 you in error, please contact the sender by reply email or by phone at 410-752-6030. 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance w ith requirements imposed by the II1S under Circular 230, we Inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (in cl udil~g " n achmants), unless otherwise speclflcally 
stated, was not intended or Wri t ten to be used, and cannot be u ed, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIAlITV NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message in 
error and delete the copy you received. Thank you. 

This communication is from a law firm and may contain confidential or privileged information. Unauthorized (etention, 
disclosure, or use of Ihis information Is prollibited and may be unlawful under 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510·2521. Accordingly, if this 
email has been sent to you in error, please contact the sender by reply email or by phone at 410·752·6030. 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 

MARYLAND, LLC, 

Plaintiff 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et aI., 

Defendants 

* * * * * * 

* IN THE 

* 

* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR 

* BALTIMORE CITY 

* Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

* 

* * * * * * * 
ORDER 

On December 30, 2016, Proposed Intervening Defendants, John and Jane Doe, the 

Coalition for Patient Medical Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro, LLC, Doctors 

Orders Maryland, LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, filed a Motion to Consolidate the above 

captioned case with GTI Maryland, LLC, et at., v. Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 

Commission, et at., Case No. 24-C-16-005134 (Pleading No. 26). On January 3,2017, Proposed 

Intervening Defendants re-filed this same motion with minor edits and the inclusion of a red-lined 

version (Pleading No. 40). Defendant Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis 
-- ._------ -- - -- -

Commission filed a timely initial response (Pleading No. 26/1). 

-- , -"-~=,- --" ~-- - The Court' denied -Proposed-Intel'vening~Deferidants'-MbtiOl1" lO~Intervene " in"'lhis case 'in 

open court at a motions hearing held on February 21, 2017. Proposed Intervening Defendants are 

not parties in this case and therefore the Court finds that Proposed Intervening Defendants' Motion 

to Consolidate is denied as moot. Even if the motion was not moot, the court finds that the above 

cases should not be consolidated for the reasons stated on the record. 
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Therefore, it is this 21 st day of February, 2017; 

ORDERED, that the Proposed Intervening Defendants' Motion to Consolidate (Pleading 

No. 26 and 40) is hereby DENIED. 

c ' _ 
';" .. . 

:' 

The Judge's ~ . - r 
19nature appears 

on the original docume 
JUO'gt:.r:;m ..-. _ _ nt. 

TRUE COpy 
TeST 

~Jr 
MARilYN BENTl.EY, CLERK 

.- --~------------
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Distribution List: 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
bYl'On@wEu,pkenlHw. ,om 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Tel: (410) 990-1250 
ipicll@i ohnpic~l. com 

Attorneys for Defendants 

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
DEP ARTMENT OF HEALTH & 
MENTAL HYGIENE 
Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
Heatl1er.ne,lsonl @m'lryland.go 
Rob rt.mccray@,rn aryland .gov 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Tel: (410) 767-7546 

Attorneysfor Proposed Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalitionfor Patient Medical 
Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, and SunMed 

--/.';1·' l"'Vll~, Lilc:. - - -~ ~-=~=-~~ 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D, Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
3\ inel'(it).rwlls.colll 
Mb '-'Tll1flnri{J rwIls. ,om 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
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Annapolis. Maryland 21401 
adlkin{@rwlls.com 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 

Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 
(301) 441-3000 
bmarcus@ll'wrcu!>blmsib.com 
spaLtcl'son@mfll'Llcsbonsib.com 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 230-3800 
g11i@bbsc,law.com 
dn1V@bbsclaw.c m 

~-.---- - ~ 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 

MARYLAND, LLC, 

Plaintiff 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
et al., 

Defendants 

'" '" '" '" '" 

'" IN THE 

'" CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

'" BALTIMORE CITY 

'" Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

'" 
'" '" '" '" '" '" 
ORDER 

On December 30, 2016, Proposed Intervening Defendants, John and Jane Doe, the 

Coalition for Patient Medical Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro, LLC, Doctors 

Orders Maryland, LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, filed a Motion to Dismiss the above 

captioned case (Pleading No. 27). On January 3, 2017, Proposed Intervening Defendants re-filed 

this same motion with minor edits and the inclusion of a red-lined version (Pleading No. 39). 

Defendants Natalie M. Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, et ai" filed a timely 

initial response (Pleading No. 27/2). 

The Court denied Proposed Intervening Defendants' Motion to Intervene in this case in 

-----np'en court-at -a-mutiomrhearirrg-held-un-Pebruary-2t;-2tH-9-:-Noting-that the Proposed Intervening 

Defendants are not parties in this case, it is this 2pt day of February, 2017; 

ORDERED, that the Proposed Intervening Defendants' Motion to Dismiss (Pleading No. 

27 and 39) is hereby DENIED as moot. 

':.:, 
The' Judge' s si.[~_~~~~_~ appe,ars 

on the original document. ... , 
'IHruns " 

MAruLYN llENTL£Y, CLERK 
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Distribution List: 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
Warnken, LLC 

--- ------2- eservoiICITcle,-SUitel04 

Baltimore, MD 21208 
byron@wafDkcnlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Tel: (410) 990-1250 
jpl~@iohilpic!l.c.om 

Attorneys for Defendants 

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & 
MENTAL HYGIENE 
Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
HeatlIer.nelsonl @Imu'ylalld.g,ov 
Robert.l11ccray@maryland-.g0v 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Tel: (410) 767-7546 

( 

Attorneysfor Proposed Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalitionjor Patient Medical 
Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, and SunMed 

--(3,.. ',. t:tC.'---

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 
I:l.weiner@rwUs.com ----­
Mberl11an@rwlls. om 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
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Annapolis. Maryland 21401 
arltkin@l'wlls.com 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendant, \ Holisttc Industries, LLC 

Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 

-0411- vy ane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 
(301) 441-3000 
brnarcu @mor Llsbonsib,eom 
spattetson@maI'Llcsbonsib.c ni 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 230-3800 
gri@bbsclaw.cOFl1 
chnv@bbscla:w.com 
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ALTERNA'fIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff, 

FOR BALTIMORE CJTY 
v. 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et ai., HEARING REQUESTED 

Defendants. 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO INTERVENE, CONSOLIDATE, AND SPECIALLY A SIGN 

Proposed intervening defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal 

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC (hereinafter "Proposed Intervenors" or "Movants"), by their attorneys, 

Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Berman, and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, in 

reply to the Opposition of Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC, to intervention and 

consolidation, and in support of special assignment, state as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION - INTERVENTION IS GOVERNED BY RULE 2-214 AND 
'" ARRANTED HERE 

Proposed Intervenors seek to intervene under Md. Rules 2-214(a) and (b). Plaintiff 

opposes Proposed Intervenors' motion, to which Proposed Intervenors hereby reply. 

By its express terms, the intervention rule is. one of practicality, intended to allow persons 

to protect their rights and interests in pending actions. Intervention as of right is permitted 

"when the person claims an interest relating to the property or transaction that is the subject of 

the action, and the person is so situated that the disposition of the action may as a practical 

matter impair or impede the ability to protect that interest unless it is adequately represented by 

existing parties." Mel. Rule 2-214(a). Permissive intervention is proper when the proposed 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

The State has correctly asserted that the intervenors are necessary parties. Their rights 

are being decided in this action. They should be permitted to intervene. This action should be 

consolidated with the companion case that it markedly overlaps. 

Wherefore, proposed intervening defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient 

Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland 

LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, request that this Court grant their motion to intervene and 

specially assign this action, and for such other and further relief as may be necessary or proper. 

REOlJEST FOR HEARING 

Proposed intervenors request a hearing 011 their motion to intervene and on this reply in 

support thereof. 

RESPECTFULL Y SUBMITTED, 

Arnold M. We,iner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 . 
AWeiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(4 J 0) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Coul1selfbr Proposed Intervening Defendants 

15 

E 000208



Exhibit A 

E 000209

Exhibit A 

0000000



Fro.m: Michael Berman 
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 10:20 AM 
To: 'Byron Warnken' <byron@warnkenlaw.com> 
Subject: RE: FW: AMM v. MMCC 

Thank you for this courtesy. We view the discovery requests as relevant to the pending motion and would greatly 
appreciate a copy - they are not available from the Court record. 

From: byron7i7@gmall.com [mallto:byron?17Cwgmall.coml On Behalf Of Byron Warnken 
Sent: Tuesday, January 10,201710:01 AM 
To: Michael Berman <MBermflo@rwlls.com> 
Subject: Re: FW: AMM v. MMCC 

Oul' opposition and, expeli ID Elre attached~ t will s~nd discovery if and when intervention is gl'anted. Tlumks, 
BBW 

On Mon, Jan 9,2017 at 3:14 PM, Michael.Berman <MBel'man@rwlls.col'n> wrote: 

Additionally, I note that you have filed an Opposition to 'MMCC's motion llnd an expert witness designation. 
wotild also appreciate copies of those. 

From: Michael Berman 
Sent:. Monday, January 09,20173:02 PM 
To: 'Byron Wamken' <byron@wamkenlflw.com> 
Subject: AMM v. MMCC 

The Court docket reflects a notice of service of discovery. I would appreciate it if you would scnd me a copy 
of the discovery requests that you have tiled. Thanks. 

M1CHAEL D. BERMAN 

mndu Weinel' Livingston, LLC 

. 2002 Clipper Pmk Rood, Suite 108 
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Baltimorc, MD 21211 

Cell Phone: .:1 t 0··206·5049 

www.esi·l.nedialiOlt .COIl1 

RWL RlFKTN WErNER 
LIVT¥GSTQN LLC 

A\i~tl .. AI ...I": 

PLEASE NQTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS OF mberman@l'wlls.colll 

CIRCULAR 230 NQ1leJJ: To en.sure lJompliauce with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, 
we inform YO\1 that tiny U.S. federal tox advice COJltnillcd in this communication (including attachmonts), 
LHUC:SS, ol'l.lcrwise ~peclfioaJJy stnted, was not Lnlended or wl'itten to be used, lmd cannot he useq., foJ' the purpose 
of (1) avoiding penalti'es under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promotillg, marketing 01' recommending to 
another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENT1ALlTYNOnCli: This c011lll1unicalion may contcurl privileged or other conJ:idential 
illfoTl11ation. rr ¥Oll are not the inte'ndr;:d recipient, or believe YOll have received thls· communication in Ol'ror, 
please do nOLprint, oOPY, l'etl'HJ1.smit dissemi.nat or otherwise lise the in fOl'mntion . AlflO, please indicate to the 
sender thut YOll have received tbis message in error Bnd delete the copy you rece.ived. Thank you. 

CIRCULAR 230·NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS tinder Cil'c~llar 230, 
we inform yOll. that llny U.S. federal tax udvice contained in this communication (including attachments), 
unless otherwise speci·fically stated, was not.intended or written to be used, and cannot be lIsed, for the purpose 
of (1) avoiding. penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
!-1I.10ther party any mailers addressed herein. 

CONP'IDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may oontain privileged or other confidential 
inforn.lfltion. If you Me n0t the intended recipient, 01' believe you have recci ved Ihis commllnication in error, 
please do not print, copy, retransmit, disseminate or othel'wise usc the informatit)n. Also, please indicate to the 
sender that YOll have received (his message in error nnd delete the copy you received. Thmlk you. 
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Byron B. Warnken, Esq. 
U)'I.Q1l@.IY.aJ:n&:n lllw.colD 
443·921·1100 

www.warnkenlaw.com 

3 
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From: Michael Berman 

Sent: Monday, January 09, Z017 5:02 PM 
To: 'Philip M. Andrewsl <pao'drews@kg-Iaw.com> 
Cc: sfedder@mdcounseLcom; Heather B. Nelson (heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov) <heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov>; 
Robert D. McCray <rober't.mccray@maryland:gov>; 'Alfred F. Belcuore' <Alfred.Belcuore@belcuorelaw.com>; Edward 

Weldenfeld <edward@weidenfeldlaiN.com>; Christopher C. Jeffries <CJeffries@kg-law,com>; Louis P. Malick 
<Imallck@kg.law.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v: MMCC 

My clients' rights ~nd interests are plainly prejudiced by your refusal to consent. All rights, claims, actions and defenses 
are expressly reserved. 

Fr~m: Philip M. Andr~ws [mallto!pandrews@kg-Iaw.com) 
Sent: Monday, JanulIry09, 20174:31 PM 
To: Michael Berman <MBerman@rwlls.com;> 
Cc: sfedder@mdcbun~el.com; Heather B. Nelson (heathe·r.nelsonl@maryland.gov) <heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov>; 
Robert O. McCray <robert.m5=cray@maryland.gQY>;. 'Alfred F. Beleuore' <Alfred .Belcllor\'!@ beicuoreJaw.com» Edward 
Weldenfeld <edwar:d5f!lweldenfeldlaw.com>; Christopher C. Jeffries <CJeffrles@kg·law,corn>; Louis P. Malick 
<Imallck@kg-Iaw.com> 
Subject: ~E: GTI v. MMCC 

Mike, 

While the Guidelines are not binding, the Preamble points alit that they "may be of significant value In interpreting and 
applying Title 2, Chapter 400 of the Maryland Rules." My experience Is that courts typically use the Guidelines for that 
purpose, and the Court of Appeals certainly has made clear what It believes the "Permitted Attendance" list should be 
for a deposition. In any event, GTI does not agree to your clients and/or their counsel attending Ms. Mlran(s deposition 
tomorrow, for the reasons set .forth herein and In my earlier email below. 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
wwvJ.philandrewsli)w.com 
o 4lD~347·7427 I F 410-361-8201 
pandrews@kg·law.com I vCard 

f( RAM 0 N & G R A HAM Pli 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One South Street I Suite 2600 I Baltimore, MD 21202 
T 410-752·6030 I F 410-539·1269 I www.kramonandgraham.com 
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From: Michael Berman [1l1 i:1i l to : ry:I~.!!~rwlb.cor:!.!J 
Sent: Monday, January 9,20174:08 PM 
To: Philip M. Andrews <p(l!1drews@kg- law.com> 
Cc: sfedder@mclcounsel.com; Heather B. Nelson (hcather. fl elson l@rnilry la ncl.gov) <11 ilt l1 er.ne lsonl@millYland.gov>; 
Robert D. McCray <robert.rnccray@mClI'ylcmd.gov>; 'Alfred F. l3elcuore' <8Ifred.Be lcLlorc@belcllorelaw.CClm>; Edward 
Weidenfeld <edward@weidenfe ldlaw.com>; Christopher C. Jeffries <QeffTles@kg-I(lw.com>; Louis r. Malick 
<lmallck@kg7Iaw.com> 
Subject: RE: GTI v. MMCC 

Thank you. The Guidelines are non-binding, generic, anddo not fit every case - they certainly do not fit the procedural 
posture of this one. Further, the Guidelines state "unless the parties agree .... " 

Please let me know if GTJ will agree. As you are aware, briefing of relevant motions is ongoing. It is prejudicial to 
require the proposed intervenors to do so when, inter alia, we cannot attend and a transcript will not be available for us 
to review. 

Obviously, If you deny permission, we cannot attend and we will reluctantly respect your wishes, while reserving all 
rights. 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 -Clipper Park Road; Suite 108 
B(,!ltimore, MD 21.211 
Cell Phone: 410c206csb49 
WWW.esi"mediatlon.com 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADD.RESSOFmberman@rwlls.com 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requir'ements Imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U.S. federa l tax advice contained ·in this commUnication (including attachments), unless otherwise specirIcally 
sta ted, was not intended or w.rltten to' be used, a.nd cannot be lIsed, for the purpose of (1 ) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Hevenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein . 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential Information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise ,use the information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
in error and delete the copy YOLi received. Thank you, 

From: Philip M. Andrews !n)ailto :pn ndrews.@kg-layv.comJ 
Sent: Monday, January 09,2017 3:47 PM 
To: Michael Berman <M Bermall@rwljs .com.> 
Cc: sfedrJer@md counse l. cPI11; Hearher B. Nelson (hea ther,nelsonl@l1la ryiclncJ.gov) < h eat ll er . IJ~J~onl@ll1arylll l;d.gov>; 

Robert D. McCrClY <robel·t.mc:r.raY@l11flrvIYf)cLK9..Y>; 'Alfred F. Belcuore ' <AHred,l:Ielcuore_@belclIore law.cul11>; Edward 
Weidenfeld <eLiward@weidcn fe,l dlaw.cQJI1.>; Christopher C. Jeffries <CJen.d.Q5_@!<go:l,il,IN.~QI!}>; Louis P. Malick 
<IQlalitk@Jill-law.conp 
Subject: HE: GTI v. MMCC 

7. 

E 000215



I invite your attention to Maryland State Bar Association Discovery Guideline 9(j), which provides that, unless the parties 
agree or the court order.s otherwise, lithe only persons allowed to attend a deposition are the officer before whorn the 
deposition is tal<en, an individual acting under the direction and in the presence of the officer, the parties, including one 
representative of a party other an individual, the parties' attorneys, a non-attorney member of the attorney's staff 
needed to assist in the representation, the witness, the attorney for the witness and an expert witness expected to 
testify on the subject matter of the deposition." 

Under Guideline 9(j) - the text of which will become new Maryland Rule 2-413.1 ("Permitted Attendance") In less than 
three rnonths- neither the Proposed Intervenors nor their counsel are Within the list of persons allowed to attend Ms. 
Miran's 10:00 AM deposition tomorrow. As such, your clients (and/or you) have no more right than tiny other member 
of the general public to enter upon the private premises where the deposition has been noted and will take place, in 
accordance with the scheduling arrangements agreed to last month by the actual parties to this litigation and the 
deponent and her counsel. Your clients' status as "proposed;' intervenors does not change that circumstance, 
particularly where, as here, GTI, the party noting the deposition, objects to the proposed intervention and does not 
agree to disregard Guideline 9U). 

I trust you understand and will respect the foregoing. 

Phil 

Philip M. Andrews 
www.phllandrewslaw.com 
0410-347.:7427 I F 410-361-8201 
pandrews@kg.law.com IVCard 

I( R A M 0 N & G R A H A M PA 
ATTORN~YS AT LAW 

One South street I Suite 2600 I Baltimore, MD 21202 
T 410-752-6030 I F 4.10-539-1269 I www.kramonandg(aham.com 

From: Michael Berman [mail lo:MBerman@rwlls.comj 
Sent: Monday, January 9, 2017 12:46 PM 
To: Christopher c. Jeffries <CJ effrles@l(g- l aV{,~>; Heather B. Nelson (heather.nelsonl@marvland.gov) 
<heathe r.nelsonl@maryland.gov>; Louis P. Malick <Irna lick@hg·lilw,com>; Philip M. Andrews <panctrews@ l<g­
law.com>; Robert D. McCray <robert.mccray@marylancl .gov>; Sheila R.. Gibbs <SGibbs@kg: @w.com> 
Cc: s fedd~r@mdcou nsel.com 

SubJeGt: GTI v. MMCC 

Please be advised that the proposed intervenors, Jane and John Doe and the Grower Awardees, will attend the 
deposition of former Commissioner Mlran, currently noted for January 10, at 12 noon, In the offices of Kramon & 

Graham. Attendance 15 without prejudice to, and fully reserving, our position that this is iln on-the-record judicial 
review of an administrative agency action, and that no discovery is permitted or proper. 

MICHAEL D. BERMAN 

Rlfldn Weiner Livingston, LlC 

2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite :L08 
Bult imore, MD 2121 1 
Cell Phone: 410-206-5049 
ww w.esi-med.La tioll,f.0!'1 
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RWL RIFKIN WEINER 
LlVlNGSTON U.( 

Allot..~~Y< ,\\' l.~"'" 

PLEASE NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS OF mbem1ill\@rwl~~g.QJ 

CIRCULAR 230. NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U,S, federal' tax advice contained in this communication (including attachments/, unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addres,sed herein, ' 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information, If you <Ire not 
the Intended recipient, or believe you have rec¢ived this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise uSe the Information. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received this message 
in error and delete the copy you received, Thank you, 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform you 
that any U,S, federal tax advice contained In this communication (including attachments), unless otherwise specifitaJly 
stated, was not ihtended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communiciltlon may contain privileged or other confidential Information. If you are not 
the intended reciplen~, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy" retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information. Also, please indIcate to the sender that you have received this message In 
error and delete the copy you rece,lved. Thank you . 

... ........ ".. ......... l1li.* •• ",,,, •• ** 
This communication is from a law firm and may contain confidentia l or privileged information, Unauthorized retention, 
disclosure, or use ofthls Ihformation is prdhibiled and may bG unlawful under 18 U,S,C, §§ 2510-2521, Accordingly, if this 
email has been sent to you in error, please contact Ihe sender by reply email or by phone at 410-752-6030, 

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we Inform you 
that any u.s, federal tax advice contained in this communication (including attac:hmentsL unless otherwise specifically 
stated, was not Intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information, If you are' not 
the intended recipient, or believe you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, 
disseminate or otherwise use the information, Also, please Indicate to the sender that you have received this message in 
error and delete the copy you received. Thank you, 

This communication is from a law firm and may contain confidential or privileged information, Unauthorized retention, 
diSClosure, or use of this information Is prohibited and may be unlawful under 1 B U.S, C, §§ 2510-2521. Accordingly. if this 
email has been sent to you in error, please contact Ihe sender by reply email or by phone at 410-752-6030, 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC 

Plaintiff 

v, 

NATALIE M, LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISION, ef al. 

Defendants 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

NOT CIG OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 5th day of January 2017, Plaintiff propounded its "Second 

Set of Requests fOl' Production of Documents" to Defendant Natalie M. Laprade Maryland 

Medical Cannabis Commission. Same was sent via United States mail, postage pre-paid to: 

Heather Nelson, Esq. 
Officer of the Attorney General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
Attorney for Natalie M Laprade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission 

Respectfully submitted, 

BYronB~e~ 
Byron L. Wamken 
WARNKBN,LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir. 
Suite 104 
Pikesville, MflL')' land 21208 
E-Mail: bYJ-.on@yvul11kenJaw.com 
Phone: (443) 921-1104 
Facsimile: (443) 921-1111 
Attorneys/or Plai11tijJ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that, on JanualY 5, 2017, a copy of the foregoing Notice of' Service was 

served by email and first-class mail, postage prepaid to: 

Heather Nelson, Esquire 

Office of the Atto11ley Genet'at 

300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Byron B. Warnken 

- 2-
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, et al., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants, 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

* * * * * 

* IN THE 

* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

* Case No. 24-C-16-005134 

* HEARING REQUESTED 

* IN THE 

* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

* Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

* HEARING REQUESTED 

* 

* * * * 
MOTION TO INTERVENE 

Holistic Industries, LLC, by and through counsel, Bruce L. Marcus, Esq., Sydney M. 

Patterson, Esq., and MarcusBonsib, LLC, and Gary R. Jones, Esq., Danielle M. Vranian, Esq, and 

Baxter, Baker, Sidle, Conn & Jones, P.A, hereby file this Motion to Intervene and accompanying 

Memorandum pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-214, and in support thereof states as follows: 

1. On September 19, 2016, GTI Maryland, LLC filed its Complaint against the Natalie 

M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, the Maryland Department of Health and 

Mental Hygiene, and the individual Commissioners of the Natalie M. LaPrade Medical Cannabis 

Commission. 
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2. On September 27, 2016, Maryland Cultivation and Processing, LLC ("MCP") moved 

to intervene as a plaintiff in the OTI action. On November 2,2016, MCP's Motion to Intervene was 

granted. 

3. On October 7,2016, OTI filed its First Amended Complaint and on October 21,2016 

it filed its Second Amended Complaint. 

4. On October 31, 2016, a separate Complaint was filed by Alternative Medicine 

Maryland, LLC ("AMM") against the Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, 

the Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, and the individual Commissioners of the 

Natalie M. LaPrade Medical Cannabis Commission. 

5. Proposed Intervenor Holistic Industries, LLC ("Holistic") is a Stage 1 awardee of a 

Medical Cannabis Grower License and is preparing to be fully qualified for a Stage 2 award. 

6. Until recently, none of the allegations set forth in the operative pleadings in the above-

captioned matters were directed at or pointed to the specific licensure awarded to Holistic. 

7. However, on January 9, 2017, Plaintiff MCP filed its Motion for Preliminary 

Injunction (DE 62) in the GTI action requesting that the Court "freeze the 'status quo' ... to assure 

that Mep's rightful place within the top 15 is preserved." PI. MCP's Mot. for Prelim. Injunction 2. 

In its effort to "freeze the status quo," MCP directly targets the award of the Pre-Approval for the 

Medical Cannabis Grower License to Holistic. 

8. Holistic has a direct property interest in these actions and its property rights will be 

impaired or impeded by these actions if it is not permitted to intervene. 

9. Failure to include Holistic in the above-captioned matters would be contrary to the 

interests of judicial efficiency and the avoidance of piecemeal litigation. 

2 
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10. This motion is timely filed and will not Wlduly delay or prejudice the adjudication of 

the rights of the original parties. 

11. Undersigned cOWlsel contacted the State Defendants regarding their position on the 

instant Motion to Intervene. The State had not replied to Wldersigned cOWlsel's inquiry as of the time 

of this filing. Notably, however, the State Defendants have moved to dismiss the Complaint on the 

basis that this Intervenor was not joined as a necessary party. 

12. Plaintiffs GIl and MCP, through their respective cOWlsel, have authorized the 

Wldersigned to represent that GIl and MCP oppose the relief requested herein. 

13. Plaintiff AMM, through its respective cOWlsel, has authorized the undersigned to 

represent that AMM opposes the relief requested herein. 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Holistic Industries, LLC respectfully requests that 

this Court grant Holistic Industries, LLC leave to intervene as defendants in the above-captioned 

matters. 

REQUEST FORA HEARING 

Proposed Intervenor, Holistic Industries, LLC, requests a hearing on this Motion. 

MARcusBoNSIB, LLC 

6f;t1 C't' /?IJA}/?c 1(( 

Bruce L. Marcus, Esq. 
Sydney M. Patterson, Esq. 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 
(301) 441-3000 
(301) 441-3003 (fax) 
bmarcus@marcusbonsib.com 
spatterson@marcusbonsib.com 

Respectfully submitted, 

BAXTER, BA ~ , SIDLE, Co .&. JONES, P.A. 
I 

____ ~7~J~11.-~, ~ ~~/ 
Gary R. Jones, Esq. 
Danielle M. Vranian, Esq. 
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 230-3800 
(410) 230-3801 (fax) 
grj@bbsclaw.com 
dmv@bbsclaw.com 

Counselfor Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

./,~ 
I hereby certify that on this .;I~ day of January, 2017, a copy of the foregoing Motion to 

Intervene; Memorandum of Law; Request for Hearing; and proposed Order was sent by first-class 

mail, postage prepaid, to: 

Attorneys for Plaintiff GTI, Maryland, LLC: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 
Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 
KRAMON & GRAHAM, P.A. 
One South Street, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
pandrews@kg-law.com 
cjeffries@kg-Iaw.com 
sgibbs@kg-law.com 
Imalick@kg-law.com 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 
DA VIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorneysfor Plaintiff Maryland Cultivation & Processing, LLC: 

Alfred F. Belcuore, 
LA W OFFICES OF ALFRED F. BELCUORE 
888 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Alfred.belcuore@belcuorelaw.com 

Edward Weidenfeld 
THE WEIDENFELD LA W FIRM, P.C. 
88817thStreetN.W.,#1250 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
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Attorneysfor De/endants: 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & MENTAL HYGIENE 

300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov 
Robert.mccray@maryland.gov 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 

2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

AttorlleYf),/or Proposellllliervetling Defelldants, Jane and Joltn Doe, 
the Coalition/or Patient Me(licillal Access, LLC, Curio Cllltivatioll, LLC, 
ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, alld StmMed Growers, LLC: 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 

2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 
AWeiner@rwlls.com 
MBennan@rwlls.com 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 

225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 2140 I 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
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OTI MARYLAND, LLC, et al., * IN THE 

Plaintiff, * CIRCUIT COURT 

v. ... FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND ... Case No. 24-C-16-00S134 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

... HEARING REQUESTED 
Defendants. 

... 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, ... IN THE 
LLC, 

... CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff, 

... FOR BALTIMORE CITY 
v. 

... Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., ... HEARING REQUESTED 

Defendants. ... 

... ... ... ... ... ... * ... ... 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION TO INTERVENE 

Holistic Industries, LLC ("Holistic"), by and through counsel, Bruce 1. Marcus, Esq., Sydney 

M. Patterson, Esq., and MarcusBonsib, LLC, and Gary R. Jones, Esq., Danielle M. Vranian, Esq, and 

Baxter, Baker, Sidle, Conn & Jones, P.A, hereby file this Motion to Intervene as defendants pursuant 

to Maryland Rule 2-214, and in support thereof, states as follows: 

I. Intrgduction 

The Natalie M. LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission ('~MMCC") was 

established to, among other things, select licensees to participate in the growing of medical 

cannabis as licensed growers. In the exercise of its statutory authority, MMCC established a two-

stage licensing process, published an application, evaluated applicants and selected fifteen medical 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, et al., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et a/., 

Defendants. 

* * * * * 

* IN THE 

* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

* Case No. 24-C-16-005134 

* 

* 

* IN THE 

* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

* Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

* 

* 

* * * * 
ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO INTERVENE 

UPON CONSIDERATION of Proposed Intervenor, Holistic Industries, LLC's Motion to 

Intervene, it is this __ ~ .. day of _ _ _ _ __ , 2017, by the Circuit Court for Baltimore 

City, hereby 

ORDERED, that the Motion to Intervene filed by Holistic Industries, LLC, be and hereby 

is GRANTED; and it is further 

ORDERED, that Holistic Industries, LLC be and hereby is an INTERVENING 

DEFENDANT in the above-captioned matters. 

JUDGE, Circuit Court for Baltimore City 
Copies to: 
All counsel of record 
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, et aI., * IN THE 

Plaintiff, * CIRCUIT COURT 

v. * FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND * Case No. 24-C-16~OO5134 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

* 
Defendants. 

* 
ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, * IN THE 
LLC, 

* CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff, 

* FOR BALTIMORE CITY 
v. 

* Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et a/., * 

Defendants. * 

MOTION TO SPECIALLY ASSIGN, ,CONSOLIDATE, AND DlSMlSS 

Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC ("Holistic"), by and through 

counsel, Bruce L. Marcus, Esquire, Sydney M. Patterson, Esquire and MarcusBonsib, LLC; and 

Gary R. Jones, Esquire, Danielle M. Vranian, Esquire, and Baxter, Baker, Sidle, Conn & Jones, 

P .A., hereby file this Motion to Specially Assign, Consolidate, and Dismiss the above-captioned 

actions, and in support thereof, state as follows: 

1. That Holistic hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the arguments in the 

Motion to Specially Assign, Consolidate, and Dismiss filed by Proposed Intervening Defendants, 

Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, 

ForwardGro, LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, attached hereto. 

E 000229



2. That all arguments presented by the original defendants, the Maryland Medical 

Cannabis Commission, et al. are incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein and will not 

be repeated. 

WHEREFORE, for the for the reasons set forth and incorporated herein, intervening 

Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC, respectfully requests that this Court specially assign, 

consolidate, and dismiss these actions. 

REQUEST FOR A HEARING 

Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC requests a hearing on this Motion to 

Specially Assign, Consolidate, and Dismiss these Actions. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARcusBoNSIB, LLC 

Bruce L. Marcus, Esq. 
Sydney M. Patterson, Esq. 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 
(301) 441-3000 
(301) 441-3003 (fax) 
bmarcus@marcusbonsib.com 
spatterson@marcusbonsib.com 

BAXTER, BAKER, SIDLE, CONN & JONES, P.A. 

Gary R. Jones, Esq. 
Danielle M. Vranian, Esq. 
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 230-3800 
(410) 230-3801 (fax) 
grj@bbsclaw.com 
dmv@bbsclaw.com 

Counselfor Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 18th day of January, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was sent 

by first-class mail, postage prepaid, to: 

Attorneysfor PlaintiffGTI, Maryland, LLC; 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 
Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 
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KRAMON & GRAHAM, P .A. 
One South Street, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
pandrews@kg-law.com 
cjeffries@kg-law.com 
sgibbs@kg-Iaw.com 
Imalick@kg-law.com 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 
DAVIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Maryland Cultivation & Processing, LLC: 

Alfred F. Belcuore, 
LAW OFFICES OF ALFRED F. BELCUORE 
888 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Alfred.belcuore@belcuorelaw.com 

Edward Weidenfeld 
THE WEIDENFELD LAW FIRM, P .C. 
888 17th Street N.W., #1250 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 

Attorneys for Defendants: 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
Heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov 
Robert.mccray@maryland.gov 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & MENTAL HYGIENE 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneysfor Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
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byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient 
Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, 
LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC: 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 

2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 
A Weiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 

225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 

Gary R. Jones 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE * IN THE 
MARYLAND,LLC 

* 
Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT 

* 
v. FOR 

* 
NATALIE M.LAPRADE BAL TIMORE CITY 
MARYLAND MEDICAL * 
CANNABIS COMMISSION 
Etal. * Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

Defendants * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED INTERVENOR HOLISTIC INDUSTRIES, LLC'S 

MOTION TO INTERVENE AND REQUEST FOR HEARING 

Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC ("AMM"), by its attorneys, John A. 

Pica, Jr., John Pica and Associates, LLC and Byron L. Warnken and Byron B. Warnken, 

Warnken, LLC, files this Opposition to Second Intervenor's Motion to Intervene and Request 

for Hearing, pursuant to Md. Rules 2~214, 2-311. 

Posture of the Case 

I. AMM, who applied for a medical cannabis grower license, filed a Complaint for 

declaratory and injunctive relief challenging the Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission's 

scheme for granting medical cannabis grower licenses. AMM alleged that the Commission (1) 

failed to implement a vital statutory mandate to actively seek to achieve racial and ethnic diversity 

when licensing medical cannabis growers; (2) unconstitutionally discriminated against applicants 

owned by out-of-state residents; and (3) created an arbitrary, capricious, and unreasonable system 

for ensuring applicants were adequately capitalized. 

2. AMM served discovery requests and an expert witness designation on the 

Commission soon after serving its Complaint. The Commission filed a Motion to Dismiss, or in 

the Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment, and AMM filed an Opposition. 

3. About a month before AMM filed suit, in Case No. 24-C-16-005134, OTI, another 

grower license applicant, filed a Complaint challenging the Commission's decision to remove OTI 

from the top fifteen growers slated for a grower license pre-approval, and replace it with a lower 

ranked grower license applicant. The Commission filed a Motion to Dismiss, or in the Alternative, 
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represents Holistic's interests in AMM's case. Holistic states: "Although the State and Holistic 

have similar interests in protecting the integrity of the State's license award process, the MCP 

Motion for Preliminary Injunction (DE 62) filed in the GTI action has singled-out and directly 

attacked the specific licensure awarded to Holistic." Thus, Holistic admits that, but for MCP's 

Motion for Preliminary Injunction in the GTI case, the Commission's interests mirrors its own. 

This means that, in AMM' s case, the Commission adequately represents Holistic's interests. Mem. 

in Support of Mot. to Intervene 5 ("Consequently, the individualized nature of the attacks in MCP's 

Motion have made it such that Holistic's interests can no longer be adequately represented by the 

State and require separate representation by counsel for Holistic."). 

17. Moreover, like the first grower Intervenors, Holistic devotes most of its argument 

to describing the time and money it has spent. However, Holistic overstates the connection 

between the time and money it has spent, and its right to participate in the suit independent of the 

Commission. Both Holistic and the Commission want the license process to move forward. 

Holistic has nothing to add to this lawsuit because the basis for AMM's claims-how and why the 

Commission implemented several policies in its licensing scheme-is uniquely known to the 

Commission. Holistic is actually less suited to argue the merits of AMM' s claims because it has 

no special expertise, and no access to the information and decisions that were before the 

Commission. 

CONCLUSION & REQUEST FOR HEARING 

WHEREFORE, AMM requests the Court: 

1. GRANT a hearing on Holistic's Motion to Intervene and this Opposition; and after the 

hearing, 

2. DENY Holistic's Motion to Intervene. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir. #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
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443-921-1100 
byron@warllkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneysfor Plaintiff Alternative Medicine 
Maryland, LLC 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 9th day of February, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was served, by fIrst 
class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Heather B. Nelson 
Office of the Attorney General 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
Attorney for the Defendants 

Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 
MarcusBonsib, LLC 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 
120 E. Baltimore St., Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendant Holistic Industries, LLC 

Philip M. Andrews 
Chistopher C. Jeffries 
Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 
Kramon & Graham, P.A. 
Once South Street 
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Suite 2600 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Lanny J. Davis 
Davis Goldberg & Galper PLLLC 
1700 K. St. N.W., Suite 825 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Attorneys for GTJ, Mary/and, LLC (Case No. 24-C-16-005134) 

Alfred F. Belcuore 
Law Offices of Alfred F. Belcuore 
888 17th Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Edward Weidenfeld 
The Weidenfeld Law Finn, P.C. 
888 17th Street, N.W., #1250 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Attorneysfor Mary/and Cultivation and Processing, LLC (Case No. 24-C-16-005134) 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

Alan M. Rifkin 
Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendants Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient 
Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Culativation, LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, 
LLC and SunMed Growers, LLC 

BYron<t~ 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

Plaintiff 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE 
MARYLAND MEDICAL 
CANNABIS COMMISSION, 
Etal. 

Defendants 

'" '" * * 

'" 

'" 

'" 

'" 

'" 

'" 
'" '" '" 

ORDER 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BAL TIMORE CITY 

Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

* * * * * 

Having considered Holistic Industries, LLC's Motion to Intervene and the Plaintiff 

Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC's Opposition thereto, it is this __ day of_-.) 

HEREBY 

ORDERED that the Motion to Intervene is DENIED. 

Judge Barry G. Williams 

Baltimore City Circuit Court 
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GTl MAR YLAND, LLC, el al., 

Plaintiff: 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et aI., 

Defendants. 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-00513 4 

HEAIUNG REQUESTED 

C ' ....... 

************************************ *****************************.*****-* -- . 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24~C-16-005801 

HEARING REQUESTED 

MOTION TO SPECIALLY ASSIGN, 
CONSOLIDA TE, AND DISMISS THIS ACTION 

I \ 

c> 
(..;I 

""til 
-.;(. 

r..' 
i':? r 

~ ~ 
...1 

Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, 

LLC ("Coalition"), Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland, LLC, 

and SunMed Growers, LLC, by Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Benllan, and 

Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, their attorneys, for a motion to specially assign, consolidate, and 

. dismiss these actions, state as follows: 

l. A primary goal of the State's medical calUlabis statute, Md. Code Ann., Health 

Gen'!., § 13-3301, et seq., is to deliver needed medicine to Marylanders as soon as practicable.) 

) Pursuant to Health Gen'!. §J3-3302(c): "The purpose of the Commission is to develop policies, 
procedure:, guidelines, and regulations to implement programs to muk, · medical cannabis avail able 
to qualifying patients in a safe (l nd efl >clivc manne r." It then grant") licenses . Hc::lllh Jell'J § 13-
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2. These lawsuits threaten to undermine that goal and thereby deprive seriously ill 

Marylanders of needed medical relief. 

3. In order to effectuate its goal, the General Assembly established all administrative 

licensing process for growing, processing, and distributing medical cannabis. 

4. The administrative agency charged with implementing that process has issued 

fifteen Stage 1 awards of cannabis grower licenses. All of the movants are either persons in need 

of medicinal cannabis or successful awardees of grower licenses, with the exception of the 

Coalition, which is an advocate for patient and growers rights. 

5. Two separate groups of plaintiffs, consisting of three disappointed license 

applicants, have sued to challenge that licensing and award process. 

6. Both lawsuits present common issues of law and fact. 

7. Both lawsuits thleaten to place the financial interests of disappointed license 

applicants ahead of Marylanders like Jane and John Doe who are seriously ill and need medical 

cannabis. 2 

8. All plaintiffs waited far too long to advance their interests and are barred by laches. 

9. Plaintiffs' claims are prejudicial to the rights of the movants. Movants Jane and 

John Doe are sometimes referred to as the "Prospective Medicinal Patients." The Coalition and 

the remaining movants are referred to as the "Grower Awardees." All seek to intervene. 

3306(a)(2)(i); COMAR 10.62.08.07. 

2 As set forth in ,[3 of the Motion to Intervene, Jane and John Doe are minors, citizens of Maryland 
and they suffer from serious illnesses, including, but not limited to, severe epilepsy. Jane Doe has 
additional serious conditions. They seek to intervene under a pseudonym because they are minors 
and because sensitive medical data are involved. Based on discussion with a treating physician, 
thcy believe and aver that they will qualify for certification for, and benefit from, the use of 
medicinal cannabis. They are jointly referred to as the "Prospective Medicinal Patients." 
Essentially, they arc representative of those patients who are suffering and need timely and 
immediate access to medical cannabis. 

2 
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10. None of the plaintiffs has presented its request for administrative review of an 

agency action properly. This matter is, and should remain, ajudicial review on the agency record. 

11. The accompanying memorandum is incorporated herein. 

12. All arguments presented by the original defendants, the Maryland Medical 

Catll1abis Commission, et al. ("MMCC"), are incorporated herein and will not be repeated. 

Wherefor~, for reasons set f011h herein and in the accompanying memorandum, 

incorporated herein, intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient 

Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland 

LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, request that this Court specially assign, consolidate, and dismiss 

these actions. 

REQUEST FOR HEARING 

Movants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio 

Cultivation LLC, FbrwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, 

request a hearing on their motion to specially assign, consolidate, and dismiss these actions, with 

prejudice, and for costs. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
A Weiner@rwlls.com 
MBennan@rwlls.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 
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Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

CounselJor Proposed Intervening DeJendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 3rd day of January, 2017, acopy of the foregoing was served, 

by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

KRAMON & GRAHAM, P.A. 
One South·Street, Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-law.com 
cjeffries@kg-Iaw.com 
sgibbs@kg-Iaw.com 
lmalick@kg-Iaw.com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 

DA VIS GOLDBERG & GALPER PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Allorneysjin' Plaint([fGTl Marylane/, LLC 
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Edward Weidenfeld, Esquire 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.e. 

edward@weideilfeldlaw.com 
888 17th Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for Plaintiff Maryland 
Cultivation & Processing, LLC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather.nelson1@maryland.gov 
Robert.mccray@maryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneys for Defendants 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 

Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir., #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 

byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

~a-~~-~----------------
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, el al., 

Plaintift: 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et aI., 

Defendants. 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-005134 

HEARING REQUESTED 

************************************ ************************************ 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff, 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 
v. 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et al., HEARING REQUESTED 

Defendants. 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO SPECIALLY ASSIGN, 

ONSOLJDATE, ANn DlSMJ 'S THI ' ACTION 

Defendants, Jane and John Doc, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio 

Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC, 

by Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. Berman, and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, 

their attorneys, for a motion to specially assign, consolidate, and dismiss this action, state as 

follows: 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
EXCLUDED PURSUANT TO 
MARYLAND RULE 8-501(c) 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE 
MARYLAND, LLC 

Plaintiff 

v. 

* 

* 

* 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, * 
et al. 

Defendants * 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No: 24-C-16-00S801 
***************************************************************************** 

ORDE R 

The COUlt, Sua sponte, having determined that assignment of this case to a single judge 

will promote the expeditious resolution of this case, it is this 7'- day of ~~ , 

2017, 

HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to the COllrt's policy on special assignment, that this 

case is assigned to the Honorable Barry Williams, for all further proceedings. Henceforth, copies 

of any filings with the Clerk should simultaneously be sent to Judge Williams chambers. 

cc: 

TRUE COpy 
TeST 

~~!64 
~t.\RI\'Y:-'; UF.S J LEY, Cl.F.RK 

Judge Althea M. Handy, lICC 
Judge Barry Williams 
Daniel Smith 
Deborah Little 
John Pica, Esq. 
Byron Warnken, Esq. 
Bruce Marcus, Esq. 

The Judge':s signature appears_ j' 

on the original document. 

W. Michel Pierson, 
Administrative Judge 

Gary Jones, Esq. 
Danielle Vranian, Esq. 
Sydney Patterson, Esq. 
Brian Frosh, AG 
Heather Nelson, AAG 
Court File 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICIN'E MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff. 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 
v. 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 
NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., e( aI., 

Defendants, 

Propos~d intervening defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal 

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC, by their attorneys, Alan M. Rifkin, Arnold M. Weiner, Michael D. 

Berman, and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, enclose for cross filing, what has previously been 

filed in GT! Maryland v. Natalie M LaPrade Maryland Medical Cannabis Commission, et al., 

Case No. 24-C-16-005134: 

1. Affidavit of Michael G. Bronfien. 

2. Affidavit of Jake Van Wingerden. 

3. Affidavit of Forwal'dgro, LLC. 

4. Affidavit of Parent of Jane and John Doe. 

RESPECTFULL Y SUBMITTED, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Bennan 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
A Weincr@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
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(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Counsel for Proposed Intervening Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 20th day of February, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was 

served, by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Andrews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Louis P. Malick 

Kramon & Graham, P.A. 
One South Street 

Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

pandrews@kg-law.com 
cj effries@kg~ law .com 
sgibbs@kg-law.com 
lmalick@kg-law.com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 

Davis Goldberg & Galper PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneys/or PlaintiffGTI Maryland, LLC 

2 
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Alfred F. Belcuore 
Law Offices of Alfred F. Belcuore 

888 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Alfred. belcuore@belcuorelaw.com 

Edward Weidenfeld 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.e. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
888 17th Street N.W. #1250 

Washington, D.e. 20006 

Attorney for Plaintiff Mafy land Cultivation & Processing, LLC 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather. nelson I @maryland. gov 
Robert.mccray@mal'yland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneys for Dejendants 

Byron L .Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 

Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir., #104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 

byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

Katherine H. Levy 
Assistant Attorney General 

200 St. Paul Place 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Attorneys for Towson State University (RES]) 

3 
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Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 

6411 IvyLane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 

(301) 441-3000 
(301) 441.,3003 (fax) 

bmareus@marcusbonsib.com 
spattel'son@marcusbonsib.com 

Gary R. Jones 
Danielle M. Vranian 

120 E. Baltimore Street, S'llite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

(410) 230-3800 
(410) 230-3801 (fax) 

grj@bbsclaw.com 
dmv@bbsclaw.cOm 

Attorneys/or Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 

Michael D. Berman 

4 
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OTt MAR YL~D, LLC, eC al,. IN THE 

Plaintiff, CIRCUIT COtJRT 

v. FOR BALTIMORE cny 

NATALl:E M"LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNAB,rS, COMM'N., el 41. ; 

Case l'IQ. 24·C-1600'SP4 

Derend,ants. 

AlilFJPAVl'J! OF MTcnAEL fit nllOl'iRElN , 

I, the. und,etll.i'gn~dj d~olarc or Ilfthm a'S'i'oll'ows: 

1. I have ,pe.t'soJlsl khQwledge of the f!l,cf$ Mnt,nineA' h~eln. I ,inn ov~r 18 ye,are of 

, ~iW nud; ~ citl~~n 9.f. MOJY~and. lam. com:p~tent to testify.to the 'facts :~ntained herein. 

2. ' On Aitgu~t t 5., 2016, Cutio CHlt;i.v.uti,011, J;,.LC C'CCLLG'')' was appr6¥e:d by the 

Miu;yhm~ M~~Pil.~' Gatmubis CQ.(ru1\\.:jsi91l f9ta Stage; ~ :&r-<:1W¢r. li~eJ;\s_e) a.J\e~ II rmorQt)S and!' , 

'<lp~t1¥ pp.H~l\tiop. pi',o~e~s, 

3'. CGLLC 1s n'o* 'pattidpating in 'thfj Sfag~ '2' p'rOce5~ CCLLC' proffers 'thill it 

bel'ieye:,s in g:e.od , faith that it wfit timely. m~e~. all. re.quircm:<mts: fQr ~'lt~g@ 2 a~l?rj:rv!il and 

llccnsUrO; 

4. S~",seq!Je.nt to t,he Stage 1 award, b~eaus~ CCLLC':~ Stage l grower awl!t'd, may 

,b'e fotfei~ed if .the a,wardee is not epcrstionlll withl.n II y~ar oi'that aw~J> CCLLC ~l\pe~~ed 

SUbS'r.~U1tj'al $\:.lIll~ ef money in r:~liance on the Stage 1 nWE\r9, tmd c9,ntin'Ues to do SQ, Since 

re<.:eiyin'g ,~he StD,g~ 1 grower Jkellse award, CCLLC directly 8,nd or through affiliates hus 

exp~qdcd more than $7 million to prepare to mtletthe State's re,gulatory deAdline. It has 

purchased a building, improved ihat Qliildj'ng, obtllined costly and highly specialized 

architectural and engineering services related to that building, in lin effort to oreate It slate-of-the-

art hygienlc cultivation facility that enables CCLCC to meet all regulatory stali.dards for 
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cultivation. 'The building is located at 5 Aylesbury ROlld, in Timonium, MD. ~ddit1onal1y, in 

\'ellanCe on the Stage 1 grower license award,hinc people l1aVc b.een hired, including but Hot 

limited to, hum~ re$ource~-, b\lSiness .dcyeiopment, operational management, l'lc()ounting, 

finanCe, mllrketing, &nd sales employees. One or mote of them has changed elnplciymerit from . 

. out-Of-state. 'and purcI}.8sed a local.home in 'reliance on that employment. CCLLC has also 

estabH.$h~d , li · t~ll\pOT!l& office, in T:ow.sot)', MO. and paid subs~antial aJnoUJ.lf~ f01' salnri~s. and 

e~pcnd~d :Qilier .fumiiJ.t9 ap~rl\te thal O.ftiO~, iv'reiianl)e on ~e stage 1 aWlU'd .. 

5, OrowlQg medical. gt:ad~. Cl\hnabls ~S' a highty~techtt.ical process that fe.quires a ' 

su'{)stantial 'iIi:~esttheiIt wId Ii substantiul ambu'llt of time is needeU to develop a secm6 illld 

. 
6\ A:ny 'cha1~e~g<:) 10 t4e U¢epsinE$ pro~,~nfeate.~ ~bste,n,tiar. ~certain:ty fo.r c:CtLC, 

Jt must c0~tiIii.lO fu inv~st time mdefi'ilrtlfto mdcj: the:d,~I1dHn:e fnlposeH by. the'Sfut~. . . 

7. 'l'JV~l'ejs 0: ~stafutory' m9fB.t,oii,um on additional :g-r:PW,!)t Iicense.s' thrQugll June h 

h, pr~Judicjal! 

8. 1.1!lU Ule nllmnging .rMmber of, and iTl~a~tor 11'1., C¢LLC. 

I solemnlY' affirm Ilnder the perlaltie..'!' Of perjury and -upon personal knowledge. that the 

2 
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ClunlFrCATJi; 01' SmHvlCE 

I J-IERE9Y eetti~y. that on th'is 2.3.. d~~ of JiiQijRry, 2017, a copy of the (oregolng: was 

PhHJip. M, Andre.wli 
.e hrl, lophe'{ 0: )eftHc:; 
. S.h~ihrl~: .Grbb.s 

Lo.ujs ·p, .ly,[q.\iQ~ 
KrnmOJl & Gtnhan)1 P ,A. 

OM S~ti~h ~tteef 
Suito·:t60.0: 

Baltitnpre, Mal'ylan4 21202 
pattl;lr~ws@kB~ll1w.oom 
cjfJf!t1 ~@k.g .. l lIw~oom 
~gI.~Us@kg-Jllw.cOtn 
lnlall~k@*l:;' li\w.eom 

(41 0) 7S2.603b''Uele.vhpJlt! 
(41@)539-1269 Filpsimlle 

OfCouus~l: 
tllouy-J. D!lvlS 

Dav s Gdldb rs & Oulper PLLC 
1100 K. St.. N.W., $tllte 825 

WasHing/ot'l, D C. 2000() 
202 ... 889~3827 

Alf retl F. BetGl)or~ 
Lllw em'te's ~fAlfred F, Belc\l9.~ 

8,ltS S"evcntccnth S.tre.eJ; W.W:, Suite '904 
W.oshington, n.e, 20006 . 

Alfred;~illctJOl"e@bel~mOre l !lwicCllm 

El.lwurd Weidenfel'.d 
Tht! W iclenfdd Luw ' iTl)1 , P.C. 

cdw lrd~wcld "fuldlu\'.· 11\ 

88~ 1711 ,'(1'0 IN. W. III ?.~n 
Wru;lling(OI 1 D.C. '~OOO( 

Attorney for Plainlif!MaryJand Cullivalirm & Processing, LLC 

3 
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· .. 

~ 

Healbe.r B. Nelsoll 
R-ob.erl .0, McC~ay 

Hcalhc(.nelson.l'@tlluryhl'ld .go.v 
RQlJCI'LI11ccmY@Qlnry)wJd.gov 
Ofliiee of tho Attorney Gcn.~rQl • 

Marylond Oeporlmeut of H(:nltb & Mel~tDI Hygi,enc 
300 West Pt(%t~n Stre\l~ Suile 302 

Bo.llimflre, Milrylnncf 21201 
, 

A~~(]1'lJ!})lsfofl Defendants 

'BY{on t . W nYnken 
B"yrOJI 13:. Wa~en 
W~mkCfl"LtC 

2 R~er,vl:!l't dl'r .• , II 1'04 
Baltimore, /I11:b'~12D8 

byron@WLlnlkenlaw,co'rJf 

JollJ1! A:BlctI,.Jt, 
J.ol1[1 J.lJoa {U14 A8~oci~l~. LLe 

. 1.4 SJRte Clr.oio 
AruUlpol:!~ MD 21~bn 

" 
Attorifoysjbr Plar"'W'A.tt'Bi'rlfiftY4 &redloltt~,'MlilYlI'.u)t1; LLC 

~f:b. 
Michael O. Bennan 

4 

" 

" 

" 
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GTI MARYLAND, LLC, et al., INTIIE 

Plaillttff, CIRCtJlT COfill.T 

v. F.OR BALT1M:ORE CIrY 

NNl'ALlEM. LAPRADE1£4.RYLA:ND. 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N~, el.~J;, 

Cas~ No. 44-C~16005134 

Defendants. 

Alr.ll1DAYlI OF .TAtem YAN WfflGERDEN 

I, the qnderB~griep; deolttre <J,r nffIilrt:1ls follows: 

1. lltave pet'sofiatkuowle:d~e. of tha facts contained: herein. :r nth oV.er lS r.eais of 

age'B.ftd a citizen ofMarylaU,.<l.larti competentt/) festifY to ,t11(;;f8"~~ oontaio'ed h~tehi. 

2. On AUgP.l!l15~ ~Ol~~ Stll1M~4 Ol.:9wers ttc eSMO;;) was aflYTOyed :by the. 

ly,tlll'Ylan~ Med~pa1 Cl)IUlobi.s CQpmJ8.siQn tOll:a S(1)ge 1 grt)\v~f:JicenBr;:,. Ilfter a ri'gQrnUS and, 

c911tIy appUcliti'9n prQce~s. 

3, $MO !g now pdrlioipalhlg in thl) Strigo 2 pr,obes'S'. SM6j'ii6tl'et8th~tit'b6iievcs.in 

g00d fuitb tbal it will tjmeIY· 1ll.e~t~!lll re~ulrethel1ts fOtStage 2 approval and licensUre. 

4. Subsequent to 'the SJage.l award, :a,nd, b'ecauae SMms Stage 1 gro0er fAwnrdrnny 

b,e f9rfeited if the awarqee ~s not. I,lp~E\.tional withJJ). a yelj.r of that nwutdJ SMG engaged in 

prep!!rati'ons to become opet.ltlon·~. SM!J $jgtl~a. a binding ten-year i~~e fo.r irs cultiViiliOJi 

facillty in reliance on the Stag~ 1 award" That facility is cUrrently under eonstruotlon and land 

was purchased for that purpo'sc. 

5, . Gl'owing medical gtade cannabis is a highly-tcclmical process tJUlt requires {l 

8ubtltUIlli!ll investment EUld a substantial amount of time is needed to devclo[) a secure and 

effective Qultivu1ioll tacility. 

6. Any challenge to the licensing process creates substanliaJ un~crtainty for SMG, 
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7. There is ~ l1tat1l10~y mo1'l!.tol'l\lJl'J.01'L I¥.idition~ ifQWU liccnB~ tlu:otlgh )Ul)e. f) 

,201 R. 'fJ),I lS If. ':.first to. rrtallket'~ pl'ovision~and h is $I important beI.tofit. Any delay; hi JlcensllTo 

is prejudloial. 

$, 1 om. .oymer .an~ nlQ.IJQging mernb'Cr .of..sM~. 

.. l. w lcml\ y lunnn , upd.~J: ~h"?J\li;:Q:oHie~ $)f,-peljl!r.)' Mcl- llpon l?el'sonol knowledge tb4l:the' 

Jok~ 

JnnllMy i[L 2017 
Execule.d in Mitty,latlt1 

2 
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•. nl.~li.lCAl.B Qli' Sml~VrCl'; 

I HEREBY certify ~'at on this Z3'd!y of January, 2017) a copy of the foregDins was 

s~rved, by flrst cinss mail, po'stage prepaid, atl{l via email, on: 

P~Uip M. Anw'ews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

ShelIa It Oibbs 
Louis P', Malick 

Krani'Ol} & Qrahall\ P .A. 
One South Street 

Sllite 2600 . 
Baltimoro, Maryland 21·202 

JlLmdro\Ys@kg-lnw.com 
cjeffrles@kg-lnw.com 
sgib'bs@~g·law.com 

lalaUck@ka-1 W.COIl\ 

(4.10)' 1·S2-603~ 'l'elo~h,on~ 
(4.1:0)' 539-1269 Enml1.mlle 

orCounseb 
)'Jrumy J. Davis 

pavls Goldberg ~. Cal'pe.\' ~Lt.C 
l~OQ R':: St .• ~tW:, $t,lite 82'5: 
Wnshj'OgtOJ~ D .. p. 20006 

1ff2,889-3827 

. Attorneys/or PlaifitljfGTI Umyland, Uc 
Alfred F. Belcuote 

Law Offices of Alfred F. Belcuore 
88g Sevenuc11th street, N.W., Suito 9M 

Wa:shihgton, D.C. '20006 
Alfred.be]cpore@belouorelllw,com 

Edward Weidenfeld 
The Weidcnfeld Law Firm, P.C. 
¢d\'l~ud$¥WQido'l cltl law.com, 
~89 t? I Sll'col N.W. #12S0 

Wasblnston, D,C. 20006 

Atforney for PlciinlijJMary/and Cl.Illivofion & Processil1g, LLC 

3 
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H,eather D. Nelsun 
Roberl D. MtCl'ay 

}-{catncr.uplsonl@ll1ncyla'llcl.goN 
Robel't.ulctray@mnryland.goy 
Office o£tPc AtlOllJC), General 

MIIl1'I:lnd DClpnrtlllcnt ofIlcnllh &. Mental Hygieoo 
300 West Pr<!.'>IOJl Street, Suile 302 

BuJ lh;llOrC. -Maryland 2120 l 

.{fIlQrney~· for Dcfelldan(~ 

BJrOY1 'L .Wnrnken 
DyroJ,i B, Wn.mkel~ 

Wnnikcn, lLC 
2'Roscrvolr Cli., #1 Q4 
.Bnltlmptc, MD 2120"S 

bYron@Wt'lnlkenlaw.tom 

lohll,A. Picfl;. Jr. 
• John pj<!d arid Associates, LtC ' 

14' Stille Circle· 
Alll\npblhr\ Mo 21401 

Allomeys for PTp,lh(Jf/ AlI(JrllqliY~ Medicilra .Mar)11Ql/rI, Lf:,C 
I . (J ~ ____ " _ 

MlellRcl D. I3em191l 

4 
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GTI MARYLAND, LLG, et aI" I Ihl THI:. 

Plaintiff, CIRCUIT COURT 

v. FOR BALTIMORE CiTY 

NATAUE M. LAPRADE MARVLAND C;:Jse No. 24-C-16005134 
MEDI'CAL CANNABIS, COMM'N, el al .. 

Defendants 

AFFIDAVIT OF FORWARDGRO, LLC 

, 1', the undeJsighed, d~,clare' ~s foJlows; 

1. I, the undersigned, have persc:)hel knowledge of tile f~dtsconta;hed Ilerein: I ani 
over 10 ye.afs of age and a dti~en of the Slale of Mcuyland. lam comp,eleht (otestifytp 
the facts ct>ntCllned herein. 

2:, I,am a membe'( 'of Forwar.dGro LLC ("FO"). 

,3'. Af1er a rigorous ami ~p$'tly Bpelicalion prOC(3SS, FG Was sele'cted by t~e Maryland 
!Y1edlc.aICElnn£lbis :Commisslcm :(the C0mrnls~iontl ) far pre-approval .to pursue a Biage 2, 
lic§!n&~· . . 

4, , FG is now pariic.ipating in the Slage 2 proc~ss . FG proffer\> that It beli~ves in 
~06d f~ith that It Wi ll 'timely meet all requirements for Stage ;?' ~ppi'pyal c:i.nd licensure. 

S. EilebaUsa each grower's Stage 1 award may be forfeited if the :tlWa'rdM is trot 
op (dllonal wllhln C;1 year of lha! award, FG has axpended and continues to eXnend 
subst<:H'tila l sums. of rnoney subsequent to receiving the Stage 1 award, and in re liance 
or1 the Slaue1 award, In order to onSllre thaI It will be opera l lQnal within. the said lime­
Itame. FG and lis Affiliate afe currenlly In the pr ceo of oll stfUcting ~reenhouse and 
opera lions fAcility (the ~fMllityU) . Completion of cOf)strlll;lion of the F(;IciJlly Is expect d 
this spring. Work 01:1 the Facillly incllldc5 1110 Installation r enclgy ernClcf11 boners. (IOor 
r dl;:Jnt heat. e. tel1sjve Irriga tion, spec :lIly lighlfng, and a substanlfal securily systl;lm. 
Furthermore, FG's medical director hf)S em aged in medlc.ll community eductl lion, rmd 
processor arId dispeiisary visits have been initialed. 1\11 or Ih is is and hns been costly 
and lime-consuming. 

G, r-G hClS obtair)(;) d costly interesls in I'!~al properly, construction documents for 
local permitting, retained pt~rsonnel, Clnc! (3Ken other r.oslly ;:lctiOIlS 10 prepare 10 
cultivate medical calinabis pursuant to 1v1;31-ylancJ IE\\\', 

7, 1/1 reliance on the SInge 1 aVid/rI, :=CJ Eliid i:s (\rfiliale h,'we ai/eCldy spent sevefClI 
million dollars . 
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8, Growing medical grade oannabis Is Cl highly lechnicar process thC11 requrles a 
substantiallJp-frol1t investment. Slt)ce seclIr·ilig the Stage 1, award. FG has inve,ste\'J a 
slibstantial amount of time and money in order to deveJop Cl seCure allel effeclive 
cultivation fa,cllily In accordance with Maryland regulatory requiremer)ts, 

g, Any challenge to Ihe:Marylend licensing proc;es$ cre.ates' tea! uncertainly for FG. 
'Qesplte this uncertainty, FG must contlnu~ to invesl lime and efforts to t:neet the 
de9dllne imposeq by the Commission and to make' meqiclne available to paHents 

1 Q. Thf:lre Is a $Iatu.torY rr:lo-ra't.orhJr'I:l1on ;]p,di,t.lonal gr.o"Y~1' IIQ~l1s~~ through June 1, 
201 B. 'This Is a!"first ~o mejKel" prbvls'ian '~ nd 'It is. an il'riPOrt8f)t bf!nef)t. Any delay in 
Ifcensure is pr¢judicfel to us. . 

l5,ole.mnly a~j(m under the penaJtie.s of perjury thai the co.hlMts oflha fOt:egoing pap~r 
are frue [0 the 'best Of my knCM!ledg.e. fnfO,fl'1')atJon. Md beJi/ilf, 

( ~ C .~ 
BY: ~ . \;,:''( _ .; i7 .q l 
Gall L. R nd 
Tille: CFO and p~tiel)t Advooate 
JanJ.lary. 23, 2017 • 
Ex~oll'(ed- !n Maryiatld 
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CF.Rl.IY ICAT -; OF !"'E" VI(" -
I HEREBY certify thai on this 2...1.r6;IY of larlll C1rY. 2U 17, a copy bf tne :r9(egoing was 

served, by firs,l cla :.>s ml, p stage pr ,p;Ji(1. and VIl;'J. el1~ nil , 011 . 

Phillip M. Andrews 
ChrIstopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R Gipb,s 
Louis P. Malick 

Kramon & Gr;lham, P.A. 
One South Skeet 

Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryl'and 2 1202 

pandrews@K9·law.com 
cjeffriea'@kg-Ia,w.com 
sgi.bps@kg-Iaw.eom 
lh"taUtk@ki'H'aw,eem 

(~-1 Q) 7S2-6.Q30 l't'!lephone. 
(.4.1 0) {3-39--12~9 F..acs.lmile 

Of Counsel : 
Lanny J, O'avis 

DaVIs Goldberg & Galper 'PlLC 
170(1 K. St., N.W.·, Suite 82·5 

Was)llrrgton, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3'827 

AtlQm~ys 'or Plarnllff G,l Maryland, u..C 
Alfretl F. Sel.OLJoi e 

Law Offices of Alfreo F. Belcuore 
s6a SevantMJ;lth Street, N.W., 'S-uite 904 

, W~ahlJ'lglbn, O: C. 20006 
Anred,. belcuor~@ba1cuorel~w; com 

Edward We'id,?nfel~ 
TI~S Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.cQIn 
888 17th Street N,W. 1/1250 

Washingfon, D,C. 20006 

AI/omey for PIC1intiff MClryland Cultivation &: PwCeSSifl[l, He 
Heather B. Nels'on 
Robert D McCray 

Healher.nslson1@maryland,gov 
Roberl.t11Ccray@ma'ryland ,gov 
Office of the Allorncy Gen'eml 

Marylnnd Department of He<lilll & MenIal f-Iygiene 
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300 WeSrPf6stofl SlreEif, Strite 3.0.2 
BaltithQre( MarylaM 2120,1 

Attof'ne:Y$ fo/' Qe/tmdan/,$ 
Byron L \Warllk-e.n 
By ton ~ . Warnk:ell: 

Warnken. LLG 
Z Raservohilr .. ,. #'104. 
Balllmor~ , MD 2 '1208 

byron@Warnkenlaw.com 

Jolin 'A. Pj~a. Jr. 
John Pica apcl Assodates. LLC 

14 S.lat~ elrell:! 
Annapq\fs MD 2:1401 

AtionJeys for Flfilntiff Allema(JIJ~ M'a (JloitJ.tJ. M~'Y/ana, k.~C: 

Mioha~ 1 O. Ba'rman ... 

1 ')\nlotipn or 3 respollse to ~ motlfJI\ \h<ll is base~ on facts nOI containod in the (ecQid shall b(, 
suppor.ted by 'a(fId~vil ~('ld accompanied by a)iy papers 011 whir;:1i it is baseo ' M<l. Rliie 2·311 Rule 2,311 
dollS 1'101. ,p.e'!\(lre ~n cH(jd,llvil under penon:-Ji knowledg~ Md Rule 1.304 , which governs the -(o(m :!;.( 

affidavit: ptQvides thallht) "sltllurilt!r'it of loin atrianl, ,rnay be rt-ade' in It'le fofl1' ~el forth "brN;,>, 
Accord Rule 1·303, 
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OTT MARYLAND, LLC, ¢I al., 

Plainliff~ 

v. 

NATALIEM.. LAP.MDE MARYLAND 
MEDICAl" C.ANNA,BlS, COMM'N., e.t al., 

.bererid ants, 

INTHE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Of)se No. 24-C-t~0051 J4 

A llRNATI'{E ~D1ClN$ MARYLANO', IN rHS 
LLC, 

NATALIE 'M, LAPRAbE MARYLAND 
MEOlCAL CANNABIS CbMM'~" , e( a] .. , 

DOlhndanfs. 

QrRCU1T COURT 

FOR 'BAL Tl.MQRE CITY 

Cns<sNo. ~4.C-tQ"00'~80 1. . . 

AlIli10Avq Oli' P'A EN! 0 11' .TAJ'I{E AND .10nN yj E' 

I, tile undersigned, declare or affirm .as follows: 

1. .U~ve per.soMl knowled~e(jf.Ute facts con.tahwd hereitr, ram o"'~r. 18 'y:e~:'l'l)f 

age an« 11 ~itlzen of Mary lang. I am c~nllpetent to testifY to the faots·~ontE\ined herein. 

1. I, Jane Doe 2, am one of tile pare/lts cUane nn<l.John Doc; 

3. Jane ~L)d )o}m Doe suffer frOUl epilepsy. They' hl\vc fi'equent s.eiz.l)res that !lTe 

painful and frightening. The)' are minors. Jane Doe s\lffers from other conditions. A trellling 

physic inn has stated t!tflt llse ofmedici\l cannabis will likely ~lIevjate theIl' symptoms. 

4. Each day that goes by without access to medical cannabis .incteases the su1fcriilg 

thallheyendure. 
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5. Jane al1d John Doc do not wallt to disclose their medical cOlldHioll OJ treatment 10 

the public. As one oftheir parents, I strong!')' assert their right of priVACY in this regard, 

I sQlcmnly Qi1irm under the penal(ies' of perjury that the contents of the foregoing paper 

are trLl,e to the best Qf iny kl)Owledge, information, alld belief." 

Name: .. ,,(atW.Dqe:2 ______ _ 
Jannn~y 17. 20:17 
Execute.d in Maryland 

CR TIFICATlr. OF ,Y.;RYTCn: 

. I 'Yi.~ . . 1 HBRP-BY cClilfy that' on llls .1#- doy of.Ja:llu'ary, 2017, a copy. bf~)~ fO"Tcgoing WiiS; 

served, byt:rr~~ class mail, posta~cPr.epald,.'#n·d via em~ll, oil:, 

Phillip M Al'Idto\vs' 
'Chri~toPl'W Gdeffl'ics 

Sh.(l.U\\ R. Olpbs 
Louis P. Malick 

~rafnOll & .Graham.: p..;<\, . 
·One·SQulh Slr.eet 

$\Iite ~6PO 
13nlllmore Mnryland 21202 
pnndrewS@~g~law.com 
cJomiel!'@kg~law.com 
sglbbs@~g-Iaw .com 
Ima I iok@kg-lnw.colll 

(4 1 Q):752-G030 Ttlcpho!lEl 
(1'110 5'39·-i269.Bl1cs irnfJe 

Of Counsel: 
LannY]·Oavis 

Davis GoJdb~r.g & Ga'iper PL,LC 
i700 K. SE, N.W., Sui\.e 825 

Washinglon, b.c. 20006 
202-889-3827 

AllorneYJIor Plninfifj GT! Maryland; He 

Alfred F. Ilelcllol'c 
Law Offices of Alfr.ed F. Belcllore 

I A ~igned copy with the IIctual name of Jane Doe 2 i~ In counsel's possession. 

2 
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838 Seventet!nlll Street, N. W" Suite 904 
Wl1shington~ D.C. 20006 

Alfred.b~lcuote@belcuoielaw.com 

Edward Weideofeld 
Th'e Wcidellfeld Luw Firm, P.C. 

cOwal'dtruwclclell re ldlaw.c m 
fl8\( 17'iTi' :l trecl N.W. #1250 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

l lCo(her' 13. Nelson 
Robert D. MoCray 

He~lIhcr.ncl ·on I @mary l l)n cl.~ov 
Ltobcrt.lllcotllY@ll1ary.J ilild4tnv 
Office of tlie Attorn6~ Genet-ai 

Mnryl /l11ii DepBrlmenl.ofHcnlth & Mi \ltnl Hygiene 
300 West ,Pr~stolt Street, Sulte302 

BBl~morer i:.ttar)'land 2 f20 1 

Attorneys jor Dejenikim;s . 

.a yro))· Ii. ;W t!rn~~n. 
:BYJort.a!, W8.r~k!'n 

Warnken, LLC 
'2 ReservO:ir Cir., '#'104. 
HaItiltlore; MO 2J2(),8 

byrCiY\@WatPkCio.la.W,cQW· 

John A. Pioli, Jr. 
John pjca and AssoQiutes, LLC 

14 State Cirde 
A.nl.1np~lis, MP 2,1401 

A f forney.\' for l' 'a inl iff Al fe rnati'r'e ·.M~d( alne Maryl ai-!d, LLC 

~ 
Mi 'hilOI D . Derman2 

2 "A motion 01' n response to a moUOll Ihnl is bused on fl\el~ not 1.'9llloincd in tho record shall be ~lIrportcd by 
affidavlt nnd nc·cb(l')ponie<t by nn)' papu~ on which It i~ bD3~d)' Md. Rule 2c3) J. Rule 2-) J I docs )1QI require un 
affidavll under pcrwna\ kO(lwledge lind Rule 1-304, which goycrl1~ rhe "rl,rm or IlllidH"\l," Ijfll\'id(~ thai the 
"statcmeJ11 OrAIl affiant ... mn)' bt: tnade" in rhe rorln ,<!t fOl1h above. Accord Rule 1·303. 

3 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR 

BALTIMORE CITY 

MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, etaZ., Case No.: 24-C-16-005801 

Defendants. 

NOTICE OF SERVICE OF DI. COVERY lVlATERIAL 

Plaintiff, its undersigned attomeys, Saul E. Kerpelman, in cOlmection with the above~ 

captioned case, has filed Plaintiff's Notice Take Deposition of Mary Jo Mather. The 

aforereferenced document was mailed first class, postage prepaid on this lOtll day of March 2017. 

The original of said documents shall be retained in the file of counsel until conclusion of tilis case. 
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CERTJFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 10th day of March 2017, a copy of this Notice of Service 

of Discovery Material together with copies of the Notice to Take Deposition and Subpoena were 

mailed, postage prepaid to: 

Heather Nelson, Esquire 
Office of the Attorney General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, IN THE 
LLC, 

Plaintiff. 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMM'N., et ai. , 

Defendants. 

CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

~Ii 17 j '( 1:1 rn /: I A 

\ J I . . I 7 UI 

Proposed intervening defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal 

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwardGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and 

SunMed Growers, LLC, by their attorneys, A!an M. Rifkin, Arno.ld M. Weinel', Michael D. 

Bennan, and Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, note an appeal to the Court of Special Appeals in 

the above-captioned case; l' 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITIED, 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, MD. 21211 
AWeiner@rwlls.com 
MBerman@rwlls.com 
(410) 769-8080 Telephone 
(410) 769-8811 Facsimile 

1 This notice of appeal relates to the Febnlary 21, 2017, Order(s). 
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Alan M. Rifkin 
RIFKIN WEINER LIVINGSTON, LLC 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 
(410) 269-5066 Telephone 
(410) 269-1235 Facsimile 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 15th day of March, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was served, 

by first class mail, postage prepaid, and via email, on: 

Phillip M. Al1drews 
Christopher C. Jeffries 

Sheila R. Gibbs 
Lm.lis p, Malick 

Kramon & Graham, P.A. 
One South Street 

Suite 2600 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

I nndrews@kg-law.col11 
cjeffries@kg-law.com 
sgi bbs@kg;.law.com 
Imalick@kg..,;law.com 

(410) 752-6030 Telephone 
(410) 539-1269 Facsimile 

Of Counsel: 
Lanny J. Davis 

Davis Goldberg & Galpcl' PLLC 
1700 K. St., N.W., Suite 825 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
202-889-3827 

Attorneys for PlaintiffGTI Maryland, LLC 

2 
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Alfred }'. Belcuore 
L~w Offices of Alfred F. Belcuore 

888 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Suite 904 
Washington. D.C. 20006 

Alfred. belcuore@belcuoreJaw.com 

Edward Weidenfeld 
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C. 

edward@weidenfeldlaw.com 
888 17th Street N.W. #1250 

Washingtop, D.C. 20006 

Attorney for PlaintijfMaryland Cultivation & Processing, LLC 

Heather B. Nelsori 
Robert D. McCray 

Heather. nelson 1 @~aryland.gov 
Robert . .mccraY@niaryland.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Attorneys for Defendants 

Byron L .Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 

Warnken, LLC 
2 Reservoir Cir., # 1 04 
Baltimure, MD 21208 

byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
John Pica and Associates, LLC 

14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Allorneys for Plaintiff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC 

Katherine H. Levy 
Assistant Attorney General 

200 S1. Paul Place 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Attorneys for Towson State University (RES!) 
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Bruce L. Marcus 
Sydney M. Patterson 

6411 Ivy Lane. Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 

(301) 441-3000 
(301) 441-3003 (fax) 

bmarcus@marcusbonsib.com 
spatterson@marcusbonsib.com 

Gary R . .Tones 
Danielle M. Vranian 

120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

(410) 230-3800 
(410) 230-3801 (fax) 

grj@bbsclaw;com . 
dmv@bbsclaw.com 

Attorneys for Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 

4 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS, COMM'N., et al., 

Defendants. 

* * * 

* IN THE 

* CIRCUIT COURT 

* FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

* Case No. 24-C-16-005801 

* 

* 

* * * 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC, by and through counsel, Bruce 

1. Marcus, Esquire, Sydney M. Patterson, Esquire and MarcusBonsib, LLC; and Gary R. Jones, 

Esquire, Danielle M. Vranian, Esquire, and Baxter, Baker, Sidle, Conn & Jones, P.A., pursuant 

to Maryland Rule 8-201 (a), hereby note an appeal to the Court of Special Appeals from the 

circuit com1's Order entered February 23,2017 (DE 38/2), denying Holistic Industries, LLC's 

Motion to Intervene. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARcusBoNSIB, LLC 

J:Jutu cl tr;aU.LU.J J~"J 
Bruce L. Marcus, Esq. 
Sydney M. Patterson, Esq. 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 116 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 
(301) 441-3000 
(301) 441-3003 (fax) 
bmarcus@marcusbonsib.com 
spatterson@marcusbonsib.com 

BAXTER, BAKER, SIDLE, CONN & JONES, P.A. 

(gary R. Jones, Esq. 
Danielle M. Vranian, Esq. 
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 230-3800 
(410) 230-3801 (fax) 
gJ:i@bbsc1aw.com 
dmv@bbsc1aw.com 

Counsellor Proposed Intervening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this lit day of March, 2017, a copy of the foregoing was 

sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid, to: 

Attorneysfor Plaint~ff Alternative Medicine Maryland, LLC: 

Byron L. Warnken 
Byron B. Warnken 
WARNKEN, LLC 
2 Reservoir Circle, Suite 104 
Baltimore, MD 21208 
byron@warnkenlaw.com 

John A. Pica, Jr. 
JOHN PICA AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
14 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Attorneys for D~fendants: 

Heather B. Nelson 
Robert D. McCray 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

300 West Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Heather.nelsonl@maryland.gov 
Robert.mccray@maryland.gov 

Attorneysfor Proposed Intervening Defendants, Jane and John Doe, the Coalition/or Patient 
Medicinal Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation, LIC, FonvardGro LLe, Doctors Orders Maryland, 
LLC, and SunMed Growers, LLC: 

Arnold M. Weiner 
Michael D. Berman 
RIFKIN WEINER LlVINGSTON, LLC 
2002 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 
A Weiner@rwlls.com 
MBennan@rwlls.com 
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Alan M. Rifkin 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
ARifkin@rwlls.com 

6ary R. Jones 

3 
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Alan M. Rifkin 
225 Duke of Gloucester Street 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
ARifl<in@rwlls.com 

Gm {C- [1??w 
Gary R Jones 
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ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND, 
LLC, 

IN TIlE 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Plaintiff, 

FOR 
v. 

BALTIMORE CITY 
NATALIEM.LAPRADEMAJ YLAND 
MEDICAL CANNABIS COMMISSION, et al. , Case No,: 24~C-16-005801 

Defendartts. 

Plaintiff, its Wldersigned attoTllcys, BrIan S. Brown, Leah K. Barr 11 and Bwwn & Barron, 

LLC, in connection with the above-captioned case, has filed Plaintiffs Notice Take Deposition of 

Harry "Buddy" Robshaw. Tbe aforercfi fenced document was mailed fiIst class, postage prepaid all 

this 17th day of March 2017. The original of said documents shall he retained in the file of counsel 

lmtil conclusion of this case. 

Brown & Banon, LLC 
7 St. l)aul Street, Suite 800 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
E-Mail: bbrown@brwnbarrll.c m 
Phone: (410) 547-0202 
Facsimile: (410) 332-4509 
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I 
I 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1 I TERBBY .EH.:nJ7Y that on this 17lh day of March 2017, a copy of this Notice of Service 

of Djscovery Material together with copies of the Notice to Take Deposition and Subpoena were 

mailed, postage prepaid and em ailed to: 

I-leather Nelson, Esquire 
Office of the Attomey General 
300 W. Preston Street, Suite 302 
Baltimore, Mru-yland 21201 
healher.nel son 1 clUmruyland. gOY 
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AI.,TERNATIVE MEDICINE MARYLAND,
LLC,

V

N TTTE

CIRCUiT COURT

FOR BAL NMORE CITY

Case No. 24-C-1 6-00580 I

Plaintiff,

NATALIE M. LAPR,ADE MARYLAND
MEDTCAL CANNABIS COI\4M'N., et al',

Defendants.

A|MEND4p NOTICE OF ÄPPEAL

Proposed intervening defenclants, Jane and John f)oe, the Coalition for Patient Medicinal

Access, LLC, Curio Cultivation LLC, ForwarclGro LLC, Doctors Orders Maryland LLC, and

S¡nMe<| Gfowers, LLC, by their attorneys, Alan M. Rifkin, Ar¡olcl M. Weinel', Michael D.

Beman, ancl Rifkin Weiner Livingston, LLC, note an appeal to the Court of Special Appeals in

the above-captioned case,l

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

Amoltl M. Weiner
Michael D. Bernran
RIFKIN WEINER I",IVINGSTON, LLC
2A02 Clipper Park Road, Suite 108

Baltimore, MD.212ll
AWeiner@rwlls.cotn
MBerman@rwlls.com
(4 I 0) 769-8080 1'eleplione
(410) 769-881 1 Facsimile

| 'ì'his notice of appeal relates to eaclr ap¡realable decision and otder, inclucling the lìebruary 21,?An, order denying

lhe nrotiolr to intet'venc, docketed ott February 23,2ü17.
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Alan M. Rifkin
IIIFKIN WEINER LIVTNGS'TON, LLC
225 Duke of Gloucester Strcet
Annapolis, MD 21401

ARifkin@rwlls.com
(41 0) 269 -5066 Telephone
(41 0) 269 - 123 5 Facsimile

At t or ney s "for P r o p o s e d I nt erv e nin g D e.fe n dant s

CERTIATCATE OF StrRVICI

I HEREBY certify that on this 22nd day of March ,2017,a copy of the l"oregoing was served,

by first class màil, postage prepaid, ancl via email, on:

Phillip M. Andrews
Christopher C. Jeffries

Sheila R. Gibbs
Louis P. Malick

Kramon & Graham, P.A.
One South Street

suite,2600
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

pandlews@kg.law.com
cjeff ies@kg-law.com
sgibbs(@kglaw.cour
hnaliek@kg-law.com

(410) 7 52-603 0 Telephone
(41 0) 539-1 269 Facsimile

Of Counsel:
Lanny J. Davis

f)avis Golclberg &. Galper Pt,LÇ
1700 K. St,, N.W., Suite 825

Wasliington, D.C. 20006
202-889-3827

A t tor ney,s ./or P I a int ilT GT'l .I,larylctnd, I-LC

2
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Alfied F'. Belcuore
Law Offices of Alfied F. Belcuore

888 Seventeenth Street, N"W., Suite 904
Washington, D.C. 20006

Al fied.belcuore@bel cuorelaw.com

Eclward Weidenfeld
The Weidenfeld Law Firm, P.C.

edwar d@weídenfel dlàw. corn
888 lTrh Sheet N.W. #1250

Washington, D.C.20006

Attorney.þr Plainti/f Moryland Cultivcttion & Processirtg, LLC

Heather B. Nelson
RobertD. McCray

Heather,nelson I @marylancl,gov
Robèrl.mcctay@maryl and. gov
Office of the Attorney General

Marylanct Department of Flealth & Mental Hygiene
300'üestPreston Street, Suite 302

Baltimore, Maryland 21?01

At t or n e y s .fo r D efe n dctnt s

Byron L ,Warnken
Byron B. Warnken

Wamkeu, LLC
2 Reservoir Cir., #104
Baltimore, MD 21208

byrnn@warnkenlaw.com

John A. Pica,.Ir.
John Pica and Associates, LLC

l4 State Circle
Annapolis, MD 21401

At t o r ney s .for P I a i nt /J' Al t er na t iv e Me di c in e .M a ryl tmcl, LLC

Katherine I{. Levy
Assistant Attomey General

200 St. Paul Place
B¿ltirnore, MD 21?02

3
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A t to r ney s for T ov,s o n S t al e Un it e r s i ty (R IIS I)

Bruce t. Marcus
Sydney M. Patterson

ó411 lvy Lane, Suite 116

Greenbelt, MD 24770
(3ol) 441-3000

(301) 441-3003 (fax)
bnrarcu s@marcusbonsi b. com

spatterson@marcusbonsib,com

Gar:y R. Jones

Danìelle M. Vranian
I20F,. Baltimore Street, Suite 2100

Baltimore, MD21202
(41 0) 230-3800

(410) 230-3801 (fax)
gd@bbsclaw.com

drnv@bbsolaw,com

A:ttorneys þr Proposed Intemening Defendant, Holistic Industries, LLCi

Michael Berman

4
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1

ALTIiRNATIVS MEDICINE MARYLAND, Ll,C, ET. AL. v. NÀTÄLII M. IJ\PRJ\DÊ MARYIAND MBDLCAI, CANNABIS COMMISSION, ¡i:1" AL.
Febn¡arv 21, 2O1-l BEF'oRE BARRY G. Ì¡IILLIÀMS, Judge

ALTERNATIVE MED]CINE

MARYLAND, LLC, €t. A1.,

Pfaintiffs,
V

BALTIMORE CITY
NATAL]E M. LAPRADE MARYLAND
MEDICAL CANNABTS COMM]SSÏON,
et. af. , CASE: 24-C-76-005801

Defendants.

************
TRANSCRTPT OF OFFTCIAL PROCEEDTNGS

(Excerpt of Proceedings - Motion to Intervene and Court's
RuJ-ing Only)

BEFORE: THE HONORABLE BARRY G. VüTLL]AMS, .TUdgC

DATE:

Ê* P;

February 21, 201,"7

APPEARANCES:
For the Proposed
ïntervenors: Michael Berman, Esquire

Alternatíve
Medicine
MaryIand, LLC;' Byron B. lriarnken, Esquire

For the Maryland
Medical- Cannabis
Commission: Heather Nelson, Esquire

Deborah Donahue, Esquire
Robert McCray, Esquire

Transcriptionist: KeJ-ly A. Taylor, CET-745
Transcription

Servi-ce: ACCUSCRIBES TRANSCRTPTION SERVICE
2001 W. Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21209
4I0-466-2033 Fax: 661-2I0-2925

Proceedings recorded by diqital- media wit.h video,
transcript produced by transcription service.

*
*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

]N THE

CIRCU]T COURT

FOR

4ro- 4(,6-2.033
ACCUSCRII]IjS'I'RÄNSCRIPTION SERV]CE

661 -2r0-2925
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(Excerpt begins - 02:35: 42 P.m. )

THE COURT: Thank you, Counsel. All right. VÙe

can switch a bit. I'l-I hear the arguments in the Mot.ion

to Intervene from AMM¡ 24-C-I6-5801-, Docket number 24. If

you move out, AMM moves uP, and you get t.o stay.

MR. hIEINER: Thank you.

MR. WARNKEN: Good afternoon, Your Honor. Byron

B. Warnken on behal-f of the Pl-aintiff , Alternative
Medicine Maryland, LLC.

THE COURT: Good afternoon. All right. This is

the Motion to Intervene in the AMM matter. If you would

like to incorporate by reference anything, that's fine.

Any objection to that, Mr. Warnken? You were sitting
t.here the whole time.

MR. I/üARNKEN: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And whatever arguments, because there

are separate arguments.

MR. BERMAN: Thank you.

THE COURT: But anything you need to incorporate

by reference, feel free to. But ago ahead.

AMM _ MOTION TO INTERVENE

PROPOSED ]NTERVENOR' S ARGUMtrNT

MR. BERMAN: Thank you. We will accept Your

Honor's invitation to incorporate by reference. And.

i,a'i - .: : i) -',! :..:l)'l !iì-':lìí1-:lC:t:1
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aqain/ we'd request the five mj-nute warning.

THE COURT: VerY welf.

MR. BERMAN: Your Honor, the AMM case is clear'

AMM is unequivocally challenging the entire process and

wants it to go back to step one. They challenge the

alteged failure to consider race and ethnicity,

capitalization, they raised the dormant commerce clause

and the privileges and immunity argument. So again¡ w€

would assert t.hat it is ittogical for AMM, a parL.y that is

denied a license, to have standing. At the same time, it

reject the mirror image that the parties (inaudible)

directty challenging lacks standing to defend the same

decision.
If anything, Your Honor, here the gro\^rer

awardees have a qreater interest than AMM. They're able

to perform, they spend millions in reliance on both the

Stage I awards and on Plaintifff s unreasonable silence.

AMM admits that it is challenging the entire licensing

process, including the intervenor's awards. If AMM

prevails, â1I of the money that these grower awardees ha.s

spent ís lost. The af fidavit of curia, $'7 million. The

affidavit that a building is under construction, that a 10

year lease has been signed. f¡ühat remeciy is lhere? Agiain,

the genie can't be put back in tne bottl-e.

Jane and John Doe clearly should have standing,

(;í i ..t'.i).. :':la12 i^i 
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they're protected. So what is the argument that AMM

offers in rebuttal? We11, AMM saysi don't worry growers/

if we win there's going to be a rebid and you can rebid,

and you may get an award j-n the rebid. üüe11, that is no

answer at all, respectfully, Your llonor. The fact that

intervenors might be permitted to reapply at some later
date, under some unspecified project, in some future
process, does not mean that the gro\^ters are not injured if

their license is currently taken away. The fact that an

injury may

THE COURT: Well, they don't have a l-icense yet,

so it can't be taken.

MR. BERMAN: Correct. f misspoke. Their Stage

I pre-award. r was speaking loosely, I apologize.

THE COURT: Thal's fine. I just wanted to make

it clear.
MR: BERMAN: YCS

THE COURT: That/s aII. There's nothing to

apologize for. Go ahead.

MR, BERMAN; The fact that an injury may later
be remedied doesn't make it any less of an injury at the

time that it is sustained. And we used our driver's
l-icense analogy i.n the reply brief . Here, AMM sat

silently from the March 20L5 Attorney General letter
sayi-ng the considerat-ion of race and ethniciLy was

;:l;,lij:.:(.:.ij i:j;:ì I ì?-.,JJ..:iì.ij i.i,.i:'ì i.ll?vl..L
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unconstit.ut"ional, until October 3I, 20f6 vühen it filed

sui-t. In the meantime, the grower awardees

THE COURT: So you're sayíng that when that

letter that came out, that you're saying that's when

they should have filed suit?
MR. BERMAN: Your Honor, in March 2015, when

Assistant Attorney General- wrote a letter and said under

the Supreme Court's racial- disparity decision, it was

unconstitutional for the Commission to consider race and

ethnicity, because no disparity study had been conducted.

That's
THE COURT: So you think that letter was

binding on what and that started te clock on what?

MR. BERMAN: I think that. started the clock on

AMM taking act.ion to protect its purported interest.
Certainly after that when regulations were issued that

said that eliminated race and ethnicity is a factor,
certainly before their November 20L5 application

THE COURT: Irüell, what if there are letters
out there to the cont::ary? Shoil lcl lhe Cot:rt lake Lhal-

into consideration al-so?

MR. BERI{AN: I'm sorry, Ycur Honor. I didn't
THE COURT: Letters saying (inaudible) from the

Attorney General saying that we do not agree with that,

would that not b¡e something the Court- woulcJ take inl-o

a, (; I - ..i L i) -:i ii,,l 1-i1 ,,;..1v)t) .:t) < -.
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consideration if the Court takes into consideration the

first letter?
MR. BERMAN: The first letter, I believe, is

alleged in the pJ-eadings. It¡s alleged that the attorney

that the Commission did not consider race and ethnicity

because of the constitutional issue.

THE COURT: Right. Inlell, Yoü brought that up,

so I just want to make sure that. we're clear, that if

there's a .l-etter f rom the At-torney General saying one

thing, but there's a l-etter from another Attorney General

saying something else, what would you have the Court do

with that as far as the timeliness of filing and this

Iitigat.ion that we' re on?

' MR. BERMAN: Here's my argument, Your Honor. My

argument, and I'm directly responding to Your Honorfs

question.

THE COURT: Sure.

MR. BERMAN: My argument is, that if AMM felt

that it was being deprived of a rlght, it had a duty to

act timely prior to submit.ted its application. It can't

submit the application, lose, l-et other people spend

mill-ions of dollars going forward, and then say b¡e want a

second bite at the aPP1e.

THE COURT: You say they can't. But then the

question becomes/ why can't tlrey? And of course I'll

jiílaillì. ;i l. :ì1: .: 1 :;ì,,1-ì;ijl.k: f iì | íiiì rlí:,lirì ì l i:,
{;rl.) :1.:.i;'il:i:.:)
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add the other questíon the other way; why canf t they do

that? Vühat stops them from doing that.?

MR. BERMAN: What stops them from doing it,

Your Honor, is the equitable doctrine of laches, the

doctrine of waiver, which we've cited t-he cases in our

memorandum. And the doctrine in the context of the

government procuring goods and services is, is it not

permitted for an applicant to allow a process to go

forward, holding j-n its back pocket a challenge without

bringing it, and only when it l-oses bring the challenge

out. Because the government, the people, the taxpayers,

are prejudiced by that type of delay.

THE COURT: What you're saying, Yoü're basing

it on the letter from the Attorney General saying the said

actÍon woul-d be unconstítutional-, correct?

MR. BERMAN: Your Honor, that is part of the

basis, but not the entire basis. So let me back up and

explain, if I may.

THE COURT: You may.

lvlR . BF,RMAN: T am responding -- my initlal point

was t.hat we have an interest that is being deprived' And

t.hat AI'{M' s respcnse to that is; r}o¡ you can reapply later.

And my argumenb is that is not a satisfactory response/

b,ecause we don't know that there will be a re-application

process or wiiat the process wilI be. And secondarily,

lìiìi-'i : :jCk Ì iìii :l Tlì¡rllf;iì?1 i"i' I Ol.l l:: äR,V í i rl::
tt3 i ...ì., (t - i.925
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because AMM waited too long to do t.his.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. BERMAN; They should have done it earlier,

before we were prejudiced. They could have challenged at

the tj-me the regulations were adopted. Now on timel-iness,

AMM has made no argument. that our motion is untimely. And

the Court will be hearing the necessary party's argument

after t.his, which is the mirror image of our argument. So

we would submit this is clearly timely.

In this case, just as in the other case, when

the proposed intervenors moved to intervene, virtually
nothì-ng had happened. Does the State adequately represent

the intervenors? Here it does not. And again, with no

criticism of the State's Att.orneys. The State has

different interests. And that's true in both cases. The

State/ s interest ís in awarding 1-5 grower licenses. The

grower awardee's interest is in the four Stage I licenses

awarded to them. There's a big difference between four

and 15. The State is disinterested in who gets the award.

The qrower awardees are very much interested in who gets

it.
Secondly, the grower awardees, and I apologize

for repeat.ing the prior argument. The grower awardees

have spenl a lot- of money here and the St.ate has not. And

that is a huqe difference. So again, there is a shared

i.ti ¡ - .) 1 iì -:, '\',) '\¡:il i:t,f;-.:íi.j:i
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goal, but there are different interests. Here a simple

glance at the proposed pleadings will demonstrate that

fact. You:: Honor, in terms of relief, and then I will

rest. I¡rie'd ask that the Court grant the Motion to

Intervene, deem the Motion to Dismiss filed, and set a

date for the opposit.ion and reply, consider a scheduling

conference, and consider scheduling the Motion to

Consolidate, and stay all of the discovery for the same

reasons I set forth in the prior argument.

THE COURT: Thank YOü, Counsel-.

MR. BERMAN: Thank Yoü, Your Honor.

THB COURT: Mr. Vüarnken.

AMM' S ARGUMENT

MR. VüARNKEN: Thank You, Your Honor. Firstly,

I just want to correct one point. Obviously, the State

has spent quite a bit of money on this process. The

proposed intervenors suggest t.hat. we are too late. And

the State suggests that I^/e are too early. And I don't

know that this is a legat conclusion, Your Honor, but I

wor:l.cl say that we are more like the three bears, in that

\^re are just right.
Your Honor, there's a four part test. I don't

need to go through the entire thing, You know what it is.

One thing I do want to say is thaL we do not. waive

timeliness, Your Honor. lüe do not believe this was

lril,:r::;(:iìiiri:;ll l'l;i:{l;i'r t :'; ::;;l rÌriììi i' I'
í:, (; ì.....:: 1 t1 . 2 ri i
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timely.
THE COURT: I didn't ask you to waive it, I

just didn't want to hear any argument on it. But that's

fine, I've reviewed it. Go ahead.

MR. I/üARNKEN: Thank Voü, Your Honor. Your Honor,

the subject of our claim is the l-icensing process itself.

Our allegation is that any property right that any

proposed intervenors may have gained was gained through an

arbitrary and capricious process that was conducted

contrary to statute. This should not come with a right

nor should they be permitted to defend that iJ-legal

process. It's a schemes by which it's the Commission's,

and the Commíssion's alone, to defend.

Your l{onor, Alternative Medicine Maryland' LLC

seeks to ensure the licensing process complies with the

law. The proposed intervenors are correct, that it

granted, our relief will delay the licensing process. It

wilt clo so out of necessity. Because my client, and

possibJ-y other's riqhts, have been injured. However, that

cloesn't mean that the litigation will delay the process of

medical- cannabis. The litigation could have, in fact,

been relatively swift. And it is by this intervention,

this proposed intervention, that the process is likely to

be delayed.

Your Honor, without the proposed intervenors

(::1."i -21 t\ - \ ', ^ t
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being involved, w€ wotlld have our discovery disputes,

resolution thereof/ and move forward on declaraLory and

injunctive relief. Tf we are successful and the medical

cannabis licensing process gets delayed, because it

should. If we are unsuccessful, the process is not

delayed. The proposed íntervenor' s argument that they

want to expedit.e and make sure that medj-cal cannabis is

not held up is contrary to fact and logic, Your Honor.

It-'s also without merit. Their presence here does the

opposite. And in fact, the intervenors simpl-y want their

say. The interests are adequately protected by the

Commission. The proposed intervenors do not have an

interest for which they can provide any unique defense

that couldn't be provided by the government. They don't

have any legal position that the AG could not have

brought. Tt's the definition of adequately represented,

Your Honor. And they, again, they talk about the money

that they have spent. Of course the State has spent money

t.oo. But that. doesn't come with an automatic right to

clefencJ an i nterest that is merely piggybacking onto the

AG.

Proposed j-ntervenors har¡e not shown any

coll-usion, non-feasance, or bad faith on the part of any

existing party defending the action.

THE COURT : Mr . V'larnken, while lhi s quest ion

./\i rc1 i !ìr rtÌ ì iilS T ni,"ìi t;i..:iì I I'T 1 Oìì : lliìì,¡.1 i:.8
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may be more rel-evant in the next motion, I am curj-ous

why did you wait until after you didn't get a license to

complain about the legality of the statute in reference to

what- the Attorney General said about it. Vühy did you

wait? Why did your cl-ient wait?

MR. IiùARNKEN: Your Honor, certainly we couldn't

have we believed that we could not file any lawsuit

untif it was known what was going to happen. And surely

the ripeness argument that the you know, and again,

we'l-1 get into it in the Motion to Dismiss. But the

ripeness argument that the Commission has asserted would

have a lot more merit if we had brought suit prior to the

licensing process moving forward.

Proposed intervenor's statement of motion,

absent an order granting this motion, there's a

,substantial- rísk t.hat this lawsuit wiLl delay t.he

availabj-l-ity of medication to sick Marylanders. Your

Honor, Jane and John Doe, at this time, do no have a right

t.o meclical cannabís" Nor does anybody in the Coalition

for Patj"ent Access. They may have a right to medical

cannabis at the end of this licensing process. But Your

Honor, there wâs no mandate for the 15 pre-approved

growers to be complete before May 31 of 20L8, and our suit

does not prevent that.
,Jane and John l)oe' s interests, al-so 100 percen't-

6(;'i-2ì()-.1'l' ri.l
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adequately represented by the Commissj-on. Your Honor, in

their papers, the proposed intervenors opine us out as

some what of bad actors and worthy of no sympathy. Your

Honor¡ w€ want, and we are entitled to, access the justice

system for the arbitrary, capricious, unconstitutional

filings of a State agency that ignored their governing

statute. Irüe believe lhat the State agency must follow the

law, Your Honor. And the proposed intervenors have

invoked the last thing in the .world that people don¡ t

argue about, sick chil-dren deserve whatever it takes to

get better. Of course they do, Your Honor- But statutes

and laws exist for a reason and it is paramount that they

get followed, especially by the government -

Your Honor, intervention of rights should

be denied and permissive intervention should al-so be

denied with respect to 2-2t4 (b) (3), Your Honor, w€ are

unduly prejudiced by this proposed intervention. The

proposed intervenors add nothing to this litígat.ion and do

not meet the legal standards for intervention. Their

mot i.on shnu'l cJ be clenied, Your Honor .

THE COURT: Thank you, CounseÌ. In rebut.tal.

REBUTTAL ARGUMBNT

MR. BERMAN: Your Honor, f will be very brief.

Your Honor asked why did they wait. Counsel said we

coufdn't sue. They could have objected, Lhey could have

¡ra'i'ìj:::(;i l l:ìl::::i'flì¡r¡:::i0la: ::'1'1()ìl :::!:f),r,/ J (li:l

rÌiíj-,Ìíri,.2(11ì-ì Iiìr-1ìríl*2!ll::

E 000294



15

Pe;hrrr.:r'y'Ì.1., ?.1i1."1 AEFoliff f:lÀi{kY r';. }.!:f.i.i.,:,l|ìl::i, .lu(i9t

1

ô¿

3

4

5

6

1

B

o

1-0

11

a^LZ

13

I4

15

16

11II

1B

r9

20

ô1ZL

Z¿,

¿J

24

z3

writt.en letters, they could have done a lot of things.

And they probably could have sued too. Your llonor, the

inbervention will cause delay argument is a red herring.

It wíl-t take one motion hearing to determine whether we're

right or wrong. Tf wer re right, this case is streaml-ined.

If we're wrong/ one motion hearing is all it costs

anybody.

it all.
suggest

argument

wishes,

The piggyback argument, I t.hink we've addressed

CounseJ- said they didn't waive timel-j-ness. I'd

they did. Your Honor said you didn't hear

on that and f won/ t argue unless Your l{onor

THB COURT: I donf t need to hear anything on

timeliness.
MR. BERMAN: Thank you. And on the collusion,

non-feasance standard, that applies only if they proposed

intervenor's interests are identical- to that of the State.

And we've shown why they are not. Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Thank You, Counsel. All right. The

Court will take about a five minute recess and then come

back out with its ruling.
THE CLERK: All right.

(Of f the record - 02: 52 : 17 P.m. )

(Session resumes - 02: 59: 4B P.m. )

THE CLERK: The Honorable Barry G. t/üilllams
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presiding.
COURT' S RULING

THE COURT: You may b,e seated. The Court has

been catled upon to determine whether Or not intervention

either as a right admissibly appropriate in these two

matters. The proposed intervenors, John and Jane Doe,

were prospective network patients. Certain proposed

growers who received Stage I approval in turning those

entities received a license to grow cannabis and the

Coal-ítion for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC and Company

formed to advance the interest of patíents and growers.

The Court has revÍewed all relevant case l-aw

including, but not li-mited t.o, Maryland National Capital

Park ancl Planning Commission v. Town of Vüashington Grove'

where the Court discusses standard for intervention of

right under Maryrand Rute 2-21"4 (a) ' And what the court

stated, that the rul-e contains four requirements a person

must satisfy in order to intervene as a right. l-); the

application was timely, 2); the person claimed an interest

relateci to lhe propert-y or transaction that is t'he

substance of the acL.ion, the person is so situated that

the disposition of the action as a practi-ca.L matter may

impair or impede that,person's ability to protect their

interest. The persons interest is not adequately

represented by existinq part-ies to t-he suit.

6i; i-::.i.ai-2:i:ii
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As the Court noted during arguments/ the Court

does not need to assess the timeliness of the application.

Again, I would find that it was timely given the limited

time since the fiting of both suits. Part II, the

proposed intervenors' claim and interest relating to t.he

transactions that are the subject of these actions. The

proposed intervenors believe that they should b,e allowed

in as a matter of right, because if these two complainants

are allowed to qo forward, the possib}e time and money

loss, which is speculative, coul-d effect their ability to

proceed as growers or receive medical- cannabis.

While this may be true, the first issue is to

determine what the transactions that are the subject of

this action. This Court finds that the transactions in

both câses stem from the applicable or implement.at.ion of

the statute by the commissioner, and whether or not the

statute has been applied or implemented in an

unconstitutionaÌ, arbitrâfv, or capricious manner. The

intervenors claim an interest, but thj-s Court finds that

the allcgcd interest is not applicahle here. one cãn

always claim an interest in titj-gation if they stand to

benefit from the implementation of legísl-ation that allows

partì-es to be i.nvolved in commerce regulated by the

government. But that is not the true issue here in your

case.

,: .r. iì /i r. i; a íi .i'i
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The issue at hand in the GTI case i-s r^¡hether or

not the Commission, by allegedly removíng GTI and MCP from

the initial list of 15 growers to make it out of State I

and replacing them on the tist of Stage I awardees with

two proposed growers who allegedly scored lower and those

two entities acted in an arbitrary or capricious manner.

If that is not t.he finding, then the process would

contj-nue. Tf the Court does make that finding, then

theoretically the Court could order specific performance.

lf ordered, thi.s could effect only two entities, Holistic,

LLC and Shore Natura1s, LLC, not any of the proposed

intervenors.
Holistic has filed a Motion t.o Ïntervene and the

Court will rule on that at a later time. For the AMM

litigation, the Court may be called upon to determine

whether or not- the process used by the Commission in

reviewing and grant.ing Stage I approval to medica-l-

cannabis grower license applicants was done in a way that

was arbitrary, capricious r oY potentially

unconstitutional. The Commi.ssi on ha,s a trt:e -ì nterest in

making sure that the Court does not make that finding.

Ar-rd so the arguments of [he Office of the Attorney General

is uniquely suited to advance the appropriat.e arguments.

If the Court does not find the actions unconstitutional,

arbitrary, or capricious, then l-he process would continue.

,ìC{', i j j;c [ì Ì :jj]:i.ì'i' iarìr.ì ijíjii I ], i' ). (i:ì :ìíi: illi L i:i:,
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This Court does understand that the statute was

recently enacted and that it has not gone under

significant scrutiny. There's no history of

administrative and judiciat rulings for t.he statute.

There are allegatíons that the process was flawed at the

inception and at the application. This court does not

know if it is true, but does note that the intervener' s

concerns can only be address after a determination of the

statute as applied and implemented by the Commission was

not arbitrary, capricious, or unconstitutional. Those

issues have to do with the statut.e and not the tangential

íssues requested.

The Court therefore does not fínd that the

intervenors have sufficient interest that are connected lo

the actions invotved in each case. And that's whether the

person is so situated that the disposition of the action

as a practical matter may impair or impede that person/ s

ability to protect that interest. Once again, this Court

has al-ready determinecl that the cl-aim of interest in this

case for the proposed interr¡enor.s i s mì spl aced given the

altegations presented by the plaintiffs in each case.

These are specific issues Ôoncerning actions of the

subcommi.ttee and the corr,rniLtee in implementing the

s|aLute. And once agarn, arguments that the Commission is

uniquely situated to responci to, noL the growers, the

j"1i¡: r j.:ìL.iì l t ti::ì j,i ii.¡,\Ì¡lrít jì t,''i : l:l iii: li1.¡Ì r. {::
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potential users of the medical- cannabis grown.

The Court understand that the proposed

intervenors have a general interest in the ouLcome of the

case. The growers wanL not.hing to stand in the way of the

process which would allow them to get a lícense, the

patients cert.ainty want access to medical cannabis aS soon

as possible. Those wishes do not rise to the level of a

right to intervene.

Fínally, there's the issue of adequate

representation by the existing parties. This Court is

satisfied that the Commission, represented by the Office

of the Attorney General and not the proposed intervenors

before the Court today, is |he appropriate defendant to

represent the issue of whether or not the statute as

implemented was done in an arbitrary, capricious, or

unconstitutional manner in part âs alleged by the

replacement of two gror^rers in the GTT matter. When tota1,

as al-leged by the oVerall application of the statute,

|n the A|4M matter. So f ar this Court has seen vigorous

representation by the Attorney General on behalf of the

Commission. Simply because a litigation may not be going

in the matter, that a private entity thinks it should,

whether: t-he arguments are made are different' Lhere's no

basis to all,ow intervent.ion. This Court is al-so mindful

that there is the potential of permissive intervention.

i;!', ì -: .l'¡-:.).92'-j
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The Court- wilt incorporate by reference all relevant

arguments made in responding to the motion âS a matter of

right and add the following.

The Court does not believe that it would be

either appropriate or necessary to al-l-ow the proposed

intervenors in either caSe, pursuant to the permissive

right to intervention under Rul-e 2-2L4(b) . The Court. has

considered whether intervention woul-d unduly delay the

adjudication of either claím and it determines that it

woul-d. Interestingly enough, the proposed intervenors

seemingly have an interest in speeding up the process,

because they want to begin growing as soon aS possible'

and want nothing to stand in the way of the next phase of

licensing.
l¡lhile understanding the desire for their speed,

filing various motions does add time to these proceedings.

The Plaintiffs have filed their cl-aims and as noted akrove,

t-he issue here is whether or not the actions of the

Defendant were arbitrary, capricious, or potenbially

unconstitutional. The Comm"j.ssi nn i.s ready, anci wi. j.ling

and able to clefend its actions. Allowíng i-ntervenors at

this stage does not assist in that determinati.on.

T'herefor:e the Mot-ion to Intervene ãS a matter of right

impermissibly is denied.

The Court. will now hear t-he arquments on the

¡\íliliJ:.r(.1!ì.ti.tiiì.ì llil,/\l'l:l;Ciì1 l:'1" iO¡: lì:"lir't'::.(ii:i
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Motion to Dismiss filed by the Commissíon. Thank You,

Counsel.

MR. BERMAN: Thank Yotlr Your Honor.

(Of f the record - 03: 06: 56 P.m. )

(Session resumes - 03:54:41)

THE COURT: Thank you. Everyone may be seated.

Mr. Vüarnken, in your pleadinqs you indicated that you

agree with the request to dismiss the'Department. of Heal-th

and MentaI Hygiene and the individually named

commissioners, is that correct?

MR. WARNKEN: That's correct, Your Honor¿ w€

have no objection.
COURT' S RULING

THE COURT: All right. So that will be granted.

This Court is satisfied that concerning the issue of the

Motion to Dismiss, that t-he Court's analysis of the motion

be limited to the four corners of the complaint, any

exhibits. And as far as dismissal for failure to state a

claim is proper only if the alleged facts and permissible

inference-s so viewecl wçuld haVe proven/ none the less

failed, to afford relief to the Plaintiff. In the

alternative, the Defendant has asked this Court to grant a

Motion for Summary Judgment. And that , of course, will be

granted if there's no qenuine dispute as to any material

fact and that. the parLies would be entitled to judgmenb as

¡ia.i r j 4:i' :j : i:li:'.ì f i!r1.i¡lì':' ii j i,'ì' I i.;:ì í:i L;i\¡l lji:.:
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a matter of law.

At the ouLset the Court' will not that it. has

reviewed all relevant case law and all- statutes. But for

the purpose of clarity witl state the following:

Under Health General Section 13-3302(c), the

Commission's purpose is to develop policies, procedures/

guidelines and regulations to implement programs to make

medical cannabis available to qualifying patients in a

safe and ef fective manner. Section 3-306 (a) gives t.he

Commission the authorit.y to license medical cannabj-s

growers and meet alf requirements establ-ished by the

Commission to operate in the State and can issue a maximum

of 15 licenses. It al-so notes that the Commission shal-]

actively seek to achieve racial, ethnì-c and geographic

dj-versity when licensing medical cannabis growers -

That the Commission was required by statute to

establish a review process. It did so by promulgating

regulations under COMAR. And in the response, the

defense note that the scoring criteria set out in the

regulations do not inclurle race or ethnicity. Concerning

lack of standing to challenge the Commission's efforts to

actively seek to achieve racial diversity, the Defenclant

claims that the compJ-aint stops short of establishing

standing, becaltse it fails to allege i:hat AMlvi was injured

by the Commission's legally required conduct-. Arld, ctf

Âir, : il:ìí:ti i, ì.r'.r .:ìì;jìì.1:::itii I !r'Í.!. irj.ì ii i:: irV I r.. ¡:l
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course, that is why the Court is here, to determine if the

conduct of the Commission was legal1y sufficient or

potentíally arbitrary/ capricious t aT unconstitutional.

The Plaint-íffs have alleged significant

minority ownership. There's supposed to be an attempt at

actively seeking racial and ethnic diversity, along with

qeographic diversity (inaudibl-e) the Plaintiffs can show

injury. There's a concern about l-ack of standing tc>

challenge the consideration of Maryland residency, because

the Plaintiff received all avail-able credit under that

scoring criterj-a. In the Motion to Dismiss, the Defendant

states that the Plaintiff received all credit for

residency, because it was a yes or no response. They have

attached as proof, Exhibit A, which was the application

with some of the frequently asked questions. FAQ 21--B

states that it only takes on Maryland resident to check

t"he resj-dency box. 10-D and Lz-D indicate that. if there's

one or more Maryland resident, then the applicant wil-I get

the full- maximum point value.

The problem is that at this stage the

information is not in the complaint. And if the Court

takes it into considerat.ion it would be considered under

the Summary Judgnent Rules. There's also the possibility

that. it is i.naccurate and can only be determined after

Som.e level of díscovei:y. Theref ore as pled, the Court j-s

,i,l:( i; l:i r:i i ¡ì¡r,r:ì':'lìiril::ì0Iì i ì,'1' i aiH : ; iirì ? i r"'¡:
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sat-isfied that as an applicant for a license, t'hat the

Ptaintiff has standing to challenge the consideration of

Maryland residency.

The next íssue that the Defendant brought' lo

the Court's was the Plaintiff lacked standing to challenge

the consideration of capitalization. Alleging that

because the complaint neither pleads nor suggests Lrpon

information and belief t.hat AMM was aggrieved by the

Commission's evaluations, evaluation , of adequate

capitalization, therefore AMM lacks standing to bring any

of its articulated claims for declarat.ory judgment so the

complaint should be dismissed. This Court finds without

knowledge of the evaluation, it would not be appropriate

to grant sufiìmary judgment as pted. The Court is satisfied

that the Court has standing to at least bring the claím.

Vühether aft.er closer scrutiny it is a viable claim is to

be determined at a l-ater date.

The next issue was the AMM's claim regarding

racj-af and ethnic cliversity in licensing and investigating

a,Cequate capitaliz.ation. The Ðefendants say it should be

dismissed because at this stage that is not ripe.

Defendant argues that the claim isn't ripe because the

licensing efforts are ongoing and no licenses have been

issued. Aþ{l'4 alleges tha[ the Commis5i on has failed to act

to achieve racial and ethic diversity, but tlie Commission

.ì001r:::i.].ì l. :ìl:,::1'llìÅi.:li(ifì l ri'i' l Oll :iì l:ltr.\'r 1 t'!:l
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is so acted to do so. This was in the Defendantts

response on Page 18.

The question then becomes how and what way. The

Commission says thrat they have recently worked, and I

quote, "To col-lect data from applicants in an effort to

assess the level of racia] and ethnic diversity wíthin the

appficant pool for each of the rel-evant licensing

categories. The Commission intends to work with the

diversity consultant to identify present and future

opport-unitíes to create racial and ethnic diversity in the

medical cannabis J-icensing and the Iicensing process is

ongoing. "

The query that the Court would have is at what

stage is the Defendant required to show compliance with

the statute and i-s step Lwo a mere formality, something we

know was done to seek geographic diversity during Stage I.

And that's certainly one of the issue involved in the GTI

case. The questíon then becomes, is there a requirement

to do the same thing for racial and ethic diversity or

not. The Cr:r-r::f i s sati-sf iecl that these are material

íssues that are in dispute and best resolved after

discovery. Therefore the Motion to Dismiss and Summary

Judgment r,vil-l be denied on that ground.

The complaint should be dismissed for failing

:--o join necessary parties. Earlier today this Court found

:',i' I i,ìi:lì : ijlìiì':aÂlliìr.tì I i"f ì i)fi :ìiìÍì.\'Ì (ìlì
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that the proposed íntervenors were not necessary palties

to this or the GTI l-itigation. In taking that assessment

and applying to all of the entities granted Stage I

approval, this Court does not find a dismissal is

appropriate for failing to join those entit.ies as parties

in thís matter. In the Motion to Dismiss the Defendant.

states that if the Court grants the relief requested by

AMM and requires the Commission to discontinue the

licensing process pending some unspecifíed corrective

action, then those companies which have already received

Stage I pre-approval for medical cannabis grower license

witl be irreparably damages.

That may be true. But if the manner in which

the Commission implemented the statute is unconstitutional

or done in an arbitrary or capricious Inanner, then this

Court can not let it. stand simply because of the potential

harm to those who have received Stage I approval. To the

extent bhat there is harm, it would be the defauLt of the

Defendants lf it is determined L.hat the process I/'ras

fl.awed. The Çlaim for injunctive relief should be

dismissed for failure to state a claim. The Defendants

allege that Count. I of the complaint. seeking preliminary

and permanent injunction should be disnissed.

Again, without ruling on the actual request

for injuncti-ve relief, this Court is sat-isfied that as

¡\iì(:ljfliji.l ljl:: TF'i,.iìîtìiìl jliüì: ::ilrjir.:l;
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pled, the Plaintif f 's allegations, at least concern-ing the

failure of the commission to actively seek racial- and

ethnic diversity, are sufficient to show Ehat this is a

call-able cl-aim. Thís is based on the complaint and the

response filed by the Defendant where it was stated that

the statutory language at issue may be read to provide

broad authority/ but does not Set. up precise requirements '

The language may have authorized a range of possible

actions, but because the tegislature did not specify what

steps were required of the Commission, it can not be said

t.he requirements of the statute were not met '

And in its footnote to that section, the

Defendant states, "fn stark contrast to the mininral

statutory language at issue in the Commission of Cannabis

Grower Licensing Statute, the legislature created very

detail-ed statutory provisions to support eftorts to

achieve diversity (inaudible) offshore farmi-ng. The Court

is not sure if the argument is that the statute was poorly

crafted and so the benefit of the doubt should be given to

the Defenrlant, Br:l- this couri is mindful that once

brought to the court's aLtention, we can not allow a

sLatute or rule to be implemented in an unconstitutional,

arbit-rary, or capricious manner. The court does not know

if that, s what, s going on here, but is satisfied that as

pled, it is appropriate to deny t-he nrot-ion on the grounds

jrr ai;.'r rf:1,:.. ii"r.)j:lí iì I I i io): ::.i:li,Tl:.;::
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that the request fail-s to stat.e a claim upon which relief

can be granted.

And if not dismissed, there was a request from

the Defendant to grant summary judgment, enter a

declaration confirming the Commission has statuLory and

reguJ_atory authority. This court sees that there are a

number of material facts that are in dispute in this case,

ranging from what was and wasn't done to satisfy the

requi-rements of the statute, to seek racial and ethnic

cliversity, and what stage these things must be done, if at

alt. This court will now issue an in declaration and

notes that the statute, that by statute the Commission has

the authority to issue licenses for medical cannabis

growers. Without more facts this Court can notr âs

reguested by the Defendant, make a finding that the

Cornmission has, in all- pertinent respects, acted in

accordance with its statulory and regulatory authority.

Therefore the Motion for Summary Judgment will be denied

cn that ground.

The Defendants inciicate that the commission was

not st.atutorily required to provide a race-based

preference j-n scoring application for medica] cannabis

grower licenses. And that is at an issue here, the Courl.

i-s not- focused on whether or not there was a race-b,ased

preference. Just whether or not the Commission followed

¡(;(i i.! :ir(: lì ì i-! i:,i:r'l lì-à¡j i:ì (l lì : !:r1' -ì (r|:' :i í ;.tj'¿ l ( : i:
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the requirements of the statute and regulations, and Lhat

the manner in which it did so was potentially

unconsLitut.ional, arbitrary or caprícious.

The Defendants do mention the Richland case/

but the issue here is what, Lf anything, was done. And if

nothing was done, whY not. There is no information to

show what was done to actively seek racial and ethnic

diversity. On Page 30 of the motion, the.Defendants refer

to section 3306(a) (9), which requires the commission to

actively seek to achieve racial and ethnic diversity in

Iicensing medical- cannabis growers. Defendants state that

the statute contains race neutral language and the

Commission approached this goaÌ in a race neutral manner

consistent with judicíal guidance. Although it may be

argued that the statute authorized vigorous efforts to

expJ-ore whether an adequate evidentiary basis couÌd be

found upon which to support a scoring preference for

racially or et.hnically diverse applicant does not require

that action.
The Commi ssj on sought legal guidance on how to

interpret. that provision, enactecÌ regulations accordingly,

and endeavored to achieve raci.al and ethnic diversity in a

race neutral manner by conducting broad publicity about

oppo::tunities within the new medical cannabis industry in

Maryland. The Defendant makes this assertion as a fact,

¡:.i.it1 1 r¡1 rìrl\'. I't<jlÌ;i..:i I -,,i 'i1l: :ìtn\:í'r
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but of course this goes to the very heart of the issue at

bar. The Court sees this as anoL.her material- fact that is

in dispute and therefore not something that is appropriate

on summary judgment without any discovery.

The Defendants then allege that COMAR/ the

COMAR sections, do not violate a dormant commerce clause

or prívileges and immunity clause. Based on the request

of the Defendant to find that the regulation is not in

violation, this Court has reviewed relevant case law

concerning the dormant commerce clause and the privileges

and immunity clause. And while that may be true, again,

without any facts or discovery, this Court believes that

it woul-d not be appropriate to grant sufiìmary judgment.

That request is denied. And the Commission, the

Defendants indicate that the Commission did not act in an

arbitrary or capricious manner by requíring applicants to

budget and demonstrate adequate capital. The Defendant

states that no single capitalization threshold could

adequately provide for numerous variables - The Court

ågrees with that and I'11 take a sit of water.

The question is there anything to show that t'he

Commission is going to or has used capitalization numbers

as a determining f actor in granting a ì-icense. The

Commission certainly has an inherent right to make Sure

that applicants are funded. But j.t easily can be argued

jli:ilìj:.:r'i:i I Ì,J:1'ì ii;'.i:; l(ìtl :: iri.i':'f: i;Ii1ri.: ijl:'
6b.]--:l.iii,:1.j25
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that if that. is going to be used in a governmental

process, and it very well may need to be disclosed. The

Court's not making any ruling on that particular issue,

except that t.he determination that there are material

facts in dispute, so sunìmary judgment would not be

appropriate. So for all of the reasons stated and

arguments referred to, this Court denies a Motion for

Summary Judgment and denies a Motion to Dismiss on all

counts.

And there are a number of other motions that

have been fited in these matters. The Court will give its

ruJ-ing now and issue orde-rs tomorrow, But again, this

Court did not find that a hearing was either necessary nor

appropriate. There/s a Motion to Consolidate in AMM and

GTI by the proposed, former proposed intervenors. Noting

that they are not parties at this time, the Court has

determined that the mot.ion is moot. But out of an

abundance of caution, also finds that if not mool, the

motion wil-l- be denied. The cases have the same statutory

scheme in conÌmon, but this Court agrees with the Defendant

fi-nding that the two cases focus on different times frames

and different questions of fact and law. And again, the

motj-on filed by the former proposed i-ntervenors to

consolidate would be denied in AMM and GTI.

And those same former proposed intervenors fj--Led

¡i(ìíll;i:i.i i L tli::::l 1l;r.¡il'l:l;0P. : P'i I Oli r:;liliV I í. i,l
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a Motion t<¡ Dismiss. And again for the same reasons the

Court will find that the Motion to Dismiss fil-ed in AMM

and GTI by the proposed intervenors is moot now that they

are not parties to this act.ion. And finally, there's a

Motion to Intervene filed by Holistic Inc., LLC and AMM

and GTI. This Court has reviewed the request and the

opposition filed. The Court wil-l- qrant the request in the

GTI titigation out of an abundance of caution' It is

granting the request pursuant to the permissive right to

intervention under Rule 2-2L4 (b) . The Court does so only

because of the potential of granting specific performance

after a review of the evidence, that is something

contemplated then. While the Court believes that the

Commissj-on could make the arguments against that remedy,

Holistic, no\,v that they have requesLed intervention¡ mâY

be best suit.ed to make the argument on their behal-f . The

request of Hol-istic/ LLC to intervene in the AMM matter is

denied for the Same reasons that the court articulated

earlier today in the previous Motion to Intervene finding

that the Commission js besL .sittlat.ecl to make the arguments

in that case. Those are the rulings for the motions for

today. Thank

THE

(off the

you, Counsel. This Court is in recess.

CLERK: All rise.
record - 04:09:16 p.m.)
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TRANSCRIBER' S CBRTTFTCATE

This is to cerlify that the excerpt of proceedings in

the malter of GTT Maryland, LLC, êt. al. v. Natalie M'

LaPrade Marvland Medical Cannabis Commission, êt. aI.,

case number 24-C-16-005801, heard in Circuit Court for

Baltimore City on February 2I, 2AIl, was recorded on

digital media with video.

I hereby certify that the excerpt of proceedings

herein contained were transcribed by me or under my

direction. That said transcript is a true and accurate

record to the best of my ability and constitutes the

official transcríPt thereof.

In witness thereof, I have hereunto subscribed

my name on this 23rd day of March, 2AI7.

Sherry R. Miller, President
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66t -21.ü-?-92.3

PROCEEDÏNGS

(On the record - 02:05:41 P.m.)

THE CLERK: The Honorable Barry Vüilliams

presiding.
THE COURT: Thank you. You may be seated.

Good afternoon all.
MR. VüEINER: Good afternoon, Your Honor,

MR. BELCUORE: Good afternoon, Your Honor-

MR. JEFFRIES: Good afternoon, Your Honor.

THE COURT: !üe're here for a number of matters.

We,11 start with the Motion to Intervene of GTT. And this

24-C-16-005134, Dockel Number 44- Counsel, please

identífy yourselves for the record-

MR. WETNER: Good afternoon, Your Honor. Arnold

Weiner and Michael Berman for the Proposed Intervenors.

THE COURT: Good afternoon.

MR. ANDREVüS: Good afternoon, Your Honor. Philip

Andrews on behalf of Plaintiff, GTI Maryland. Along with

me are my colleagues, Chris Jeffries and Louis Malick.

lHE COURT: Good afternoon.

MR. MALICK: Good afternoon, Your Honor.

MR. JEFFRIES: Good afternoon, Your Honor.

MR. BELCUORtr: Good afternoon, Your Honor.

Alfred Belcuore with Edward v{eidenfeld for Maryland

Cultivation and Processing.
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'THtr COURT: ALl right. This is a Motion to

Intervene of GTI. Counsel, I have reviewed all of your

filings and you certainly have tíme t'o argue if you

choose. Do you choose to argue or not?

MR. WEINBR: Yesr wQ do, Your Honor. And f'm

Arnol-d Weiner. I have just one or two preliminary remarks

and I'd like to turn it over to Mr. Berman.

THE COURT: Very well. Your time starts now'

Thank you.

MOTION TO TNTBRVBNE

PROPOSED INTERVENOR' S ARGUMENT

MR. VüEINER: Your Honor, there are two comments I

wout d like to make on behalf of our four growers proposed

to intervene. All of them received Stage I approval. All

of them have ejther bought or leased premises, al-I of them

are in the process of improving |,ltc;se preuLises Lo ¡neeL the

st-andard of the commission. And híring staff , they have

numerous people on their payrolls already. And theytre

working hard to meet the August deadline to be operationaj-

for the second staqe. They've invested, Your Honor, âs

our affídavits show¡ more than $10 million.

These grovver inLervenors in particular, Your

Honor, have no interest in crashing somebody else's party.

And the only outcomes in this case were either than the 1-5

Stage I approvals remain or that two be switched out. And

¿(,1 -2 iO-29i:.t
ACCI.}'JC-'RTBNS TP,ANSCAI PTÌON Sfl RV.Ì.Cij
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those were t.he only two outcomes We woul-dn't have moved to

i-ntervene.

The problem here is, that in order to make their

case, GTI and Maryland Cultivation have found it necessâry

to make broader alJ-egations, to make allegations that the

grant of the 15 approvals was capricious and arbitrary,

and shoul-d be set aside. And, Your Honor, Yoü need only

l-ook at the second amended complaint at Paragraph 7A, in

which they say in Paragraph 10, GTI does, that the Stage I

approvals hrere completely contrary to the Commission's,

and I add the word "previous public announcements and

representations and during the application. "

Paragraph 72, in which they allege that

nevertheless the Commission, prior to, or contrary to its

prior guidance exceeded to the reshuffled group of 15.

And Paragraph 73, in which they say that the processors/

Some of the processors/ were allowed to change locations,

but they were denied that opportunity.

Recalrse their Çase turns oû, to get relief,

turns on the flnding of arbitrariness and capriciousness/

what they¿ve really clone is let a genie out- of the bottle.

Because once if the Court hrere to find that the

Commission acted arbitrarily or capriciou.sly, the Court

would not- be b,ound by the limited relref that they say

11']C]I.] *qIRT BES TRA¡:¡SC Iì ] FT I OI': SERV J C Ë
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t.hey're seeking. We quoted at length, Your Honor, from

Anne Arundel County Ethics Committee versus Dvorak' 189

Md. App. We quoted that at Page 9 of our memoranda. I

won't repeat it, you know that it says that the Court is

not constrained by what they ask for, it could give more/

it could give l-ess. And that's true not only of Your

Honor, but also true of any public (inaudible). And for

that reason, Your Honorr w€ think that we have important

interests that we need to protect. Let me turn it over to

Mr. Berman.

¡4R. BERMAN: Thank Voü, Mr. Weíner. Vüith the

Court's permission, good afternoon, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Good afternoon.

MR. BERMAN: Good afternoon, Your Honor. Michael

Berman, B*e-r-m-a-n. Your Honor, I will not repeat what

is in the briefs. I t.hi-nk we've shown an interest. The

test is whether it may, as a practical matter, be impaired

or impeded. rt's a very minimal test, ñâY and practical.

VrIe,ve shown that lhe invention was timely. And without

any disrespect to the state or its attorneys, we've shown

that the State does not adequately protect our interests.

.Your l{onor/ oul: position is that of innocent

bystanders. Vüe should not. have to suffer any risk from

this litigation. If the litigation may impact us, and

I'11 go a tittle bjt furt-her than Mr. ldeiner did on why we

ÄC( li $(l Il L l;,i:i fl'i' f<AN SC Ii I P? I ÛN -c 
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think it may. If it may impact us¡ we'd submit we have a

right to be heard. If I may digress. May I ask Your

Honor for a five minute warning? We'd like to reserve

f ive minutes for rebut.tal-.

THE COURT: Certainly, I will do that.

MR. BERMAN: Thank you. Your Honor, the

dilemma here is, and the rj-sk is very real. On JuIy 29,

what happened according t.o the Plaintiff 's compl-aínt/ is a

subcommittee/ a grohrers subcommittee of five

commissioners, the committee is 16 T'm not sure whether

there were 15 or 16 sitting at the tíme, but it has 1'6

slots. so five subcommíttee members met on July 29 and

they voted for what we call t'he swap out and the

Plaintiffs call the reshuffl-ing. That, wê would submit,

was nothing more than a subcommitt.ee recoñlmendation. It

h/as a interlocutory, non-final decision.

On August 5, that reconmendation was presented

to the Commission as a whole, all 15 or 1'6 commissíoners.

They then unanimously, including Commissioner Moran, voted

in favor of the report and aclopted it. There was no SWap

out in the f ina-L decision. So the Ptaintif f 's objection

is t.o an interl-ocutory recommendation. And to challenge

that t-hey do, and they must, attack t.he final decision.

It is that final decision that crealed our client's, our

grower client's interest, by giving them the Stage I

6r:'ì -?- )'.A-?.92.\
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award.

So the Plaintiffs illogically assert. that they,

one who was denied a license, has standing to challenge

the decision. But t.hey reject the mirror image. They

reject the argument that those who received the award have

no standing. They argue that those who received the award

have no standing to challenge the exact same decision.

And they do so even though the grower awardees have spent

nillions in reliance. And they¡ orl their own allegations,

are out of contract and don't even allege that they are

abfe to perform.

Two, the interest of Jane and John Doe, minors

who need medical cannabis therapy. They are the people

that the statute was intended to protect, intended to

assist. If they lack standing, then Pl-aintiff's mere

disappointed bidders also l-ack standing. Third, as Mr.

Vüeiner says, GTI and MCP, have opened the door and they

refuse to close it. Their allegations are broad and wide-

ranqing. And our fourth interest is we believe and we

sr-rJ:mit, fhat we have an interest in the process. Our

clíentt s awards/ our grower âward.ee's awards, are being

adjudicated. We submit that the process is administrative

mandamus. Plaintiffs submit that it's plenary review

under the Declaratory Judgment Act and lnjunctive Relíef.

lrie believe that we have a protectable interest in the

6i:,'l -? l3- 2l)2i
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So the Ptaintiffs, GTI and MCP, replied. But

wait,' we're just. requesting very l-imited relief . They are

honorable peopler w€'re 'not saying that they are deceptive

at afl. f've known Mr. Andrews for 30 years, I respect

the members of the Bar, we take them at their word. But

in doing so¡ we have to evaluate their roadmap. And their

roadmap is a complaint. And the complaint, under Rule 2-

303, can't include surpJ-usage. And what the complaint

inclucles is broad-sweeping allegations that all l-5

Iicenses were awarded without merit.
So as Mr. Vüeiner has said, the Court sits in

equity. under the case law, the court may go farther than

[he P]aintiff's request or not as fat; the Court has broad

discretion to do equity. Second. They're asking the

Court to reinstate a July 29 subcommittee interlocutory

recoÍtmendation. As I pointed out earlier, to do that they

must attack the August 5 final vote, which is an attack on

our client's ínterests. And t.hird, they have Ehe right to

tiberally amencl. We've ali been in litigation that

changes as it goes on. They may be compelled to amend to

protect. their client's interests ' A.d if so, their duty

is to their client. And if it impacts our client

negatively, they'li do what they have to do. so we submit

thaL we have an int.erest aL risk.

661 *21..r - 21,:54 10-4 66-2033
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Lastly, timeliness, Your Honor. The Plaintiffs

do little more

THE COURT: I don't need to hear any argument on

t-imeliness.

MR. BERMAN: Pardon me?

THE COURT: I don't need to hear any argument on

timeliness.
MR. BERMAN: Thank Your Your Honor' And on

adequate representation, Your Honor, the St.ate has fine

attorneys, theyrre representing their interest. vühile

there may be a shared goal among the Defendants and the

Proposed Intervening Defendants, thal's almost always the

case. If that was the test, intervention would never be

granted. Your Honor, I always hesitate to give a sports

analogy, because I'm not realIy knowledgeable about

sports. But the goal of t.he football team is always the

same. Every member of the team wants to score. But the

interests of the individual players may be different. The

quarterback may want to score with a pass, Lhe kicker may

u¡ant to score with a kick, and the runner may want to

score with a run, And that's sort of the situati-orr we're

in. Sure, wê share a goal with the St.ate. Bnt we have a

very different interest -

Our interest here, and why it is not adequately

represented, is t-hat t-he growers are very interested in

6á',r*:ì1íi-2!-)il5:
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l,{ho gets the license. The state is interested only in

issuing 15 licenses. similarly, Jane and John Doe are

interested in getting medical therapy tha[ is not an

interest of the State. And finally, our clients have an

economic risk, a large economic risk, that the State does

not have. For those reasons¡ w€ are not adequately

represented.

The relief we would request today, Yolir Honor,

is to grant the Motj-on to Intervene as defendants, deem

the Motion to Dismiss filed and set an accelerated date

for oppositions and replies, consider a scheduling

conference. St.ay all discovery, not procedurally. Ifm

not making a motion for a protective order.. I'm asking aS

a subsLantive matter, because of the substance of our

claim, that aIl- discovery be stayed. And that the Court

set in a hearing on the Motion to Consolidate.

THE COURT: Thank Yoü¡ Counsel.

PLAINTTTF'S ARGUMENT

MR. ANDREWS: Yes. Thank Yoü, Your Honor. The

difficutty with the proposed intervenor's positj-on is that'

there are four requirements lhey have to meet under

Maryland Rule 2-21"4. And [hey don't meet any of them.

Let me go first, because I think this was principally the

argument that was being made, about having to do with the

part-icular interest of l-ire Proposed IntervenorS. The
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caSeS are very c1ear. For example, Duckworth versus Dean,

that for intervention is a matter of right. The proposed

intervenor must have standing to be a party. And standing

requiresr âs Your Honor knows, that the outcome of the

lawsuit. might cause a person to suffer some kind of

special damage, different in characLer and kind from that

suffered by the general public. None of the Proposed

fnvtervenors meet t"hat standard here, Your Honor.

Because their claimed int.erests are either

speculative, based on a bunch of what ifs, or are remote

possibilities. The cases are cl-ear/ and we've cited them

in our papers, that what the Court needs to focus on is

the present. pleadings. Not what could happen or might

happen. From day one, GTI's complaint has been narrowly

focused. We have no mentioned any of the grol¡/er

intervenors. We aren'L trying to sfow down Stage TI. And

if we were, wê would have done it a long time ago.

Because at this point, GTI and MCP are six months behind

the currently constituted toP 15.

This Court can afford the entire relief that GTÏ

and MCP seek and it woul-dn't affect any of the proposed

intervenors. Jane and John Doe are not asserting any

interests that¡ s any different from any other patienL who

may become eligible to obtain and use medical- cannabis

under Maryland lav¡ . Tliat' s j us t too remote . There' s a
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case we've cited, Environmental Integrity Project versus

Moran Ash, an Environmental Protection law suit. The

aggrieved property owners, individual- property owners¡

wanted to join in the lawsuit. The Court said; youfve got

a general int.erest like all of the other residents who

were within 10 to 15 miles of the plant, it's too general.

That's the sâme situation the Doe i-ntervenors have.

The same fate for the Coalition intervenor.

Again, in that Bnvironmental Integrit.y Project case, there

were two non-profits who saíd,' w€ want to protect the

environment, we want to make certain the environmental

laws are enforced. And the Court of Special Appeals said

in that case, Lhat's too genera.l- of an interest. And

again, for the proposed grower applicants, the relief that

we are asking for doesn't put them in any jeopardy, other

than what t.hey can seemingly imagine. But that's not what

the case is saying is a proper basis for intervention.

I'm commending the Court, Maryland National Capital Park

and Planning versus the Town of Washington Grove. There

the Court of Appeal.s sai.d that it's not enough for a

perSOn seeking intervention to base its motion on concern

that some future action or proceedings may affect its

interests adversely.

Seeking i-ntervention in those cj-rcumstances is

merely speculative and affords no present basis upon which

4\0"466-2033
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to become a party in the proceedings. IL's clear that. the

grower intervenors/ if you will-, want to keep their Stage

II review going, wanL to continue their preparations for

full lj-censure. And nothing that we have done or are

doing are set forth in their relief from day one would

interfere with that. Under those circumstances they are

legally, if you wiJ-1, a st.ranger to these proceedings.

Having an interest in medical cannabis is insufficj-ent.

And again, if the Court coul-d afford ful-l relief , it wonf t

chang:e a thing. The proposed grower intervenors will stay

in the top 1-5. They can continue to be l-icensed, we're

not trying to stop that¡ wQ haven't tried to stop that.

And as Your Honor will recal-I, the two entities that \^/ere

swapped out, to use the intervenor's term, or reshuffled,

(inaudible) grower intervenors'
The last. thing f would sâY, with respect to

the fourth requirement., inadequate representation by

existing parties. Again, the cases are cl-ear. VÙe've

cited them, I know Your Flonor's read them' Maryland

Radiological Soci el"y versus the Health Services Cost

Review Commission. The existing parties have exactly the

same objectives and goals as these intervenors, that Stage

IT proceed and that they proceed with their facility

preparation until they're ready for final licensure. And

we're not seeking t.o j-nterfere wit-h that at all.
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The ciefendants are ably represented by counsel/

they've got the same objective. And under that case, and

again, the Environmental Integrity Project case, it's very

clear that that/ s not a basis for inLervention aS a matter

of right. Very quickly. As Your Honor said Your Honor

doesn't wish L.o hear about timeliness, Ï'm satisfied with

what we say in the papers on that ' So let me just speak a

moment with respect to permissj-ve intervention. Again,

the question there is, do the is there any defense that

has a question in Jaw or fact in common with t.he action,

whether the intervenors have any defense. VÙeIl, there's

been no claim made against them, so they coul-dn't have a

defense. And then the question is does their entry into

the case, does intervention prejudice the adjudication of

the rights of the originaÌ parties. And f Lhink it's very

clear that the cases say that the behavior of the

intervenors to date, which was to arríve here on December

30th with an emergency motion trying to stay discovery, 1'./e

agreed to a discovery schedul-e, discovery was ongoing.

That' s when a rJisrr-rpt i on i 's tlnnecessary. It doesn' t add

anything to the case excepL another layer of delay,

scheduling taking up the Court's time and resources' we've

already had a hearing of dispositive motions.

So at Lhis j uncture, there is J-egally

cognizaþle basis for t.he proposed lntervenors to
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intervene. And for that reason¡ GTI urges Your Honor to

deny the Mot.ion f or Intervention.
THE COURT: Thank You'

MCC¡ S ARGUMENT

MR. BELCUORB: Your Honor, oo fewer than 10 times

the Maryland Cultivation and Processing has represented

formally that it seeks no rel-ief that would upset the

status of these intervenors to proceed to l-icenses. We've

said it our Motion for Preliminary Injunction, in the

proposed order that attached to iL, in the reply in

support of it, in the oppositíon to this motion, and to

correspondence with intervenor counsels. We have no basis

upon which to upset the award to these intervenors.

Rather intervenors argue, to use a term we heard today,

the litigation lets the genie out of the bottle.

And they cite a case which inLervenors say

reports a notion that. the Court readily may grant

equitable relief going beyond t.hat which is even requested

by the parties. But that's not what the Dvorak case says

at. al I . What it says is that the sl-atute at issue in that

case could not be interpreted to constrain the power of

the Court to award equitable relief.
Intervenors have cited no authority for this

asserti.on that t-here could be a runaway court, if I could

use l,hat clause. we, re not requestinq t.irat- relief , we

õ6"! -210-?i)25
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have no reason to expect that. we would receive that

rel ief.
THB COURT: But. you're not saying that the Court

doesn't have the authority to do so.

MR. BELCUORE: Am T saying it or are they saying

it? Well, the Court has

THE COURT: You have to acknowledge the Court

certainly has broad authoritY.
MR. BELCUORtr: T do.

THE COURT: OkaY.

MR. BELCUORE: I do. But I think it' would be

highly unusual if no evidence ís presented by any parties

in the adversarial process that challenges the validity of

the award.s to these intervenors that there would be an

injunction explaining the process to them. Because what

happened here, is that is the reshuffling j-f you cal-I, the

removal of these two parties, GTI and MCP/ taking them out

of t-he 15 and inserting then with t.wo other parties that

are not now before the Court.

THE COURT: Basi caì I y, Cot:nsel/ you're saying

that the Court doesn't need to allow the proposed

intervenors in b'ecause there's no real concern that they

have based on your own request- for relief.

MR. BELCUORE: That is correct.

THE COURT: You're just simply asking to have

4r0-466-2ù33
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two other peopl-e moved out, not anyone else, correct?

MR. BELCUORE: That's precisely it, Your Honor'

THE COURT: But. of course, one knows that there

may be another argument coming up in a few minutes that's

contrary to that, is that not accurate and realistic?

MR. BELCUORE: From us?

THE COURT: At some point in this day, how

about that?
MR. BELCUORB: V'le have no leads that we' re

following. For example, for example. one of the problems

with the intervenor's proposed order is that they want

this court to freeze the total number of awards at 15.

And they want t.his Court to

THE COURT: VüeIl, isn't that already done? The

Court has nothíng to do wíth that.

MR. BELCUORE: That's correct. Because as I'm

sure the intervenors are aware, there are bills that are

pending in Lhe General Assembly that will- change that.

THE COURT: I'm not worried about bills that are

penrling, T'fi worried about what's in front of me no\^/.

MR. BELCUORE: Right. The statute now says a

maximum of 15. But even under the State's rubric in this

case/ MCjP is the first alternate. IL',s number 16 by the

State's recalculation of the numbers. If one of the 15 is

no longe:: etigibte and the commission decides that it

¡.ci:U sì I{ I B ES Ttu1}¡S rl R I pr : Ú}.1 ii iì l\v I cE

E 000341



GTI MARYI,AND/ LLC, ET

19
, AL. l/. NATALIE M. LAPRADE MARYLAND MEDICÀI, CANNABTS COT4MISSIOì'I, ET. AI..
February 21, 20L7 BEFORE Barry G. tÙilliams, Judge

1

a¿

3

4

5

6

1

ô
O

9

10

LI

L2

13

L4

15

t6

77

TB

19

20

¿L

ZZ

¿J

^^zq

should not get a license, it would default to number 'L6,

which is our client/ MCP. There is one firm, not any of

these intefvenors, noL any of the proposed intervenors in

the other motion that will come before Your Honor. But

one of the other 15, cal-led MedMec. Not Medmec. Mary

Mec. Maryland Med. Vüas one of the 15 who received

preapproval-.

who on February 6th, days âgo, suffered criminal charges

brought agaínst their former security director and chief

medicat officer, t-wo fel-onies each' for transporting

THE COURT: Are you sure you wanL to use that on

your time to gi-ve to the Court or do you want to go to

something else?

MR. BELCUORE: AII right. But you 1.., that

would be the case, in supporting our (inaudible) Your

Honor, that would be a situation
THE COURT: Itfs Your time.

MR. BBLCUORE: -- because we have a basis for

thinking t.hat if they're not if that f írm is not

disqualifj.erl, then we .should get it" But we have no basis

in the world, and expect none, and have not asserted any,

to challenge the award to these intervenors. They get it

even under the charges that we've made, because they were

there aII along within the top 15. They weren't put there

on our expenses.
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The Shack (sic) case, talks about t.he facl,

Schenk (phonet) rather, that the speculative nature of a

concern is not enough. And that case we cited in our

opposition, it wasn' L even menlioned in a 40 page reply'

Tha[ case really is dispositive of thís argument that we

no\^/ make; that a speculative concern is not enough. The

adequacy of representation. The interest here is the

preservation, the interest aS the intervenors see it, is

the preservation of their status to gain a license.

That's precisely what the state ís arguinq with all the

force that could be mustered. The intervenors say that

there should be no discovery. The governmenL has filed a

Motion for Protective Order. And as Your Honor is aware/

is asserting deliberate process and privilege to freeze

the right.
The inLervenors say that revi-ew, the scope of

review, is narrow because it's an administrative

adjudication. vÙe disagree with that. But the state is

making that argument no\^/ in resj-sting the Motion for

Prel-iminar:y Tnjr:nction, When the interests are the same,

the juris prudence of this jurisdiction, the Radiological

Society, is there must be a showing of collusion,

non-feasance, or bad faith. col-lusion, non-feasance or

bad faith, for ân intervenor to crash I wouldn't call

tiris a party. But they are certainly trying to upset

661-2.ìù-21?2:
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what/ s going on in this Court. And they're doing it by

multiple filings, lengthy filings, dupJ-icatj-ve filings,

repetitive of what the government is argument, and

filingsr âs T've indicated, for exampJ-e, in a reply that

doesn't even address the cases that we have cited'

The issue wíth respect t'o timelíness rests for

intervenor on two cases Lhat are patently distinguishabÌe.

The Park and Planning Commission case, the j-ntervenor wa5

already a party, had been brought in on a third party

complaint, and had participated in the Iitigation. It

went then to the appellate court who denied the Park and

Planning Commission Motion for Summary Judgment, granLed

in part as to the plaintiff. And then the Park and

Planninq Commission sought a reconsideration or

interventi.on. And the rulinq, the Court of Appeals hetd

that it was erroneous to deny that, because t.hey had been

involved throughout the case already. So timeliness h/as

not an issue.

THE COURT: One minute, Counsel.

MR,, RnTCIIORE: And then the Radiological case,

the motion there \^ias filed at the time when the issue

became known as a result of an appellate decision " And

the issue was raised by the court sua sponter so the

doctor,s Mot,j-on to Intervene r,\¡âS timely. There are those

alternatively independent grounds, Your Honor. And we

t6-t -2.i.u*?,ì::it4 t 0-4 66-2033
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rest upon the papers for the resL

would sustain Your Honor's denial

Intervene.

of
of

the argument, that

this Motion to

THE COURT: Thank You, Counsel. Five minutes, if

you need it.
REBUTTAL ARGUMENT

MR. BERMAN; Thank You, Your Honor. BY

Praintiff's own allegations, there's $40, $50 million at

stake for the grower awardees and medical treatment for

Jane and John Doe. I dont t know if Your Honor is of an

age that you remember the tate Senator Edward Dirkson. He

was talking about the federal budget and he said; a

billion here, a billion there, pretty soon you're talking

big money. $45, $50 million is big money. That is a

concrete interest that is at stake here, Your Honor'

Medical treatment is a concrete interest.
In response to Mr. Andrews' st.andì-ng argument,

the cases that GTI cited --
THB COURT: I don't ¿*

MR. BBRMAN: Thank you, Your Honor. füe believe

we've shown that the disruption argument, Your Honor/ hre

have a different view of the governing law. That is not

disruption. That is a matter either vre're right on

that or we're wrong on that, Your l{onor will call- the

balls ancl strikes, and we'11 know at- L.he end of the day.
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But that is far from disruption. Urging a governing

principle that if correct, would streamline this case, is

noL disrupting it.
Your Honor, the Dvorak case that MCP argued,

here's an exacL quote. "l¡'lhen a Ìegislative body enacts

a provision for the purpose of benefitting or protecting

t.he public interest, ". like the cannabis law, "the Circuit

Court must consider t.he pubJ-ic interest. " So we think it.

does support the broad equitable power of the Circuj-t

Court.

Tn closing, Your Honor, here we've shown that

our client's interests are not identical with the State.

Under a Maryland Radiological- standard, the Court of

Appeals has said; ordinarily intervention should be

alJ-owed, unless it is clear, clear, that the proposed

intervenor'S interests are protected. Here it is far from

cl-ear. Thank You, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Thank Vou, Counsel.

(Of f the record 02 : 35: 48 P.m. )

(On the record 02:59:46 P.m-)

COURT'S RULING

THE CCURT: You may be seated- The Court has

been called upon to determine whether or not intervention

either as a right admissibly appropriate in these twcr

matters. The proposed intervenors/ John and Jane Doe,

^í:ci,ì 
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were prospective net\^¡ork patients. certain proposed

growers who received St.age I approval in turning those

entities received a license to grow cannabis and the

Coalition for Patient Medicinal Access, LLC and Company

formed to advance the int.erest. of patients and growers.

The Court has reviewed all relevant case law

including, but not limited to, Maryland National Capital

Park and Planning Commission v. Town of Washington Grove,

where the Court discusses standard for intervention of

right under Maryland Rule 2-21"4 (a). And what the Court

stated, that the rule contains four requirements a perSon

must satisfy in order to intervene as â right. 1); the

application was timely, 2) ; the person claj-med an int.erest

reJ-ated t.o the property or transaction that is the

substance of the action, the person is so sítuated that

the disposition of the action as a practical matter may

impair or impede that person's ability to protect their

interesl. The persons interest is not adequately

represented by exi-st j-ng parties to the suit.

As the Çourt noted duri-ng arguments, the Court

does not need to assess the timeliness of the application.

Again, T would find that it was timely given the l-imited

time sínce the filing of both suits. Part II, the

proposed intervenors' claim and interest relating to t-he

t ransact-ions that are the subj ect of these act j-ons . The
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proposed intervenors betieve that t.hey should be allowed

in as a matter of right, because if these two complainants

are atlowed to go forward, Lhe possible time and money

loss, which is speculative, could effect their ability to

proceed as growers or receive medical cannabis.

Vlhile this may be true, the first issue is to

cletermine what the transactions Lhat are the subject of

this action. This Court finds that the transactions in

both cases stem from the applicable or implementation of

the statute by the Commissioner, and whether or not the

statute has been appl-ied or implemented in an

unconstitutj-onal, arbitràTy, or capricious manner. The

intervenors claim an interest, but this Court finds that

the alleged interest ís not applicable here ' One can

always claim an interest in litigation if they stand to

benefit from the implementation of legislation that allows

parties to be invol-ved in commerce regulated by the

giovernment. But that is not the true issue here in your

case.

The issue at hand in the GTI case is whether or

not the Commission, by allegedly removing GTI and MCP from

the init.ial list of 15 growers to make it out of State I

and replacing them on the list of Stage f awardee.s with

two proposed growers who aÌlegedly scored lower and those

two entities acted in an arbitrary or capricious manner.
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If that is not the finding, then the process would

continue. Tf the Court does make that finding, then

theoretically lhe Cc¡urt could order specific performance.

If ordered, this could effect only two entities, Holistic,

LLC and Shore Natura1s, LLC, not any of the proposed

intervenors.
Holístic has filed a Motion to Intervene and the

Court wiII rule on that at a later time. For the AMM

litigation, the Court may be called upon to determine

whether or not the process used by the Commission in

revíewing and granting Stage I approval to medical-

cannabis grower license appficants h/as done in a way that

was arbitrary, capricious, or poLentially

unconsLitutional. The Commission has a true interest in

making sure that the Court. does not make that finding.

And so the arquments of the Office of the Attorney General

is uniquely suited to advance t.he appropriate arguments.

If the Court does not find the actj-ons unconstitutional,

arbitrary, or capricious, then the process would contlnue.

This Court does undersLand that the statute was

recently enacted and that it has not gone under

significant scrutíny. There's no history of

administrative and judicial rulings for lhe stat'ute'

There are allegations t-hat [he process was flawed at the

inception and at the application. This Court does not
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know if it is true, but does note that the j-ntervener' s

concerns Can onl-y be address after a determination of the

statute as appl-ied and implemented by the Commission was

not arbitraryt capricious, or unconstitutional. Those

issues have to do with the statute and not the tangential

issues requested.

The Court therefore does not find that the

intervenors have sufficient interest that are connected to

the actions invotved in each case. And that's whether the

person is so situated that the disposition of the action

as a practical matter may impair or impede that person.'s

ability to protect that interest. Once again, this Court

has alreacly determj-ned t.hat the cl-aim of interest in this

case for the proposed intervenors is misplaced given the

allegations presented by the plaintiffs in each case.

These are specific issues concerning actions of the

subcommittee and the committee 1n implementing the

statute. And once again, arguments that the Commission is

uniquely situated t.o respond to, not the growers, the

pol.ent-ial users of Lhe medical cannabis grown

The Court understand t.hat t.he proposed

intervenors have a general interest in the out,come of the

case. The grower,s want nothing to stand in the way of the

process which woul-d allow them to get a license, the

palÍerr[s cerLainly want access to medical cannabis as soon
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as possibte. Those wishes do not rise to the level of a

right to intervene.

Fi-na1ly, there's the issue of adequate

representation by the existing parties. This Court is

satisfied that the Commission, represented by the Office

of the Attorney General and not the proposed intervenors

before the Court. today, is the appropriate defendant to

represenL the issue of whether or not the statute as

implemented was done in an arbitrary, capricious, or

unconstitutional manner in part as alleged by the

replacement of two growers in the GTI matt.er. When total,

as alleged by the overall application of the statute,

in the AMM matter. So far this Court has seen vigorous

representation by the Attorney General on behalf of the

Commission. Simply because a litigation may not be going

in the matter, that a private entity thinks it should,

whether the arguments are made are different., there's no

basis to allow intervention. This Court is also mindful

that there is the potential of permissive intervention.

The Court witl incorporate by reference all refevant

arguments made in respçnding to the mot.ion aS a matter of

right and add the following '

The Court does not bel-ieve that it would be

either appropriate or necessary to allow the proposed

intervenors in either case, pursuant to the permissive

6d?-?10-'itì25
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right to intervention under Rr-rle 2-2L4 (b) . The Court has

considered whet.her intervention would unduly delay the

adjudication of eit.her cfaim and it determines that it

wou1d. Interestingty enough, the proposed inLervenors

seemingly have an interest in speeding up the process,

because they want to begin growing as soon as possible,

and want nothing to stand in the way of the next phase of

licensing. t

Vühite understanding the desire for their speed,

filing various motions does add time to these proceedings.

The Plaintiffs have filed their claims and as noted above,

the issue here is whether or not t.he actions of the

Defendant were arbitrary, capricious, or potentially

unconstitutional. The Commission is ready, and willing

and abl-e to defend its actions. Allowing intervenors at

this stage does not assist in that determination.

Therefore the Motion Eo Intervene as a matter of right

ímpermissibly is denied.

The Court will now hear the arguments on the

Motion to Dismiss filed by the Commissíon. Thank You,

Counsel.

(Excerpt concluded - 03:06:55 P.m.)
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This is to

of GTI Maryland,

Maryland Medical

24-C- 16-0051-34,

on February 2I,
vicleo.
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matter

number

City
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I hereby certify that the proceedings herein

contained were Lranscribed by me or under my direction.
That said transcript is a true and accurate record to the

best of my ability and constitutes the official transcript
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In wÍtness thereof, I have hereunto subscribed

my name on this 23rd day of March, 20Ll .

Sherry R. Miller, President
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