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August 27, 2012 . 

· .. VIA OVERNIGHTI'JIAIL 

. The HonorableTani Gorre Gantii-Sakauye, 
Chief Justice and the Honorable 
Associate Justices ofthe 
SuprerneCourt of California 
350 McAllister Street 
San FranCisco, CA94102:-'7303 

Re: Requestfor Depublication of County ofLos Angeles v. Alternative . 
Medicinai.Cannabis Collective (2nd Dist.2012) 207 CaLApp.41h 601, 143 

· Cai.Rptr.3d716, 2012 WL 2511800 

Dear Chief Justice Cantii-Sakauye and Associate Justices: 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 8.1125(a), the League of California 
· Citi�s (''League")and the Qalifornia State A�sociatiorrof Counties ("CSAC'') subrnitthis · ·  · · . request for depublication of the Second DistrictCourt of AppeaFs decision In Countyof . • •. LosAnge!fas v� Alternative Meclicinal CannabisC()IIeptive (2nd Dist. 2012) 2Cl7 ·

· �· . . 
Gai.App.41h 601, t43 Gai.Rptr.3d 716, · 2012 WL 2511800 (the "Opinion"). 

. The League. is an association of464 California cities dedicated to protecting and 
restoring localcontrolJo provide for the public health, safety, and welfare oftheir 

. .· 

. 
residents, and to enhance the quality of lifefor all Californians. The League is advised ·

· 
. 

by its· Legal Advocacy Committee, which comprises 24 city attorneys from all regions of· 
the State. The Committee monitors litigation of concern to muriicipalities, and identifies 

... those cases that are of statewide or nationwide significance. The Committee has · 
identified this case as having such significance. · 

· 

· 
.
. CSAC is a non-profitcorporation. The membership consists of the 58 CalifOrnia 

counties. CSAC sponsors a Litigation Coordination Program, which is administered by 
the County Counsels' Association of California and is overseen by the Association's . 
Litigation Overview Committee, comprised of county counsels throughout the State . . · . 

. 
. · 

. . · . . . . . 
Los Angeles. -': lhland Empire - MarinCounty .,_ Oakland - Orange County �;,'Palm Desert - Silicon Valley- Ventura County 
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The LitigationOverview Comrnittee monitors litigation of concern to counties statewide .. 
and has determined that this case is �!matter affecting all counties. � . . 

Summary OfThe Opinion 

_In the Opinion, Division One of the Second District held that Los Angeles 
County's complete ban on medical marijuana dispensaries conflicts with and is 

. preernptedbythe Medical MarijuanaProgramAct (MMPA). In reaching its decision, the 
Court of Appeal relied on Health and Safety Code sectiorf11362.775, which provides; 
''Qualified patients, persons withvalid identification cards, and the designated primary 
caregivers of qualified patients and persons with identification cards, who associate 
·within the·state of Ge:1Hfornia in order collectively or cooperativelyto cultivate marijuana 
for medical purposes, shall riot solely on the basis of that fact be subject to state · 
criminalsanctionsurider Section 11357, 11358, 11359, 11360, 11366, 11366.5, or 

· 11570. " ·In the Opinion, the Court ofAppeal interpreted this language broadly as 
· . authorizing the existence of medical marijuana dispensaries and; therefore, precluding 

both crirnirial sanctions and civil nuisance abatement actions against such land uses. 
According to the Court of Appeal, section 11362.775 abrogated counties' and cities' 
traditionalconstitutional zoning authority to determine which land uses are appropriate 

. fora particularcommunity: · 
· Grounds For Depublication 

-··
·
·
-California Rule ofCoLirt 8;11 05(c) states that an opinion may be published ifit 

·establishes a new rule oflaw, applies an existing rule to a significantly new set of facts, 
modifies or criticizes an existing ruie of law, resolves or creates a conflict in the law, 
involves a legal issue of continuing public interest, or makes a significant contribution to 
legal literature .. Publication ofan opinion is warranted only when the opinion advances 
the progressive development ofthe law and/or the uniformity of the law in the · 
jurisdiction. (People v. Garcia(2002) 97 Cai.App.41h 847, 850,;851.) The Opinion does 

. -. not meet these requirements . . Rather than advance the progressive development of the 
law orth�? uniformity of the law within the Second District, the Opinion conflicts with 
published oplnions from the Second District and creates significant confusion in this -· __ cohtroversial areaof law, · 

· 

·

. 
. . ·

. . . The Opinion addresses the exact issue that is curre11tly before the Supreme 
Court in three cases: {1) GityofRivfJrside v. Inland ErnpirePatienfs Health and 
Wei/ness Center, Inc. (2011) 200 Cai.App.4th 885, in which Division Two of the Fourth 
District Court of Appeal in Riverside held that state medical marijuana laws do not 
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preempt local prohibitions; (2) People K G3 Ho/istic(2011) 2011 Cal App. Un pu b. 
LEXlS 8634,.inwhith Division Two of the fourth District held in an unpublished decision 

that state law does nofpreemptU pland's zoning and business license ordinance 
banning medicC�I hlarijuanadispensaries; and (3) City of Lake Forest v. Evergreen 
Holistic Collective (2012) 203Cai.App.4th 1413, in which Division Three ofthe Fourth 

· District reached the same conclusion as the Opinion -- that local agencies cannot 
prohibit medical marijuana dispensaries; Thus, the Opinion address�s an issue that will 
be decided shortly by �his Court and thus ?oes not advance the "�regressive . developm�ntofth� law/' (People v. Garc1a, supra, 97 Cai.App.4 hat p. 850.) 

. : .. · . . · .. · . . .·. . . . . . 
. DepubHcation is also appropriate becaUse the O pinion's interpretation of the 

MMPA and section 11362.775 conflicts with the statute's plain language and greatly 
expands its meaning. Section 11362.775 addresses collective and cooperative 
endeavors to cultivate marijuana, but; contrary to the Opinion, it is narrow in scope and 
does not affect local zoning laws. Section 11362.775 provides, "Qualified patients, 

· 

persons with valid iden tification card s, and the designated primary caregivers of 
qualified patients and persons with identification c�:uds, who associate\t\iithin the State 
ofCalifornia in order.collectively.or.cooperativelyto cultivate marijuana for medical 
purposes, shall not solely on the basis ofthat fact be subject to state 6rirT1ine�tsanctions 
under Section 11357, 11358, 11359, 11360, 11366; 11366.5, or 11570.'' (§11362.775,) 

This represents a "dramatic change" in the protection afforded qualified persOns (People 
v, Urticeanu (2005)J32 CaLAppAth 747, 785), but as the plain language indicates, the 
statute is focus is qn the criminal process. (lbid;;People v. Kelly (201 0)4TCaL4th 1008, · · 1015, fn. 5; City ofCiaremont v. Kruse (2009) 177 Cai.App.4th 1153, 117t) · 

. . . . . 
Section 11362.775, by its own terms, dOes not apply to a civil nuisance

. 

abatement action brought Under a local ordinance. If a statutory proVision is 
unambiguous, courts "presume that the Legislature, or, in the case ofan initiative 

. measure, the voters, intended the meaning apparent on the face of the statute." (City of 
Claremontv. Kruse, supra; 177 Cai.AppAth at p. 1172.) The languagE! ofsection 
11362.775 is Lmambiguous �it only provides for immunity from state criminal san ctions 

. under the specific $tate lawprovisions identified. The Opinion, however, inter prets 
· 

· · section 11362.775 in such away thaUt significantly alters the plain language of the 
statute. TheQpinion tC1kes the phrase "state criminal sanctions" and expands it 
repeatedlyto include civil nuisance abatement. The Opinion thenexpallds the list of 
statutory immunities in section 11362.775 to include local zoning regulations, even 
though such laws are not listed in section 11362.775. This interpretation is at odds with 
the plain language of section 11362.775 and basic rules of statutory interpretation. 
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In addition, the Opinion confliCts with r�cent deCisions coming from other 
divisions of the Second District. lnPeop/e ex ref. Trutanich v. Joseph (2012) 204 I 

Cai.AppAth.1512, review den. Jun 27, 2012, Division Two of the Second District Court 
ofAppealheld that neither �ection 11362.765 nor 11362.775 immunized, much less 
affirmatively authorized, the us� of land for the group distribl1tion or dispensing of 
medical marijuana. In Joseph, the City of Los Angeles obtained a civil injunction 
against the operator of a s torefront dispensary called Organica on the ground that the 
dispensary's activities violated section 11570 and constituted a public nuisance. (/d. at 
p.1516.) The dispensary operator argued that, by virtue of sections 11362.765 and 
11362,775; his aCtivities were immune from a civil nuisance abatement action brought 
under section 11570. (/d. atp. 1521.) .. The Court of Appeal disagreed and held, · 
"Neither section 11362; 775 nor section. 11362,765 .ofthe MM PA immunizes the · 
marijuana sales activity conducted at Organica." (/d. at p. 1523.) The Court observed 
that section 11362.775 merelypro tected "group activity 'to cultivate marijuana for 
medical purposes,"' but did "not cover dispensing or selling marijuana." (Ibid.) The 
operation of a storefronfmedical marijuana dispensary, therefore, would not be 
protected under the MMPA. ·The Court noted furtherthatsection 11362.765 allowed 
reasonable compensation for services provided to a qualified patient,"bufsuch 
compensation may be given only to a 'primary caregiver."' (Ibid;) Because the 
dis pensary operator was not a primary caregiver to the hundreds of customers that 
carne to his dispensary, hewas notentitledto anyofthe limited protections offeredby 
theMMPA. (Ibid.) The Opinion'sconclusionthatsection11362.775 authorizesthe 
collective dispensing ofmedicalmarijuanaandshields such activity from nuisance 
actions is direCtly at oddswiththeholding in Joseph, which this Court declined to 
review, thatthe MMPA did not authorize the exis tence of medical marijuana · 
dispensaries. · -

In 420 Caregivers LLC V; CityofLos Angeles (2012) 207 Cai.App.4th 703; 
Division Eight of the Second District Court of Appeal held that the MMPA did not 
preempt a regulatory ordinance adopted by the City ofLosAngeles and that the . 
ordinance did not violate the Equal Protection Clause. Although 420 Caregivers did not . 
consider a complete zoning prohibition against medical marijuana facilities, it held, 

· contrary tO the Opinion, that the MMPA"provideslimited<crirnJnal irtununities to specific 
groupsofpeople under a narrow set of circumstances, " (420 Caregivers LLCY. City of· 
LosAnge/es, supra, 20TCaLApp.4th atpp. 742�743J Furthermore, the Court of Appeal 
concluded that the MMPAdoesnot •icommand orevenaffirmatively allow the·existence 
of collectives or dispensaries.'' (/d. at p. 743) Rather, the MMPA "permits local 
regulation ofthe establiShment- meaning existence -ofrnarijuana collectives.;' (Ibid. · 
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[emphasis in original].) The holding and analysis in the Opini�n is inconsistent with the 
conclusion in 420.Caregivers that the MMPA does notauthorize the existence of the 
medical marijuana. dispensaries, but rather only provides a ·limited criminal defense. 

. . . . 
Unlike the Opinion, the holding in420Caregiversis consistent with prior 

Supreme Court authority holding that both the CUA and MMPA are limited in scope. As 
interpreted by the California Supreme Collrt; the CUAprovides only a "limited immunity" 
from state criminal prosecution to qualified patients and their designated primary 
caregivers. (People v. Mower (2002) 28CaL4th 457,470; see also, People v. Kelly, 
supra, 47 CaL4thatp� 1014 ["theGUA ... provides only anaffirmative defense to a 
charge of possession orcultivation''].) The CUA did not "legalize" marijuana or . 
dispensaries for its distribution. (Ross v. R£Jging Wire TeUJcommunicaHons (2008}42 
CaiAth 920, 926.) The Court has specifically declined to extend the CUA outside the 
context of criminal law enforcement activities, noting that; with one narrow exception 
(irrelevant here), "the act's operative provisions speak exClusively to the criminal law." 
(ld atp. 928.) With regard to the MMPA, this Court has noted that section 1 1362.775 
affords ''immunity from crimina/liability for various crimes" and parallels the limited 
immunity aft()rded bytheCUA. (People v. Kelly, supra, 47 Cal.4th 1008, 1015, fn. 5 
[emphasis added].) · · · 

: . - . . . ' 
The Opinion conflicts with these authorities by expanding the MMPA's immunities 

feu beyond CrimiQal sanctions. The conclusion in the ()pinion that section 11.362.775 
immunizes rnedical marijuana dispensaries from local zoning prohibiticmsis based on 

· an erroneous statutory interpretation. The Court otAppeal concluded in the Opinion 
that section 11570 is strictly a civil nuisance cause of action and its inclusion in section 
11362.775 den1onstratesan intent to preempt all civil nuisance abatement remedies, 
notwithstanding that section 11362:775 only refers to ''state criminaL sanctions�" 
Contrary to this assumption, however, a person or entity is subject to criminal 
prosecutionJorcreatinga nuisance as defined in section 11570. Penal Code section 
372 states that "Every person who maintains or commits any public nuisance, the 
punishmentJor which is not otherwise prescribed, or who willfully omits to perform any 
legal duty relating to the removal of a public nuisance, is guilty of a misdemeanor." 
Penal Code section 372 applies squarely to sectit:m 11570, which establishes a public 
nuisance, "the punishment for which is nototherwise prescribed.'' Thus, although 
section }1570, et seq. addresses proceduresforcivilnuisance abatement, a person 

. who creates a nuisance under section 11570 is also subject to misdemeanor 
prosecution pursuantto Penal Code section 372. · ·· 
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. . Furthermore, contrarytothe Court of Appeal's conclusion, section 11570 is not 
. purely civil in nature, but rather is a well� recognized quasi�criminal statute. (County of 
Los Angeles v. Hill (2011) 192 Cai. AppAth 861, 869;fn. 5.} The purpose of section • 

11570 et seq. is"to 'reforrn' the property" previously usedas an instrumentality of crime. 
· (People ex rei. Gwinn v. Kothari (2000) 83 CatApp.4th]59; 765-766;) ·It is "specialized 

statute[]" that "prescribe[s] remedies not available under the general nuisance statutes." 
(Ibid�) ·Although nominally civil, suchproceedings are ''in aid of and auxiliary to the ·. 

enforcement ()f the criminal law .... The act, in otherwords, represents only the · 
. concrete application of the state's power of pqlice, and, preferably to. the courts of . . 
criminal jurisdiction, invokes the aid. of the civil·courts.as the rnosfcertain· instrumentality 
for the suppression of an evil which has been by the Legislature deemed of so · 
pernicious a nature, in its effect upon society, as to have actuated that body in 
denouncing its practice as a public crime. " (Board of Supervisors of Lbs Angeles· 
Countyv;Simpson (1951)36Cal.2d 671,674 [construingthe analogous·provisions of 
the "red light " abatement law; Penal Code sections 11225 et seq.]; see also Nguyen v. 
Superior Court (1996)49 GaLApp.4th 1781, 1787�1788.) 

. .. . Therefore, the inclusion of section 11570 in section 1.1362;775 does. not .· ·.demonstrate any legislative intent to preempt the application of local civil nuisance 
abatement remedies to medical marijuana dispensaries. i�t the time the Legislature 
enacted the MMPA, there were numerous, well-established state and local laws _·. · pertaining to civil nuis�nce abatement. If the Legislatur� had intended the MMPAto . 
provideimmunityfromloqc:H civil nuisance abatemehtprocedutes, orfrom.Code of Civil 
procedure.section 731, GiviLCode s ections 3491. ets�q. ;Pen�ICode section372, 
and/or Government Code sections 25845 et seq, and38771 etseq., it could have easily 
said so: The l,egislature did not do any of those things. Courts and litigants cannot 
insert statutory provisions that the Legislature itself has not seen fit to inClude. 
Consequently, the Legislature's limited reference to Section 11570 should not be read. 
to affect anything other than state criminal sanctions underSedion 11570. 

· 
. .. .. ··- - . . .. . 

· ·. Whilethelegislature rnayhav� intended to rnake access to medical marijuana 
. easier, it did so only by removing criminal liability under specific state laws. It did not 
override local zoning regulcitionsandrequire ewery county and city inthe state to allow 
medical marijuana establishments, . '''[A]bsent a clear indication of preemptive intent 
from the Legislature/we presume that local regulation 'inan area of which [the local 
government] traditionally has exercised control' is not preempted by state·laW." (Action 
Apartment Assn:, Inc. v. City of Santa Monica (2007) 41 Cal .4th 1232, 1242.) There is 
no such Clear indication of preemptive intent ovetlocal land use decisions in the MMPA. 
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. . . . . . . · . . . . . ' •  . . 
Because th� MMPA did not expressly or impliedly prohibit the applicationof local zoning· 
and building codes to medical marijuana dispensaries, the Opinion's conclusion that 
there is a confliCt between the MMPA and a local ban cannot stand;. -. . . . 

This conclusion is bolstered by the Legislature's two amendments to the MMPA 
under A.B. 2650 and A.B. 1300 . Both of these amendments recognize local authority to 
regulate or restrictthe "establishment'' of medical marijuana dispensaries .. · Although the-· 
Opinion addresses these amendments and ccmcludes that they do not support a 
complete prohibition of medical marijuana dispensaries, the Opinion overlooks the 
circumstances surrounding the amendments. Both A.B. 2650 and A.B. 1300 followed 
the Court of Appeal's decision in Kruse, which held that "[n]either the CUA nor the MMP 
compels the establishment of local regulations to. accommodate medical marijuana 
dispensaries.'' (CityofC/aremontv. Kruse, supra, 177 Cai.App.41hatpp.1175-1176.) 
Rather than limit this holding, A.B.2650 and A.B. 1300 strengthened the MMPA's anti
preemption provisions. The Legislature's careful preserVation oflocal authority in this 

· area, rnade ih full awareness of existing local regulatory prcmtices-... and of the Kruse 
decision upholding these practices -bolsters the conclusion that no such preemption 
exists. (MilpitasUnifiedSchool Dist. v� Workers'Comp; Appeals Bd. (2010) 187 
GaLAppAth 808; 827; Board of Trustees of California State University v. Public · 
EmploymentRelations Bd.- (2007) 155 Cai.App.4th 866, 877�878;) . . . . . . . . . 

·_. The Opinion not only conflicts withexisting medical marijuana case law. and 
Violatesbasic principles ofstatutory interpretation, but italso9onflictswith .case law · 

addressing local government's constitutional zoning authority. Under the Opinion, local 
governments can regulate or restrictthe establishment ofrhedicalmarijuana . 
dispensaries, but they cannot prohibifsuch activities perse� This resulti s inconsistent 
with Town of Los Altos Hills v.-Adobe CreekProperties,lnc, (1973) :32 Cai.App.3d 488, 
which held that a city had the constitutional zoning authority to prohibit aU commercial 
U$eswithin its boundaries based onthe city's particular characteristics and needs . . (/d. 
at pp. 500-509.) The Opinion is also iflconsistentwith Snow v. City of Garden Grove 
(1961} 188 CaLApp:3d 496, which rejected the argument that a city musfaccommodate 
all lawful_ businesses and upheld a citis deCision to prohibita house moving business . 

. Cohtratyto the Opinion, Snow recognized "that in addition to a city being able to zone 
comprehensively the land within its boundaries, it may prohibit certain types of . 
businesses within its boundaries.'; (Jd. atp, 502;) Snow stated, "It is therefore well 
established that a city of the size and limited area of the city of Garden Grove · is not· 

· obligated to make provision for the location and operation within its city limits of any and 
all known industries regardless of other considerations, provided its actions are not 
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. . 
arbitrary, unreasonable qr not done fraudulently and are don$ to insure maximum . 
protection· of the several conflicting private interests and minimum detriment to the 
community and to safeguard public health, safety; comfOrt and general welfare." (Ibid.) 

. . . .· . 
The Opinion further creates the absurd proposition that, despite the absence of 

any express statutory language; the MMPA compels every county and city in California, 
regardless of size and character, to allow a land use thatis illegal under federal law and · 
which has been the target of an aggressive federal enforcement effort. lnthe Court of· 
Appeal's view, even small n3sidehtial communities, including purely residential cities,· 
would have • to ignorethe · federaLgovernment and enact laws aecomrnodating _medical· 
marijuana dispensaries. For good reason, Kruse reached the exact opposite· 

·
· 

conClusion: "[n]eitherthe CUA nor the MMPAcompels the establishment of local· 
regulations to accommodate medical marijuana dispensaries." (City of Claremont v. 
Kruse, supra, 177 Cai.App.4th atp. 1176.) · · 

We are not aware ofany other illegal activity that enjoys such protected status. 
Indeed, the Opinion would necessarily elevate medical marijuana distribution above · 
countless other legal activities_, for which counties and cities retain their eonstitutional 
police power to prohibit in the interest of public welfare and safety. It is not surprising, 

·.therefore, that the Legislature drafted the MMPA's immunities in narrow terms; focuse(j 
-· on criminalimlllunJties, and did not limit local zoning authority. · · · · 

:· . _ - ·_ -·: _ - _·-. ·. _- - . . . .· - ._ 
The .Opinion also is suspect bec(luse itleaves significant questions unanswered� 

Where. would the b()undary be between a permissible medical marij uahan=3gulation. and 
· impermissible ban? M1Jst local governments !311QW "reasonaple" opportunities for _ 
medical marijuana dispensaries to operate? Would. counties and cities have to tre�t · · 
medical marijuana dispensaries in the same manner as adult businesses? TheCUA., · . 
the MMPA, and the Opinion do not provide any guidance oh these issues, The··_· 
Opinion's conclusion that counties and cities lack the basic police power to prohibit a _ 
land use that rnay notbe appropriate for a particular community would create a voia in 
the law, which would likely leadto further litigation for counties and citiesthat can iU 
afford it. 
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. Conclusion . . . . .  . 
The Opinion is in directconflictwith existingauthorities and disregards standard-

rules ofstatutory interpretation. The Opinion creates new inconsistencies and _ .  · 

confusion regarding the �uthority of counties and cities to control potentially dangerous 
land uses within their borders. for these reasons, the League and CSAC respectfully 
request that this Court orders depublication bfthe Opinion� (GRC Rule 8.1125,) 

.-

·.-.··Thank you for considering this request. 

Sincere�y.· 

SAM:fk 

-� (;. )11� - - -
.g��ENA.�CEWEN 

·-
- · ·. ·  . . . ·.� . . . 

IRV#4847"7082-1136 v1 
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I declare that I am over the age of eigbteen (18) and nota party to this action; My c- --- -business-addre�sisl851-EastFirst- Street,-Suite.l5 50, Santa Ana, California 92705.��----·- �-

On August 2'7, 2012, I served the following docurnent(s}: 

REQ�ESTFORJ)EPUBLICATIONOF (;OUNTY 0FL0$ANGELES v.ALTERNATiVE 
ME.Dl(JINALC4NNABIS COLLECTIVE(2ND Dist 2012) 207 CatAppAth 601,143 · 

Cal.Rptr.3d 716; 2012 WL2511800 · 
. 

. . . . . 
on the interested parties in this action by placing a true and correct copy of suchdoctunent, 
enclosed in a sealed envelope, addressed as follows: · · 

(X) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

(X) 

( ) 

SEE A ttACHEDSERVlCE LIST 

BY U.S. MAIL. I am readilyfamilim-withthebusiness' practice for collection 
and processing of correspondenceformailing with the United States Postal 
Service. I know that the correspondence was depositedwiththetJnitl�d States 
Postal Service on the same day this. declaration was. executecl in the ordinary · 
c_ourse of busit1ess. I know that the envelope was sealed and, with postage 
thereori fully prepaid, placed for collection and mailing on this date in the United 
States mail at Riverside, California; [CCP § 1012; 1013; 1013a] 

BY OVERNIGHT COURIER, I caused the above�tefereilced document(s) to be 
deposited in a box or other facility regularly maintained by the overnight courier, 
or! delivered the above-: referenced document(s) to art ovemightcol,itier service, 
for delivery to the above addressee(s). [CCP §1013] · 

· BY FACSIMILE. The facsimile transmission of the foregoing document was 
reported as complete and witpo:ut error.· A copy of the transmission report as 
issued by the transmissionfacsimHe machine.is c.�:ttached pursuantto California · Rules .of Court, • Rule 2 .306(h)(4). [CRC 2.3 06(a )(b)( d)( f)(g)(h)] · · . -· . . . . . . - - .. . . . . 
.BYi.EMAIL. I caused the docum�nt (without enClosmes) describ�d above, to be 
serit via email in PDF formattotheabove�referenced petson(s} atthe email·.· 
addresses listed. [PursuanHo . _. · .· _ _ . Agreement between counsel .,..., · 
electronic service pursuant to Rule 2.Z60, CRC] · 

BY PERSONAL SERVICE. I caused such envelope to be delivered by hand to 
the above� referenced person( s) at tpe above address( s). [ CCP § 101 ll. · 

ExecutedArigust 27,2012, Santa Ana, California,· 

(State) 

(Federal) 

I declare under Penalty of perjl1fy under tpeJaws oftbe State of 
. ·California that the above is true and correct. 

I declare thati am employed it1the office ofa member ofthe bar 
·of this court at whose direction the service wasniade; · ·

d� ··�···· 
FRAN KOSKY 

- 1 -
IRV #48i4-3596-9296 vi 



. 
. . · . .· · 

. 

. 

-'�-�--� ·�-�-'-- -.. :�--�·--�·-·---· -�-
.
--··-------·-�---��-·---��.--�-'-----�-�--"' ·�· · ---sERVIeE-:LlST-c-·-::..�:.c.�-----�--C-... --��------...--�---- ---·�-----"·--'--------�� __,_, � �------· . · County of Los Angeles v. Alternative MedicinalCanna[JisCollective 

� � . 

. 

· 

Court of Appeals, 2"d Appellate Distfi�t 
� 

� 

Sari Janice Steel 
County Counsel . . _ 
648Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W. Temple Street 

.
Los Angeles;CA 90012-271:3 

.. Richard Weiss 
� 
Office of the County Counsel 

· 648 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W. Temple Street 

� 

LosAngeles, CA 90012 .. 271 

J. !)avid Nick 
345. Franklin Street 
Sari Francisco, CA 94102 

Frederick Bennett 
Superior Co"Urt of Los Angeles � 

111 North Bill Street, Room 546 
. Los� Angeles, CA 90012 

Ron. Ann l. Jones 
Los Angeles Superior Court 

. 

lllNorth Hill Street, Dept. 86 
� 

·Los·Angeles, CA 90012 

IR,V #4814-3596-9296 vi 

Plaintiff and Respondent � 

Defendants and J\ppellants Alternative 
MedicinaLCollective of Covina; Erik 
Andresen; Martin Hill; Kara Hill; J. Sampieri; 
Nord Yin ; Yin Trust 

Respondent 

- 2-



Filed 7/2/12 
CERTIFIED FOR PUBLICATION 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, 

Plaintiff and Respondent, 

v. 

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINAL 
CANNABIS COLLECTIVE et al., 

Defendants and Appellants. 

DIVISION ONE 

B2334 19  

(Los Angeles County 
Super. Ct. No. BC457089) 

APPEAL from an order of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County. Ann I. 

·Jones, Judge. Reversed with directions. 

La:w Offices of J. David Nick and J. David Nick for Defendants and Appellants. 

John F. Krattli, Acting County Counsel, Lawrence L. Hafetz, Acting Assistant 

County Counsel, and Sari J. Steel, Principal Deputy County Counsel, for Plaintiff and 

Respondent. 



Defendants Alternative Medicinal Cannabis Collective (doing business as 

· Alternative Medicinal Collective of-Covina), ErikM. Andresen, Kara Reyes, Justin W. 

Samperi, Martin Hill, and Mardy and Nordy Ying (individually and as trustees) appeal 

from an order granting a preliminary injunction prohibiting them from operating a 

medical marijuana "dispensary" in any unincorporated area of the County of Los Angeles 

(County) . Defendants contend that the order granting the injunction should be reversed 

because the County's  blanket ban on medical marijuana dispensaries conflicts with, and is 

preempted by, the Compassionate Use Act (Proposition 215) enacted by the voters in 

1 996 authorizing the use of marijuana for medical purposes and the Medical Marijuana 

Program enacted by the Legislature (as amended) authorizing the operation of a "medical 

marijuana cooperative, collective, dispensary" in a "storefront . . .  outlet." We agree that 

the County's complete ban on all "medical marijuana dispensaries," including collectives 

and cooperatives authorized under Health and Safety Code section 1 1 362.775, conflicts 

with, and is thus pteempted by, California's  medical marijuana laws. Accordingly, we 

reverse the order granting a preliminary injunction. 

BACKGROUND 

On December 7, 20 1 0, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors banned 

medical marijuana dispensaries in all zones in unincorporated areas of the County 

effective January 6, 20 1 1 . (County of Los Angeles v. Hill (201 1 )  1 92 Cal.App.4th 861, 

866, fn. 4 (Hill) .) Los Angeles County Code (LACC) section 22.56 . 196 B provides that 

"medical marijuana dispensaries which distribute, transmit, give, or otherwise provide 

marijuana to any person, are prohibited in all zones in the County." Subdivision A.1 

plainly states the purpose of the ordinance is to "ban medical marijuana dispensaries in all 

zones in the County."  The ordinance provides that the ban shall remain in effect unless 

and until the Court of Appeal or the California Supreme Court deems it to be "unlawful," 

in which event the provisions of the former ordinance, which required a conditional use 

permit and business license and imposed location restrictions and operating requirements 

(set forth in subdivisions D through H), will again take effect. 
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In March of 20 1 1 ,  County, which had previously sought to enjoin defendants ' 

.. - - -- - operation for failure to comply-with the provisions ofthe prior_ version ofLACCsection _ _  
22.56 . 1 96, as we set forth in Hill, supra, 1 92 Cal.App.4th at page 865, filed a new 

nuisance action against defendants on the basis of the newly enacted ban on medical 

marijuana dispensaries. The first cause of action sought injunctive relief. It alleged, "The 

Defendants; and each of them, have violated Los Angeles County Code Section 

22.56 . 196 B., Medical Marijuana Dispensaries, by operating or permitting the operation 

of [a medical marijuana dispensary] on the Subject Property when such use is banned in 

all zones in the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. In so acting, the 

Defendants, and each of them, have been using the Subject Property in a manner that is 

not pennitted by the Los Angeles County Code." County also alleged, on information 

and belief, that defendants "have been operating [a medical marijuana dispensary] which 

is not in compliance with state law. Defendant[s] are not a collective or cooperative or 

any other business entity that falls within the protections afforded to [sic] by the [Medical 

J\!Iarijuana Program] and, therefore, cannot defend their operation on that basis 

notwithstanding their violations of the County Code." The second cause of action sought 

declaratory relief arid alleged that defendants "established and are operating [a medical 

marijuana dispenSary] on the Subject Property in violation of the Los Angeles County 

zoning code." 

County moved for a preliminary injunction, which defendants opposed; After a 

hearing, the trial court granted the motion and enjoined defendants and anyone acting on 

their behalf ''from operating or permitting to operate a medical marijuana dispensary 

and/or possessing, offering, selling, giving away or otherwise dispensing marijuana on or 

from the subject property at 20050 E. Arrow Highway, in the unincorporated conununity 

of Covina, California, and from any other location within the unincorporated area of the 

County of Los Angeles, pending trial of this action or further order of this court." The 

trial court' s  written ruling on the motion concluded that County's  ban on all medical 

marijuana dispensaries was consistent with, and thus not preempted by, state law. The 
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court characterized the provisions of the Compassionate Use Act of 1996 (CUA) (Health 

& Saf. Code, § 11362, 5; undesignated statutory references are to that code) and the 

Medical Marijuana Program (MMP) (§ 11362.7 et seq.) as "limited criminal defenses 

from prosecution for cultivation, possession, possession for sale, transportation and 

certain other criminal sanctions involving marijuana for qualified patients, persons with 

valid identification cards and designated primary caregivers of the foregoing," then noted 

that County's ban "is not a criminal ordinance," but "merely a zoning restriction and has 

no impact on the criminal defenses provided by the CUA and MMP." The court, citing 

our prior decision in Hill, supra, 192 Cal.App.4th at page 869, stated, "Moreover, the 

Court of Appeal has specified that, ' [t]he statute does not confer on qualified patients and 

their caregivers the unfettered right to cultivate or dispense marijuana anywhere they 

choose, ' instead finding that the County has ' authority to regulate the particular manner 

and location in which a business may operate' under the Constitution." But the comi 

made no factual findings regarding whether defendants had been operating a medical 

marijuana dispensary in violation of state law. 

Defendants appealed the order granting a preliminary injunction and filed a 

petition for a writ of supersedeas staying the enforcement of the preliminary injunction, 

which we granted. 

DISCUSSION 

Defendants contend that County's "TOTAL ban on medical marijuana patient 

associations formed pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 11362.775 is preempted 

by general principles of the preemption doctrine [and] unlawful under Health and Safety 

Code section 11362 .83 as a local ordinance not 'consistent' with the Medical Marijuana 

Program Act." (Italics omitted.) County contends its ban is a permissible land use 

regulation that is consistent with, and not preempted by, state medical marijuana laws. It 

further contends that the preliminary injunction was properly issued because defendants 

are operating in violation of state medical marijuana laws. 
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While the parties ' preemption contentions require extensive discussion, we can 

readily dispose of County's second argument. The trial court made no factual findings 

that defendants were operating a medical marijuana dispensary in violation of state law 

and it based its preliminary injunction solely upon a theory that the County's blanket ban 

on all "medical marijuana dispensaries" was valid and not preempted by state law. 

Although County may ultimately be able to establish in the trial court that the manner in 

which defendants are operating their dispensary does not comply with state medical 

marijuana laws, County's repeated allegations to that effect in its appellate brief have no 

relevance to our determination of the validity of the preliminary injunction, which was 

premised entirely on a conclusion that County's ban was not preempted by stateJaw. 

1.  Standard of review 

An order granting a preliminary injunction is an appealable order. (Code Civ. 

Proc., § 904.1, subd. (a)(6).) "In deciding whether to issue a preliminary injunction, a 

court must weigh two ' interrelated' factors : (1) the likelihood that the moving party will 

ultimately prevail on the merits and (2) the relative interim harm to the parties from 

issuance or nortissuance of the injunction." (Butt v. State of California (1992) 4 Cal. 4th 

668, 677-678.) Although appellate review is generally limited to whether the trial court's 

decision constituted an abuse of discretion (ibid.), "[t]o the extent that the trial court's 

assessment of likelihood of success on the merits depends on legal rather than factual 

questions, our teview is de novo." ( 0 'Connell v. Superior Court (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 

1452, 1463.) Here, the question is solely a legal one. 

2. California 's medical marijuana laws 

California medical marijuana law is embodied in two enactments, the CUA and the 

MMP. First, California voters approved Proposition 215 in 1996, codified as the 

Compassionate Use Act of 1996 at section 11362.5 .  Subdivision (d) of section 1 1 362.5 

provides: "Section 113 57, relating to the possession of marijuana, and [s]ection 113 5 8, 

relating to the cultivation of marijuana, shall not apply to a patient, or to a patient's  

primary caregiver, who possesses or cultivates marijuana for the personal medical 
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purposes of the patient upon the written or oral recommendation or approval of a 

physician." 

The electorate expressly stated its intent in enacting the CUA: first, to "ensure that 

seriously ill Californians have the right to obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes 

where that medical use is deemed appropriate and has been recommended by a physician 

who has determined that the person's  health would benefit from the use of marijuana in 

the treatment of [specified illnesses] or any other illness for which marijuana provides 

relief'; second, to "ensure that patients and their primary caregivers who obtain and use 

marijuana for medical purposes upon the recommendation of a physician are not subject 

to criminal prosecution or sanction"; and third, to "encourage the federal and state 

governments to implement a plan to provide for the safe and affordable distribution of 

marijuana to all patients in medical need of marijuana." (§ 1 1362.5, subd. (b)(1)(A)-(C).) 

The electorate thus "directed the state to create a statutory plan to provide for the safe and 

affordable distribution of medical marijuana to qualified patients ." (People v. 

Hochanadel (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 997, 1 014.) 

After a time, the Legislature responded by enacting the MMP, which became 

effective January 1 ,  2004. The MMP added sections 1 1 362.7 through 1 1362.83 (not 

including the later-enacted section 1 1362.768). The Legislature expressly stated that its 

intent in enacting the MMP was to "(1) Clarify the scope of the application of the [CUA] 

and facilitate the prompt identification of qualified patients and their designated primary 

caregivers in order to avoid unnecessary arrest and prosecution of these individuals and 

provide needed guidance to law enforcement officers. [�] (2) Promote uniform and 

consistent application of the act among the counties within the state. [�] (3) Enhance the 

access of patients and caregivers to medical marijuana through collective, cooperative 

cultivation projects ." (Stats . 2003, ch. 875, § 1 ,  subd. (b)( l)-(3).) 

In enacting the MMP, the Legislature expressly authorized collective, cooperative 

cultivation projects as a lawful means to obtain medical marijuana under California law 

and immunized the activities of such projects from both criminal sanctions and nuisance 
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abatement actions. Section 1 1 362.775 provides: "Qualified patients, persons with valid 

identification cards, and the designated primary caregivers of qualified patients and 

persons with identification cards, who associate within the State of California in order 

collectively or cooperatively to cultivate marijuana for medical purposes, shall not solely 

on the basis of that fact be subject to state criminal sanctions under Section 11357 

[possession of marijuana or "concentrated cannabis"] , 113 58 [cultivation of marijuana], 

11359 [possession of marijuana for sale], 11360 [transporting, importing, selling, 

furnishing, or giving away marijuana], 11366 [maintaining a place for the sale, giving 

away, or use of marijuana] , 11366.5 [making real property available for the manufacture, 

storage, or distribution of controlled substances], or 1 1 570 [abatement of nuisance created 

by premises used for manufacture, storage, or distribution of controlled substance] ." 

Section 1 1 570 states, "Every building or place used for the purpose of unlawfully selling, 

serving, storing, keeping, manufacturing, or giving away any controlled substance, 

precursor, or analog specified in this division, and every building or place wherein or 

upon which those acts take place, is a nuisance which shall be enjoined, abated, and 

prevented, and for which damages may be recovered, whether it is a public or private 

nuisance." 

The MMP also created a voluntary identification card system for qualified medical 

marijuana patients. To further the Legislature' s  goals, including promoting "uniform and 

consistent application of the act among the counties within the state," the MMP mandated 

that every county health department or a county designee provide, receive, and process 

applications for such identification cards, then issue such cards. (§ 1 1 362.71 ,  subds. (b)

(c); § 1 1 362.72.) 

3. Preemption analysis 

Whether state law preempts a local ordinance is "a pure question of law subject to 

de novo review." (City of Watsonville v. State Dept. of Health Services (2005) 133 

Cal.App.4th 875,  882.) 
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"A county or city may make and enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary, 

and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws." (CaL Canst. ,  

art. XI, § 7.) "Local legislation in conflict with the general laws is void." (Cohen v. 

Board of Supervisors ( 1985) 40 Cal .3d 277, 290 (Cohen).) 

''The first step in a preemption analysis is to determine whether the local regulation 

explicitly conflicts with any provision of state law." (Cohen, supra, 40 Cal.3d at p. 29 1 . )  

"[W]hen local government regulates in an area over which it traditionally has exercised 

control, such as the location of particular land uses, California courts will presume, absent 

a clear indication of preemptive intent from the Legislature, that such regulation is not 

preempted by state statute." (Big Creek Lumber Co. v. County of Santa Cruz (2006) 38  

Cal. 4th 1 1 39, 1 149.) But " '  [i]f otherwise valid local legislation conflicts with state law, it 

is preempted by such law and is void. ' "  (Sherwin- Williams Co. v. City of Los Angeles 

( 1993) 4 Ca1.4th 893, 897 (Sherwin- Williams) .) '"A conflict exists if the local legislation 

" 'duplicates, contradicts, or enters an area fully occupied by general law, either expressly 

or by legislative implication. """ (Ibid. ) ''Local legislation is 'duplicative' of general law 

when it is coextensive therewith." (Ibid. ) "Similarly, local legislation is ' contradictory' 

to general law when it is inimical thereto." (Id. at p. 898.) "Finally, local legislation 

enters an area that is 'fully occupied' by general law when the Legislature has expressly 

manifested its intent to 'fully occupy' the area [citation], or when it has impliedly done so 

in light of one of the following indicia of intent: ' (1) the subject matter has been so fully 

and completely covered by general law as to clearly indicate that it has become 

exclusively a matter of state concern; (2) the subject matter has been partially covered by 

general law couched in such terms as to indicate clearly that a paramount state concern 

will not tolerate further or additional local action; or (3) the subject matter has been 

partially covered by general law, and the subject is of such a nature that the adverse effect 

of a local ordinance on the transient citizens of the state outweighs the possible benefit to 

the' locality." (Ibid.) 
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a. MMP authorizes marijuana cooperatives, collectives, and dispensaries and 

- shields them from nuisance abatement actions 

By enacting the MMP, the Legislature expressly authorized collective, cooperative 

cultivation projects as a lawful means to obtain medical marijuana under California law. 

(§ 1 1 362.775.) It did so to "[e]nhance the access of patients and caregivers to medical 

marijuana through collective, cooperative cultivation projects." (Stats. 2003 , ch. 875, § 1 ,  

subd. (b )(3).) The Legislature also expressly chose to place such projects beyond the 

reach of nuisance abatement under section 1 1 570, if predicated solely on the basis of the 

project's medical marijuana activities. 

Although the term "dispensary" was not initially used in the MMP, the later

enacted section 1 1362 .768 repeatedly refers to ''medical marijuana cooperative, 

collective, dispensary, operator, establishment, or provider." (§ 1 1 362.768, subds. (b)
(g), italics added.) Subdivision (e) of section 1 1 362.768 expressly contemplates that a 

"medical marijuana cooperative, collective, dispensary, operator, establishment, or 

provider" may have a "storefront or mobile retail outlet" : "This section shall apply only 

to a medical marijuana cooperative, collective, dispensary, operator, establishment, or 

provider that is authorized by law to possess, cultivate, or distribute medical marijuana 

and that has a storefront or mobile retail outlet which ordinarily requires a local business 

license.;' (Italics added.) Further, an examination of the activities imtnunized by section 

1 1362.775 reveals that the Legislature necessarily contemplated a dispensary function by 

collective or cooperative cultivation projects by authorizing such projects to maintain a 

place for the sale, use, and distribution of marijuana (§ 1 1 366); use property to grow, 

store, and distribute marijuana (§ 1 1 366.5); and possess marijuana to distribute (§ 1 1 359) .  

While, as discussed later in this opinion, section 1 1 362.768 limits the proximity of the 

described medical marijuana projects to schools and permits certain other local location 

limits, the repeated use of the term "dispensary" throughout the statute and the reference 

in subdivision (e) to a "storefront or mobile retail outlet" make it abundantly clear that the 
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medical marijuana cooperatives or collectives authorized by section 1 1 362.775 are 

permitted by state law to perform a dispensary function. -

County, the trial court, and some published decisions have relied upon an unduly 

narrow view of California's medical marijuana laws as providing only "limited criminal 

immunities under a narrow set of circumstances." (City of Claremont v. Kruse (2009) 

177 Cal.App.4th 1 1 53 ,  1 1 75 (Kruse).) Although section 1 1 362 .775 refers to "criminal 

sanctions," it also expressly affords immunity from nuisance abatement actions under 

section 1 1 570, which provides for exclusively civil remedies to curb the use of property 

for illegal drug activity, such as injunctions, damages, closing a building, and selling 

fixtures and personal property therein. (§§  1 1 570, 1 1 58 1 ;  Lew v. Superior Court (1 993) 

20 Cal.App.4th 866, 872 .) To give effect to the Legislature's  inclusion of section 1 1 570 

among the penal provisions that section 1 1 362.775 renders inoperative for collectively or 

cooperatively cultivating marijuana for medical purposes, we must conclude section 

1 13 62 .775 also bars the use of the purely civil remedies afforded by section 1 1 570. Any 

other construction renders section 1 1 362 .775 ' s  express reference to section 1 1 570 mere 

surplusage, a result we must avoid. (McCarther v. Pacific Telesis Group (20 1 0) 48 

Cal.4th 104, 1 10 (McCarther) .) 

County also attempts to avoid preemption by relying upon Civil Code sections 

3479 and 3480 as bases for its nuisance abatement action. Civil Code section 34 79 

provides, "Anything which is injurious to health, including, but not limited to, the illegal 

sale of controlled substances, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to 

the free use of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or 

property, or unlawfully obstructs the free passage or use, in the customary manner, of any 

navigable lake, or river, bay, stream, canal, or basin, or any public park, square, street, or 

highway, is a nuisance."  Civil Code section 3480 states, "A public nuisance is one which 

affects at the same tirne an entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable 

number of persons, although the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon 

individuals may be unequal." But Health and Safety Code section 1 1 570 is more 
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specifically aimed at enjoining or otherwise curbing the use of property for illegal drug 

· a:ctivitythan·Civil Code section 3479, the general nuisance statute. Accordingly, the 

"special over the general" rule of statutory construction leads us to conclude that the 

Legislature in Health and Safety Code section 1 1362.775 intended not only to bar civil 

nuisance prosecutions under section 1 1570, but also to preclude nuisance claims under 

Civil Code section 3479. (See People v. Jenkins (1980) 28 Cal.3d 494, 505 ["The 

doctrine that a specific statute precludes any prosecution under a general statute is a rule 

designed to ascertain and carry out legislative intent"] .) To permit a nuisance prosecution 

under Civil Code section 3479 when it is precluded under Health and Safety Code section 

1 1 570 would fmstrate the Legislature' s  express intent to exempt from nuisance abatement 

the medical marijuana activities it identified in section 1 1 362.775 .  

In any event, Civil Code section 3482 precludes such a contradictory result by 

specifying that "[n]othing which is done or maintained under the express authority of a 

statute can be deemed a nuisance." The statutory immunity provided by Civil Code 

section 3482 applies where the acts complained of are authorized by the express terms of 

a statute " "'or by the plainest and most necessary implication from the powers expressly 

conferred, so that it can be fairly stated that the Legislature contemplated the doing of the 

very act which occasions the injury.""' (Varjabedian v. City of Madera (1977) 20 Cal.3d 

285, 291.) "Courts must scrutinize the statutes in question to ascertain whether a 

legislative intent exists to sanction a nuisance." (Jordan v. City of Santa Barbara ( 1 996) 

46 Cal.App.4th 1245, 1258.)  Because medical marijuana cooperative or collective 

cultivation projects are authorized by the express terms of Health and Safety Code section 

11362.775, Civil Code section 3482 applies, and their mere existence and operation 

pursuant to state law cannot be deemed a nuisance under Civil Code sections 3479 or 

3480. 

As discussed, the Legislature in the MMP contemplated the lawful operation of 

medical marijuana dispensaries in the circumstances specified in section 1 1 362.775, 

namely, using property collectively or cooperatively to grow, store, and distribute medical 
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marijuana, and expressly immunized that activity from nuisance abatement. County's per 

se ban on medical marijuana dispensaries prohibits what the Legislature authorized in 

section 1 1 362.775. The contradiction is direct, patent, obvious, and palpable: County' s  

total, per se  nuisance ban against medical marijuana dispensaries directly contradicts the 

Legislature' s  intent to shield collective or cooperative activity from nuisance abatement 

"solely on the basis" that it involves distribution of medical marijuana authorized by 

section 1 13 62.775 . Accordingly, County's ban is preempted. 

b. Section 11362.768 does not authorize County's ban 

County also relies on section 1 1 362.768, which was added to the MMP in 201 0  

(effective January 1 ,  201 1 ), as authority for local governments to ban medical marijuana 

dispensaries. Section 1 1 362.768, subdivision (b) provides, "No medical marijuana 

cooperative, collective, dispensary, operator, establishment, or provider who possesses, 

cultivates, or distributes medical marijuana pursuant to this article shall be located within 

a 600-foot radius of a school." Subdivision (e) limits the application of section 

1 1 362.768 "to a medical marijuana cooperative, collective, dispensary, operator, 

establishment, or provider that is authorized by law to possess, cultivate, or distribute 

medical marijuana and that has a storefront or mobile retail outlet which ordinarily 

requires a local business license." County relies upon subdivision (f), which states, 

"Nothing in this section shall prohibit a city, county, or city and county from adopting 

ordinances or policies that further restrict the location ot establishment of a medical 

marijuana cooperative, collective, dispensary, operator, establishment, or provider," and 

subdivision (g), which states, "Nothing in this section shall preempt local ordinances, 

adopted prior to January 1, 201 1 ,  that regulate the location or establishment of a medical 

marijuana cooperative, collective, dispensary, operator, establishment, or provider." 

We must give the words of the statute their usual and ordinary meaning; accord 

significance, if possible, to every word, phrase and sentence; and construe the words in 

context, bearing in mind the statutory purpose, and attempting to harmonize statutes or 
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statutory sections relating to the same subject matter to the extent possible. (McCarther, 

supra, 48 Cal.4th at p.  1 1 0.) 

We disagree with County that in using the phrases "further restrict the location or 

establishment'' and "regulate the location or establishment" in section 1 1362.768, 

subdivisions (f) and (g), the Legislature intended to authorize local governments to ban all 

medical marijuana dispensaries that are otherwise "authorized by law to possess, 

cultivate, or distribute medical marijuana" (§ 1 1 362.768, subd. (e) [stating scope of 

section's application]); the Legislature did not use the words "ban" or "prohibit. "  Yet 

County cites dictionary definitions of "regulate" (to govern or direct according to rule or 

law); "regulation" (controlling by rule or restriction; a rule or order that has legal force); 

"restriction" (a limitation or qualification, including on the use of property); 

"establishment" (the act of establishing or state or condition of being established); "ban" 

(to prohibit); and "prohibit" (to forbid by law; to prevent or hinder) to attempt to support 

its interpretation. County then concludes that "the ordinary meaning of the terms, 

'restriction, ' 'regulate, ' and 'regulation' are consistent with a ban or prohibition against 

the opening or starting up or continued operation of [a medical marijuana dispensary] 

storefront business.'' We disagree. 

The ordinary meanings of "restrict" and "regulate" suggest a degree of control or 

restriction falling short of "banning," "prohibiting," "forbidding," or "preventing." Had 

the Legislature intended to include an outright ban or prohibition among the local 

regulatory powers authorized in section 1 1 362.768, subdivisions (f) and (g), it would 

have said so. Attributing the usual and ordinary meanings to the words used in section 

1 1 362.768, subdivisions (f) and (g), construing the words in context, attempting to 

harmonize subdivisions (f) and (g) with section 1 1 362.775 and with the purpose of 

California' s  medical marijuana statutory program, and bearing in mind the intent of the 

electorate and the Legislature in enacting the CUA and the MMP, we conclude that the 

phrases "further restrict the location or establishment" and "regulate the location or 

establishment" in section 1 1 3 62.7 68, subdivisions (f) and (g) do not authorize a per se 
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ban at the local level. The Legislature decided in section 1 1 362.775 to insulate medical 

marijuana collectives and cooperatives from nuisance prosecution "solely on the basis'' 

that they engage in a dispensary function. To interpret the phrases "further restrict the 

location or establishment" and "regulate the location or establishment" to mean that local 

governments may impose a blanket nuisance prohibition against dispensaries would 

frustrate both the Legislature's intent to " [e]nhance the acces� of patients and caregivers 

to medical marijuana through collective, cooperative cultivation projects" and " [p]romote 

uniform and consistent application of the [CUA] among the counties within the state" and 

the electorate's  intent to "ensure that seriously ill Californians have the right to obtain and 

use marijuana for medical purposes" and "encourage the federal and state governments to 

implement a plan to provide for the safe and affordable distribution of marijuana to all 

patients in medical need of marijuana." 

c. Section 1 1362.83 does not authorize County's ban 

County also argues that section 1 1 362.83,  as amended in 20 1 1 , provides authority 

for local governments to ban medical marijuana dispensaries. Section 1 1 362.83 provides : 

' 'Nothing in this article shall prevent a city or other local governing body from adopting 

and enforcing any of the following: ['If] (a) Adopting local ordinances that regulate the 

location:, operation, or establishment of a medical marijuana cooperative or collective. ['If] 

(b) The civil and criminal enforcement of local ordinances described in subdivision (a). 

['If] (c) Enacting other laws consistent with this article." (Before the 20 1 1  amendment, 

the entire section stated, "Nothing in this article shall prevent a city or other local 

governing body from adopting and enforcing other laws consistent with this atiicle.") 

County argues that subdivision (b) renders "the definition of the word 'consistent' in 

subsection (c) of § 1 1 362.83, obsolete . . . .  " 

For the reasons discussed in the prior section, we conclude the phrase "regulate the 

location, operation, or establishment" does not mean ban, prohibit, forbid, or prevent all 

medical marijuana collectives and cooperatives from operating within the entire 
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jurisdiction "solely on the basis" that they engage in medical marijuana activities 

authorized by section 1 13 62.775. 

County's  argument that "consistent" in subdivision (c) of section 1 1 362.83 is 

"obsolete" ignores many of the rules of statutory construction, both those previously set 

forth in this opinion and the following: "It is assumed that the Legislature has in mind 

existing laws when it passes a statute. [Citations.] 'The failure of the Legislature to 

change the law in a particular respect when the subject is generally before it and changes 

in other respects are made is indicative of an intent to leave the law as it stands in the 

aspects not amended. "' (Estate of McDill ( 1 975) 14 Cal .3d 83 1 ,  837-838.) Thus, we 

necessarily reject County's  attempt to eliminate "consistent" from subdivision (c), as that 

term was included in the previous version of section 1 1 362.83 . 

For reasons previously discussed, County's ban on all medical marijuana 

collectives or cooperatives cannot be deemed "consistent with this article," that is, 

California's  medical marijuana laws as enacted in the CUA and the MMP. 

d. Section 1 1362.5, subdivision (b)(2) does not authorize County's ban 

County also argues that section 1 1 362.5, subdivision (b )(2) provides authority for 

local governments to completely ban medical marijuana dispensaries. That subdivision 

states, "Nothing .in this section shall be construed to supersede legislation prohibiting 

persons from engaging in conduct that endangers others, nor to condone the diversion of 

marijuana for nonmedical purposes ." County's argument fails. In light of the provisions 

and intent of the MMP, merely operating a medical marijuana collective or cooperative 

authorized by section 1 1 362.775 cannot be deemed to constitute "engaging in conduct 

that endangers others" or "condon[ing] the diversion of marijuana for nonmedical 

purposes." The CUA and the MMP expressly pertain to marijuana used for medical 

purposes. Section 1 1 362.775 expressly pertains to and authorizes the collective or 

cooperative cultivation of "marijuana for medical purposes." A ban on medical 

marijuana dispensaries cannot possibly be deemed to be legislation prohibiting "the 
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diversion of marijuana for nonmedical purposes ." Thus, section 1 13 62.5,  subdivision 

(b )(2) is inapplicable to the issues presented herein. 

e. Viewing County's ban as a zoning law does not save it from preemption 

County also argues that its ban is merely a zoning ordinance: a zoning ordinance 

is distinguishable from a drug abatement law and thus does not fall within the scope of 

section 1 1 362.775; the MMP does not expressly prohibit local governments from 

enacting zoning regulations banning medical marijuana dispensaries or from bringing a 

nuisance action enforcing such ordinances; and the MMP does not "mandat[ e] cities and 

counties to allow and zone for [medical marijuana dispensaries] ."  

Preemption does not arise only from an express legislative statement; a 

contradiction is sufficient. (Sherwin- Williams, supra, 4 Ca1.4th at p. 897.) Thus, the 

Legislature' s  failure to include in the MMP express provisions (1)  prohibiting local 

governments from enacting "zoning" provisions banning all medical marijuana 

dispensaries or from bringing a nuisance action enforcing such provisions or 

(2) mandating that local governments zone for medical marijuana dispensaries does not 

negate preemption. County provides no authority for the proposition that a local 

government may completely bar what state law authorizes and shield that conflict with 

state law simply by labeling it a "zoning" ordinance. 

f. Earlier published decisions are distinguishable 

Although, as far as we can determine, the California Supreme Court has granted 

review of every appellate decision dealing with a complete ban on medical marijuana 

dispensaries (see, e.g. ,  City of Riverside v. Inland Empire Patient 's Health & Wellness 

Center, Inc. (20 1 1 ) 200 Cal.App.4th 885, review granted Jan. 1 8, 201 2, S 1 98638 ;  City of 

Lake Forest v. Evergreen Holistic Collective (20 12) 203 Cal.App.4th 1 4 13 ,  review 

granted May 1 6, 20 12, S20 1454), several prior published appellate cases addressing 

limitations short of a complete ban remain effect at this time. We briefly distinguish 

these cases. 

16  



In Kruse, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th 1 1 53, an individual applied for a business 

license to operate a medical marijuana collective. The city denied his application on the 

ground that his proposed business did not fall within any of the city's permitted uses, but 

advised him he could apply for a code amendment and could appeal the denial of his 

license application. Kruse appealed the denial of the license, but did not seek a code 

amendment; and proceeded to open his medical marijuana collective without the required 

business license. (Id. at p. 1159.) Subsequently, the city enacted a temporary moratorium 

on "approval or issuance of any permit, variance, license, or other entitlement for the 

establishment of a medical marijuana dispensary in the City. " (Id. at p.  1 1 60.) Division 

Two of this district held, inter alia, that Kruse's  operation of a medical marijuana 

dispensary without obtaining the required business license constituted a nuisance per se 

under the municipal code and could properly be enjoined. (!d. at pp. 1 1 64-1 1 66.) 

Kruse went on to hold that "[t]he MMP does not expressly preempt the City's 

actions at issue here. The operative provisions of the MMP, like those in the CUA, 

provide limited criminal immunities under a narrow set of circumstances. The MMP 

provides criminal immunities against cultivation and possession for sale charges to 

specific groups of people and only for specific actions. (§ 1 1362.765; [People v. ] Mentch 

[(2008) 45 Cal.4th 274,] 290-29 1 .) It accords additional immunities to qualified patients, 

holders of valid identification cards, and primary caregivers who ' collectively or 

cooperatively cultivate marijuana for medical purposes . '  (§ 1 13 62.775.) [�] Medical 

marijuana dispensaries are not mentioned in the text or history of the MMP. The MMP 

does not address the licensing or location of medical marijuana dispensaries, nor does it 

prohibit local governments from regulating such dispensaries. Rather, like the CUA, the 

MMP expressly allows local regulation. Section 11362.83 of the MMP states : 'Nothing 

in this article shall prevent a city or other local governing body from adopting and 

enforcing laws consistent with this article. ' Nothing in the text or history of the MMP 

precludes the City' s adoption of a temporary moratorium on issuing permits and licenses 

to medical marijuana dispensaries, or the City's enforcement of licensing and zoning 
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requirements applicable to such dispensaries ." (Kruse, supra, 1 77 Cal.App.4th at 

p. 1 175.) 

Thus, Kruse involved the violation of licensing and zoning requirements 

applicable to all local businesses, not just medical marijuana collectives or cooperatives, 

and a temporary moratorium on the issuance of permits, variances, and licenses for 

operation of medical marijuana dispensaries. It did not deal with a permanent and 

complete ban on such dispensaries. And later the MMP was amended to expressly 

authorize a medical marijuana cooperative, collective, [or] dispensary," including a 

"storefront . . . outlet." ( § 1 1 3 62.7 6 8 .) 

City of Corona v. Naulls (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 4 1 8  also did not address the issue 

of preemption or involve a ban on medical marijuana operations. Naulls did not disclose 

on his business license application that he intended to open a medical marijuana 

collective. (Jd. at p. 421 .) When the city discovered his true purpose, it informed him 

that medical marijuana dispensaries were not an enumerated permitted use under the 

city's  zoning laws, and a variance would be required. But in the interim, the city had 

passed a moratorium on medical marijuana dispensaries . The trial court issued a 

temporary injunction on the ground that Naulls ' s  business was a nuisance per se because 

it was non permitted and Iionconforming. (I d. at pp. 421-422.) The appellate court 

concluded that the preliminary injunction was supported by substantial evidence and not 

an abuse of discretion. 

Our own prior opinion involving the parties in the present case, Hill, supra, 1 92 

Cal.App.4th 86 1 ,  addressed defendants '  failure to obtain the license, conditional use 

permit, and zoning variance required by the prior version of LACC section 22.56. 1 96, 

which County later supplanted by the complete ban addressed herein. ( 192 Cal.App.4th 

at p.  865.) We held that the operating requirements placed upon medical marijuana 

dispensaries were consistent with the MMP (id. at p.  868) and noted that section 

1 1 362.775 "does not confer on qualified patients and their caregivers the unfettered right 

to cultivate or dispense marijuana anywhere they choose. The County's constitutional 
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authority to regulate the particular manner and location in which a business may operate 

(Cal. Canst, art. XI, § ?} is unaffected by section 1 1362.775 ." ( 192 Cal.App.4th at 

p. 869.) 

The present case is thus distinguishable from Kruse, Naulls, and Hill. A complete 

ban, such as County's  ordinance at issue herein, stands in an entirely different relationship 

to California's medical marijuana law than a temporary moratorium, general regulations 

applicable to all business operations, and reasonable restrictions on the location of 

medical marijuana collectives and cooperatives. We conclude state law preempts 

County's ban. 

DISPOSITION 

The order granting a preliminary injunction is reversed, our stay of the injunction 

is dissolved when the remittitur issues from this court, and the matter is remanded for 

further proceedings consistent with this opinion. Defendants are entitled to their costs on 

appeal. 

CERTIFIED FOR PUBLICATION. 

MALLANO, P. J. 

We concur: 

CHANEY, J. 

JOHNSON, J. 
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