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Dear Emmett Reistroffer:

SDCL 12-13-25 requires the South Dakota Legislative Research Council (LRC) to review each initiated
measure submitted to it by a sponsor, for the purpose of assisting the sponsor in writing the measure "in
a clear and coherent manner in the style and form of other legislation" that "is not misleading or likely to
cause confusion among voters."

The measure, as submitted, proposes to legalize the adult-use of cannabis with certain limitations,
including legalizing the sale of cannabis by certain licensed entities. LRC encourages you to consider the
edits and suggestions to the proposed text. The edits are suggested for sake of clarity and to bring the
proposed measure into conformance with the style and form of South Dakota legislation. LRC comments
are based upon the Guide to Legislative Drafting (GLD), which may be found on the South Dakota
legislative website—sdlegislature.gov. The suggested edits are included in the attached document.

Although a sponsor is not statutorily required to make changes based upon the suggestions and comments
provided by the LRC, you are encouraged to be cognizant of the standards established in SDCL 12-13-24
and 12-13-25 and ensure that your language is in conformity.

Fiscal Impact

It has been determined during this review that this proposed initiated measure may have an impact on
revenues, expenditures, or fiscal liability of the state and its agencies and political subdivisions. Please
provide the Legislative Research Council a copy of this initiated measure as submitted in final form to the
Attorney General so the LRC can develop any fiscal note required by SDCL 2-9-30.
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Compliance

This letter is issued in compliance with statutory requirements placed upon this office. It is not an endorsement of
the proposed measure or any of LRC's suggested edits, and it is not a guarantee of the measure's sufficiency. If you
proceed with the proposed measure or any of the edits suggested by the LRC, please ensure that neither your
statements nor any advertising contain any suggestion of endorsement or approval by the Legislative Research
Council.

Sincerely,

Boed

Reed Holwegner
Director

&

Enclosure

CC: The Honorable Monae L. Johnson, Secretary of State
The Honorable Marty Jackley, Attorney General
Justin Johnson



Be it enacted by the people of South Dakota.

Section 1. That title 34 be amended by adding a NEW SECTION to read:

extracted from any part of the plant. and ry_compound, man alt, derivative, mixture

or preparation of the plant. or the plant’s resint_including thash and | :oncentrate. The Commented [JM1]: "resin” is aiready mentioned in the
erm includes an altered state ofimarijuana absorbed into the human body. The term does not X definition. Does it need to be mentioned two times?

INCiude nemp. as aelined In 8-33-10 DI Proauced 1rom e SLaixs. oi Or Caxe Mmade Irom

! Commented [JM2]: Isn't "hash” simply the resin of
e seeds of the plant sterilized seed of the plant which is incapable of permination. or th ?

bis? Is this ref y?

<
Commented [JM3]: This definition uses "marijuana” in 3
places. Should those 3 instances be changed to "plant.” It
seems inconsistent to use both "cannabis” and "marijuana ”

i1 i€
weight of any other ingredient combined with imarijuana to prepare topical or oral administration

\ '\, \| Typically, only one of these is used in similar proposals.
\(Commumd [JM4]; See comment above.

Commented [JM5]: s this reference to plant referring to

the cannabis plant or the hemp plant? If cannabis, should a
L\ | new be drafted for clarity, sep g it out from
\ || the hemp portion?

\ YCommmud [JME6]: See comment above.

Commented [JM7]: Restructured definition for clarity.

n—

x/‘( Commented [JMB8]: Clanity suggestion.

1 Commented [JM9]: Style and Form: See Guide to
Legislative Drafting (GLD), page 45.

 S—

| Commented [JM10]: Clarity: Should these terms be
defined?

Commented [JM11]: Clarity: Is it necessary to include
these references here, when they are already provided for
in the definition of "cannabis"?

Does “cannabis extract” need its own definition?

Commented [JM12]: It may be clearer to create a
positive right to do any of these acts, rather than stating
they are not an offense. Other material from this paragraph
1s suggested to be moved to the end of the section.
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_—{ Commented JM13]: see Style and Form, GLD, page 45. |

Commented [JM14]: Clarity: There seems to be a verb
missing here.

Commented [JM15]: Is this subdiviston necessary? The
first paragraph is limited to acting in accordance with “this
hapter,” which ldn't preciud ing a penalty for a
violation of rules.

Section 4. That title 34 be amended by adding a NEW SECTION to read:



J;/’{ Commented [JM16]: Style and form - see page 45 of GLD. ]

Commented [JM17]: This subdvision already uses "while
operating”

Commented [JM18): Clanty: What license is being
referred to here? Is this a dual-use license?

T

f/{ Commented [JM19]: See page 50 of the GLD. |

~{ Commented [JM20): various clarity suggestions. ]

Section 6. That title 34 be amended by adding a NEW SECTION to read:



~| Commented [JRM22]: Clarity: A "dual-use license”

\ | variation of that.

|| than the number of medical

Commented [JM21): Does this mean that only existing

use license?

are eligible for the new dual-

IR

cannot operate since the “license” is not an individual or an
entity. An individual or an entity (or a medical cannabis

dispensary) with a dual-use license can operate. Can this be
reworded, i.e.

“A local gt may not prohibit an entity with a dual-
use license from operating within its jurisdiction.” Or some

rCommom.d [JM23): These two terms seem to introduce
some ambiguity as to what is required of a local
government. Should it be changed to say:

“A local g may lish a cap on the ber of
dual-use li ilable within its jurisdi The cap
must be established by ordinance and be

equal to or greater

licenses
available in the jurisdiction.”

Commented [JM24): This seems redundant since the cap
1s "on the number..."

ot}




