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From: Rep. David Guttenberg
Date: April 18, 2017
RE: HJR 21 Hearing Request

Representative Claman,

Interim:

1292 Sadler Way

Suite 304

Fairbanks, Alaskg 99701-3171
(907) 456-8172

(907) 456-2490 Fax

I am a requesting a hearing in the Judiciary Committee for HIR 21: Feds Respect
State Regulation of Marijuana. I appreciate your consideration and look forward to

presenting this legislation to your committee.

Best regards,

Ester Farmers Loop Goldstream 1 ¢ 2 Steese East/Gilmore  Steese West  University Hills

rep.david.guttenberg@akleg. gov
® 722C




Session.: g Interim:
State Capitol ﬂ&l& @ }[ ouse Of ReP resentatives 1292 Sadler Way
(907) 465-4457 Office g ﬂ Fairbanks, Alaskg 99701-3171
(907) 465-3519 Fax (907) 456-8172
(800) 928-4457 Toll Free (907) 456-2490 Fax

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HJR 21: Feds Respect State Reg of Marijuana

HIJR 21 urges the federal government to respect and not intervene in Alaska’s current marijuana
policy—doing so would be unnecessary federal overreach. President Trump stated on his
campaign trail that legalization should be left to the states. Mr. Spicer recently said that despite
President Trump’s support of medical marijuana “there is a big difference between that and
recreational marijuana” and he believed the public would see “greater enforcement” of federal
marijuana laws.

There should not be a difference between recognizing state-implemented medical marijuana laws
and recognizing state-implemented recreational marijuana laws. Both laws were implemented in
accordance with the will of our citizens, established robust regulatory structures prioritizing
public health and safety, reduced unnecessary incarceration, and expanded our economies.

Overhauling the Cole Memo and the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network will produce
harmful unintended social and economic consequences. Hurting the regulated market moves
existing marijuana activity to the black market. This will increase dangerous activity in our state
and get rid of a tax revenue source. It also diverts the Department of Justice’s resources away
from its current marijuana enforcement priorities of preventing distribution to minors, criminal
enterprises, diversion of marijuana from states to where it is legal to states where it is not.

It is not in Alaska’s, the federal government’s or the people’s best interest to interfere with
current state regulations on marijuana which is why I ask you to join me in supporting the
preservation of Alaska’s current marijuana policy.

Ester Farmers Loop Goldstream 1 ¢'2  Steese East/Gilmore Steese West  University Hills
rep.david guttenbery@aKleg gov
®7220




ALASKA COLORADO

WASHINGTON

April 3,2017

Attorney General Jeff Sessions Secretary Steve Mnuchin

U.S. Department of Justice U.S. Department of the Treasury
950 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 1500 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20530 Washington, DC 20220

Attorney General Sessions and Secretary Mnuchin:

As governors of states that have legalized marijuana in some form, we ask the Trump
Administration to engage with us before embarking on any changes to regulatory and
enforcement systems. The balance struck by the 2013 Department of Justice Cole Memorandum
(Cole Memo) has been indispensable — providing the necessary framework for state regulatory
programs centered on public safety and health protections.

We understand you and others in the administration have some concerns regarding marijuana.
We sympathize, as many of us expressed apprehensions before our states adopted current laws.
As governors, we have committed to implementing the will of our citizens and have worked
cooperatively with our legislatures to establish robust regulatory structures that prioritize public
health and public safety, reduce inequitable incarceration and expand our economies.

The Cole Memo and the related Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN) guidance
provide the foundation for state regulatory systems and are vital to maintaining control over
marijuana in our states. Overhauling the Cole Memo is sure to produce unintended and harmful
consequences. Changes that hurt the regulated market would divert existing marijuana product
into the black market and increase dangerous activity in both our states and our neighboring
states. Likewise, without the FinCEN guidance, financial institutions will be less willing to
provide services to marijuana-related businesses. This would force industry participants to be
even more cash reliant, posing safety risks both to the public and to state regulators conducting
enforcement activity. The Cole Memo and FinCEN guidance strike a reasonable balance
between allowing the states to enact reasonable regulations and the federal government’s interest
in controlling some of the collateral consequences of legalization.
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Twenty-eight states, representing more than 60 percent of Americans, have authorized some
form of marijuana-related conduct. As we face the reality of these legalizations, we stand eager
to work with our federal partners to address implementation and enforcement concerns
cooperatively. The Cole Memorandum and the associated FinCEN guidance are critical to the
success of any collaboration.

We look forward to working with you and your administration. We stand ready to have further
discussion on how these important federal policies work in our states.

Sincerely,

A <}2 Heelgo
Bill Walker John Hickenlooper
Governor Governor
State of Alaska State of Colorado
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/ E
Kate Brown Jay Inslee
Governor Governor

State of Oregon State of Washington




Nnited Dtates Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March 2, 2017

The Honorable Jeff Sessions
Attorney General

U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Attorney General Sessions:

We write to express our concern regarding recent remarks by White House Press
Secretary Sean Spicer suggesting the Department of Justice (DOJ) may begin enforcement
against states that have legalized marijuana, and ask that you clarify DOJ’s policy regarding state
marijuana laws. To date, eight states (Alaska, California, Colorado, Maine, Massachusetts,
Nevada, Oregon, and Washington) and the District of Columbia have passed laws allowing for
the recreational use of marijuana, 28 states have medical marijuana laws, and 21 states have
decriminalized the use of marijuana. These voter-approved laws have been evaluated by
Governors and state Attorneys General, rigorously debated by state legislatures and the
communities they serve, and implemented through thoughtful processes to ensure the proper
regulated production and sale of marijuana.

In 2013, the DOJ issued a memorandum outlining federal marijuana enforcement
priorities in light of state marijuana laws (the “Cole Memorandum”).' The Cole Memorandum
explains that where states have “strong and effective regulatory and enforcement systems to
control the cultivation, distribution, sale, and production of marijuana, . . . enforcement of state
law by state and local law enforcement and regulatory bodies should remain the primary means
of addressing marijuana-related ac’tivity.”2 This guidance has provided clarity to states and
Americans on the interaction of state and federal laws regarding marijuana use and has allowed
the DOJ to focus its law enforcement resources on the greatest threats to public safety and
criminal justice, while allowing states to implement marijuana laws as they deem appropriate.

On the campaign trail, then-candidate Trump stated that despite his personal views
regarding marijuana use, legalization should be left to the states. 3 Last week Mr. Spicer
suggested that while President Trump supports medical marijuana, there is “a big difference
between that and recreational marijuana,” alleging that medical marijuana states “have set forth a
process to administer and regulate” that usage. Mr. Spicer also stated that he believed the public
would see “greater enforcement” of federal marijuana laws.* While we appreciate the

" https://www.justice.gov/iso/opa/resources/3052013829132756857467.pdf

2 https://www.justice.gov/iso/opa/resources/3052013829132756857467.pdf

3 https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/10/29/trump-wants-marijuana-legalization-decided-
at-the-state-level/?utm_term=.f4d49d23ea8f

* http://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/national-international/Expect-Enforcement-of-Marijuana-Laws-Under-Trump-
Spicer-414659463.html




Administration’s apparent recognition that state-implemented medical marijuana laws are
regulated effectively, we believe the same is true of states that regulate recreational marijuana
use, and those that have decriminalized use.

It is essential that states that have implemented any type of practical, effective marijuana
policy receive immediate assurance from the DOJ that it will respect the ability of states to
enforce thoughtful, sensible drug policies in ways that do not threaten the public’s health and
safety. This ensures that state infrastructure, including tax revenue, small businesses, and jobs,
can be protected; DOJ resources can be used most effectively; and most importantly, that
marijuana can be properly regulated to improve public health and safety. We hope that you
solicit input from state and local officials to learn about their ongoing efforts and gain their
perspectives on this matter. As Attorney General, you have the power to determine the federal
government’s law enforcement priorities, including how agency resources can be best utilized.
We believe that the Cole Memorandum provides a strong framework for effectively utilizing the
DOJ’s resources and balancing the law enforcement roles of the federal government and the
states.

We respectfully request that you uphold the DOJ’s existing policy regarding states that
have implemented strong and effective regulations for recreational marijuana use and ask that the
Cole Memorandum remain in place. It is critical that states can continue to implement these laws
under the framework of the Cole Memorandum. In addition, we request that state and local
elected officials, and public health and safety officials, be afforded an opportunity to comment
on any shift in policy from that expressed in the Cole Memorandum, to avoid disruption of
existing regulation and enforcement efforts. We appreciate your immediate attention to this
request.

Thank you,

ol Mo irntn

Lisd Murkowski

Elizabeth Warren

United States Senator | United States Senator
Patty M’tfrray - Ron Wyden

United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator

*

Edward J. Mar
United States Senator
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Catherine Cortez Masto
United States Senator
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Michael F. Bennet
United States Senator

Maria Cantwell
United States Senator
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Brian Schatz
United States Senator
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United States Senator




U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Deputy Attorney General

The Deputy Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530

August 29, 2013

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

FROM: James M. Cole ; V%

Deputy Attorney'General

SUBJECT: Guidance Regarding Marijuana Enforcement

In October 2009 and June 2011, the Department issued guidance to federal prosecutors
concerning marijuana enforcement under the Controlled Substances Act (CSA). This
memorandum updates that guidance in light of state ballot initiatives that legalize under state law
the possession of small amounts of marijuana and provide for the regulation of marijuana
production, processing, and sale. The guidance set forth herein applies to all federal enforcement
activity, including civil enforcement and criminal investigations and prosecutions, concerning
marijuana in all states.

As the Department noted in its previous guidance, Congress has determined that
marijuana is a dangerous drug and that the illegal distribution and sale of marijuana is a serious
crime that provides a significant source of revenue to large-scale criminal enterprises, gangs, and
cartels. The Department of Justice is committed to enforcement of the CSA consistent with
those determinations. The Department is also committed to using its limited investigative and
prosecutorial resources to address the most significant threats in the most effective, consistent,
and rational way. In furtherance of those objectives, as several states enacted laws relating to the
use of marijuana for medical purposes, the Department in recent years has focused its efforts on
certain enforcement priorities that are particularly important to the federal government:

e Preventing the distribution of marijuana to minors;

¢ Preventing revenue from the sale of marijuana from going to criminal enterprises, gangs,
and cartels;

e Preventing the diversion of marijuana from states where it is legal under state law in
some form to other states;

e Preventing state-authorized marijuana activity from being used as a cover or pretext for
the trafficking of other illegal drugs or other illegal activity;
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e Preventing violence and the use of firearms in the cultivation and distribution of
marijuana;

e Preventing drugged driving and the exacerbation of other adverse public health
consequences associated with marijuana use;

e Preventing the growing of marijuana on public lands and the attendant public safety and
environmental dangers posed by marijuana production on public lands; and

¢ Preventing marijuana possession or use on federal property.

These priorities will continue to guide the Department’s enforcement of the CSA against
marijuana-related conduct. Thus, this memorandum serves as guidance to Department attorneys
and law enforcement to focus their enforcement resources and efforts, including prosecution, on
persons or organizations whose conduct interferes with any one or more of these priorities,
regardless of state law."

Outside of these enforcement priorities, the federal government has traditionally relied on
states and local law enforcement agencies to address marijuana activity through enforcement of
their own narcotics laws. For example, the Department of Justice has not historically devoted
resources to prosecuting individuals whose conduct is limited to possession of small amounts of
marijuana for personal use on private property. Instead, the Department has left such lower-level
or localized activity to state and local authorities and has stepped in to enforce the CSA only
when the use, possession, cultivation, or distribution of marijuana has threatened to cause one of
the harms identified above.

The enactment of state laws that endeavor to authorize marijuana production,
distribution, and possession by establishing a regulatory scheme for these purposes affects this
traditional joint federal-state approach to narcotics enforcement. The Department’s guidance in
this memorandum rests on its expectation that states and local governments that have enacted
laws authorizing marijuana-related conduct will implement strong and effective regulatory and
enforcement systems that will address the threat those state laws could pose to public safety,
public health, and other law enforcement interests. A system adequate to that task must not only
contain robust controls and procedures on paper; it must also be effective in practice.
Jurisdictions that have implemented systems that provide for regulation of marijuana activity

! These enforcement priorities are listed in general terms; each encompasses a variety of conduct
that may merit civil or criminal enforcement of the CSA. By way of example only, the
Department’s interest in preventing the distribution of marijuana to minors would call for
enforcement not just when an individual or entity sells or transfers marijuana to a minor, but also
when marijuana trafficking takes place near an area associated with minors; when marijuana or
marijuana-infused products are marketed in a manner to appeal to minors; or when marijuana is
being diverted, directly or indirectly, and purposefully or otherwise, to minors.
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must provide the necessary resources and demonstrate the willingness to enforce their laws and
regulations in a manner that ensures they do not undermine federal enforcement priorities.

In jurisdictions that have enacted laws legalizing marijuana in some form and that have
also implemented strong and effective regulatory and enforcement systems to control the
cultivation, distribution, sale, and possession of marijuana, conduct in compliance with those
laws and regulations is less likely to threaten the federal priorities set forth above. Indeed, a
robust system may affirmatively address those priorities by, for example, implementing effective
measures to prevent diversion of marijuana outside of the regulated system and to other states,
prohibiting access to marijuana by minors, and replacing an illicit marijuana trade that funds
criminal enterprises with a tightly regulated market in which revenues are tracked and accounted
for. In those circumstances, consistent with the traditional allocation of federal-state efforts in
this area, enforcement of state law by state and local law enforcement and regulatory bodies
should remain the primary means of addressing marijuana-related activity. If state enforcement
efforts are not sufficiently robust to protect against the harms set forth above, the federal
government may seek to challenge the regulatory structure itself in addition to continuing to
bring individual enforcement actions, including criminal prosecutions, focused on those harms.

The Department’s previous memoranda specifically addressed the exercise of
prosecutorial discretion in states with laws authorizing marijuana cultivation and distribution for
medical use. In those contexts, the Department advised that it likely was not an efficient use of
federal resources to focus enforcement efforts on seriously ill individuals, or on their individual
caregivers. In doing so, the previous guidance drew a distinction between the seriously ill and
their caregivers, on the one hand, and large-scale, for-profit commercial enterprises, on the other,
and advised that the latter continued to be appropriate targets for federal enforcement and
prosecution. In drawing this distinction, the Department relied on the common-sense judgment
that the size of a marijuana operation was a reasonable proxy for assessing whether marijuana
trafficking implicates the federal enforcement priorities set forth above.

As explained above, however, both the existence of a strong and effective state regulatory
system, and an operation’s compliance with such a system, may allay the threat that an
operation’s size poses to federal enforcement interests. Accordingly, in exercising prosecutorial
discretion, prosecutors should not consider the size or commercial nature of a marijuana
operation alone as a proxy for assessing whether marijuana trafficking implicates the
Department’s enforcement priorities listed above. Rather, prosecutors should continue to review
marijuana cases on a case-by-case basis and weigh all available information and evidence,
including, but not limited to, whether the operation is demonstrably in compliance with a strong
and effective state regulatory system. A marijuana operation’s large scale or for-profit nature
may be a relevant consideration for assessing the extent to which it undermines a particular
federal enforcement priority. The primary question in all cases — and in all jurisdictions — should
be whether the conduct at issue implicates one or more of the enforcement priorities listed above.
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As with the Department’s previous statements on this subject, this memorandum is
intended solely as a guide to the exercise of investigative and prosecutorial discretion. This
memorandum does not alter in any way the Department’s authority to enforce federal law,
including federal laws relating to marijuana, regardless of state law. Neither the guidance herein
nor any state or local law provides a legal defense to a violation of federal law, including any
civil or criminal violation of the CSA. Even in jurisdictions with strong and effective regulatory
systems, evidence that particular conduct threatens federal priorities will subject that person or
entity to federal enforcement action, based on the circumstances. This memorandum is not
intended to, does not, and may not be relied upon to create any rights, substantive or procedural,
enforceable at law by any party in any matter civil or criminal. It applies prospectively to the
exercise of prosecutorial discretion in future cases and does not provide defendants or subjects of
enforcement action with a basis for reconsideration of any pending civil action or criminal
prosecution. Finally, nothing herein precludes investigation or prosecution, even in the absence
of any one of the factors listed above, in particular circumstances where investigation and
prosecution otherwise serves an important federal interest.

cc: Mythili Raman
Acting Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division

Loretta E. Lynch

United States Attorney

Eastern District of New York

Chair, Attorney General’s Advisory Committee

Michele M. Leonhart
Administrator
Drug Enforcement Administration

H. Marshall Jarrett
Director
Executive Office for United States Attorneys

Ronald T. Hosko

Assistant Director

Criminal Investigative Division
Federal Bureau of Investigation



Depariment of the Treasury
Financial Crimes Enforcement Network

Guidance

FIN-2014-G001
Issued: February 14, 2014
Subject:  BSA Expectations Regarding Marijuana-Related Businesses

The Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (“FinCEN”) is issuing guidance to clarify Bank
Secrecy Act (“BSA”) expectations for financial institutions seeking to provide services to
marijuana-related businesses. FInCEN is issuing this guidance in light of recent state initiatives
to legalize certain marijuana-related activity and related guidance by the U.S. Department of
Justice (“DOJ”) concerning marijuana-related enforcement priorities. This FinCEN guidance
clarifies how financial institutions can provide services to marijuana-related businesses
consistent with their BSA obligations, and aligns the information provided by financial
institutions in BSA reports with federal and state law enforcement priorities. This FinCEN
guidance should enhance the availability of financial services for, and the financial transparency
of, marijuana-related businesses.

Marijuana Laws and Law Enforcement Priorities

The Controlled Substances Act (“CSA”) makes it illegal under federal law to manufacture,
distribute, or dispense marijuana." Many states impose and enforce similar prohibitions.
Notwithstanding the federal ban, as of the date of this guidance, 20 states and the District of
Columbia have legalized certain marijuana-related activity. In light of these developments, U.S.
Department of Justice Deputy Attorney General James M. Cole issued a memorandum (the
“Cole Memo”) to all United States Attorneys providing updated guidance to federal prosecutors
concerning marijuana enforcement under the CSA.? The Cole Memo guidance applies to all of
DOJ’s federal enforcement activity, including civil enforcement and criminal investigations and
prosecutions, concerning marijuana in all states.

The Cole Memo reiterates Congress’s determination that marijuana is a dangerous drug and that
the illegal distribution and sale of marijuana is a serious crime that provides a significant source
of revenue to large-scale criminal enterprises, gangs, and cartels. The Cole Memo notes that
DOJ is committed to enforcement of the CSA consistent with those determinations. It also notes
that DOJ is committed to using its investigative and prosecutorial resources to address the most

! Controlled Substances Act, 21 U.S.C. § 801, et seq.

2 James M. Cole, Deputy Attorney General, U.S. Department of Justice, Memorandum for All United States
Attorneys: Guidance Regarding Marijuana Enforcement (August 29, 2013), available at
http://www.justice.gov/iso/opa/resources/3052013829132756857467 .pdf.

www.fincen.gov



significant threats in the most effective, consistent, and rational way. In furtherance of those
objectives, the Cole Memo provides guidance to DOJ attorneys and law enforcement to focus
their enforcement resources on persons or organizations whose conduct interferes with any one
or more of the following important priorities (the “Cole Memo priorities”):*

e Preventing the distribution of marijuana to minors;

e Preventing revenue from the sale of marijuana from going to criminal enterprises, gangs,
and cartels;

e Preventing the diversion of marijuana from states where it is legal under state law in some
form to other states;

e Preventing state-authorized marijuana activity from being used as a cover or pretext for the
trafficking of other illegal drugs or other illegal activity;

e Preventing violence and the use of firearms in the cultivation and distribution of marijuana;

e Preventing drugged driving and the exacerbation of other adverse public health
consequences associated with marijuana use;

e Preventing the growing of marijuana on public lands and the attendant public safety and
environmental dangers posed by marijuana production on public lands; and

e Preventing marijuana possession or use on federal property.

Concurrently with this FinCEN guidance, Deputy Attorney General Cole is issuing supplemental
guidance directing that prosecutors also consider these enforcement priorities with respect to
federal money laundering, unlicensed money transmitter, and BSA offenses predicated on
marijuana-related violations of the CSA.*

Providing Financial Services to Marijuana-Related Businesses

This FinCEN guidance clarifies how financial institutions can provide services to marijuana-
related businesses consistent with their BSA obligations. In general, the decision to open, close,
or refuse any particular account or relationship should be made by each financial institution
based on a number of factors specific to that institution. These factors may include its particular
business objectives, an evaluation of the risks associated with offering a particular product or
service, and its capacity to manage those risks effectively. Thorough customer due diligence is a
critical aspect of making this assessment.

In assessing the risk of providing services to a marijuana-related business, a financial institution
should conduct customer due diligence that includes: (i) verifying with the appropriate state
authorities whether the business is duly licensed and registered; (ii) reviewing the license
application (and related documentation) submitted by the business for obtaining a state license to
operate its marijuana-related business; (iii) requesting from state licensing and enforcement
authorities available information about the business and related parties; (iv) developing an
understanding of the normal and expected activity for the business, including the types of

? The Cole Memo notes that these enforcement priorities are listed in general terms; each encompasses a variety of
conduct that may merit civil or criminal enforcement of the CSA.

* James M. Cole, Deputy Attorney General, U.S. Department of Justice, Memorandum for All United States
Attorneys: Guidance Regarding Marijuana Related Financial Crimes (February 14, 2014).



products to be sold and the type of customers to be served (e.g., medical versus recreational
customers); (v) ongoing monitoring of publicly available sources for adverse information about
the business and related parties; (vi) ongoing monitoring for suspicious activity, including for
any of the red flags described in this guidance; and (vii) refreshing information obtained as part
of customer due diligence on a periodic basis and commensurate with the risk. With respect to
information regarding state licensure obtained in connection with such customer due diligence, a
financial institution may reasonably rely on the accuracy of information provided by state
licensing authorities, where states make such information available.

As part of its customer due diligence, a financial institution should consider whether a
marijuana-related business implicates one of the Cole Memo priorities or violates state law. This
is a particularly important factor for a financial institution to consider when assessing the risk of
providing financial services to a marijuana-related business. Considering this factor also enables
the financial institution to provide information in BSA reports pertinent to law enforcement’s
priorities. A financial institution that decides to provide financial services to a marijuana-related
business would be required to file suspicious activity reports (“SARs”) as described below.

Filing Suspicious Activity Reports on Marijuana-Related Businesses

The obligation to file a SAR is unaffected by any state law that legalizes marijuana-related
activity. A financial institution is required to file a SAR if, consistent with FinCEN regulations,
the financial institution knows, suspects, or has reason to suspect that a transaction conducted or
attempted by, at, or through the financial institution: (i) involves funds derived from illegal
activity or is an attempt to disguise funds derived from illegal activity; (ii) is designed to evade
regulations promulgated under the BSA, or (iii) lacks a business or apparent lawful purpose.’
Because federal law prohibits the distribution and sale of marijuana, financial transactions
involving a marijuana-related business would generally involve funds derived from illegal
activity. Therefore, a financial institution is required to file a SAR on activity involving a
marijuana-related business (including those duly licensed under state law), in accordance with
this guidance and FinCEN’s suspicious activity reporting requirements and related thresholds.

One of the BSA’s purposes is to require financial institutions to file reports that are highly useful
in criminal investigations and proceedings. The guidance below furthers this objective by
assisting financial institutions in determining how to file a SAR that facilitates law
enforcement’s access to information pertinent to a priority.

“Marijuana Limited” SAR Filings

A financial institution providing financial services to a marijuana-related business that it
reasonably believes, based on its customer due diligence, does not implicate one of the Cole
Memo priorities or violate state law should file a “Marijuana Limited” SAR. The content of this

5 See, e.g., 31 CFR § 1020.320. Financial institutions shall file with FinCEN, to the extent and in the manner
required, a report of any suspicious transaction relevant to a possible violation of law or regulation. A financial
institution may also file with FinCEN a SAR with respect to any suspicious transaction that it believes is relevant to
the possible violation of any law or regulation but whose reporting is not required by FinCEN regulations.



SAR should be limited to the following information: (i) identifying information of the subject
and related parties; (i1) addresses of the subject and related parties; (iii) the fact that the filing
institution is filing the SAR solely because the subject is engaged in a marijuana-related
business; and (iv) the fact that no additional suspicious activity has been identified. Financial
institutions should use the term “MARIJUANA LIMITED” in the narrative section.

A financial institution should follow FinCEN’s existing guidance on the timing of filing
continuing activity reports for the same activity initially reported on a “Marijuana Limited”
SAR.® The continuing activity report may contain the same limited content as the initial SAR,
plus details about the amount of deposits, withdrawals, and transfers in the account since the last
SAR. However, if, in the course of conducting customer due diligence (including ongoing
monitoring for red flags), the financial institution detects changes in activity that potentially
implicate one of the Cole Memo priorities or violate state law, the financial institution should file
a “Marijuana Priority” SAR.

“Marijuana Priority” SAR Filings

A financial institution filing a SAR on a marijuana-related business that it reasonably believes,
based on its customer due diligence, implicates one of the Cole Memo priorities or violates state
law should file a “Marijuana Priority” SAR. The content of this SAR should include
comprehensive detail in accordance with existing regulations and guidance. Details particularly
relevant to law enforcement in this context include: (i) identifying information of the subject and
related parties; (ii) addresses of the subject and related parties; (iii) details regarding the
enforcement priorities the financial institution believes have been implicated; and (iv) dates,
amounts, and other relevant details of financial transactions involved in the suspicious activity.
Financial institutions should use the term “MARIJUANA PRIORITY” in the narrative section to
help law enforcement distinguish these SARs.’

“Marijuana Termination”’ SAR Filings

If a financial institution deems it necessary to terminate a relationship with a marijuana-related
business in order to maintain an effective anti-money laundering compliance program, it should

8 Frequently Asked Questions Regarding the FinCEN Suspicious Activity Report (Question #16), available at:
http://fincen.gov/whatsnew/html/sar_faqs.html (providing guidance on the filing timeframe for submitting a
continuing activity report).

7 FinCEN recognizes that a financial institution filing a SAR on a marijuana-related business may not always be
well-positioned to determine whether the business implicates one of the Cole Memo priorities or violates state law,
and thus which terms would be most appropriate to include (i.e., “Marijuana Limited” or “Marijuana Priority”). For
example, a financial institution could be providing services to another domestic financial institution that, in turn,
provides financial services to a marijuana-related business. Similarly, a financial institution could be providing
services to a non-financial customer that provides goods or services to a marijuana-related business (e.g., a
commercial landlord that leases property to a marijuana-related business). In such circumstances where services are
being provided indirectly, the financial institution may file SARs based on existing regulations and guidance without
distinguishing between “Marijuana Limited” and “Marijuana Priority.” Whether the financial institution decides to
provide indirect services to a marijuana-related business is a risk-based decision that depends on a number of factors
specific to that institution and the relevant circumstances. In making this decision, the institution should consider
the Cole Memo priorities, to the extent applicable.




file a SAR and note in the narrative the basis for the termination. Financial institutions should
use the term “MARIJUANA TERMINATION” in the narrative section. To the extent the
financial institution becomes aware that the marijuana-related business seeks to move to a
second financial institution, FinCEN urges the first institution to use Section 314(b) voluntary
information sharing (if it qualifies) to alert the second financial institution of potential illegal
activity. See Section 314(b) Fact Sheet for more information.®

Red Flags to Distinguish Priority SARs

The following red flags indicate that a marijuana-related business may be engaged in activity that
implicates one of the Cole Memo priorities or violates state law. These red flags indicate only
possible signs of such activity, and also do not constitute an exhaustive list. It is thus important
to view any red flag(s) in the context of other indicators and facts, such as the financial
institution’s knowledge about the underlying parties obtained through its customer due diligence.
Further, the presence of any of these red flags in a given transaction or business arrangement
may indicate a need for additional due diligence, which could include seeking information from
other involved financial institutions under Section 314(b). These red flags are based primarily
upon schemes and typologies described in SARs or identified by our law enforcement and
regulatory partners, and may be updated in future guidance.

e A customer appears to be using a state-licensed marijuana-related business as a front or
pretext to launder money derived from other criminal activity (i.e., not related to
marijuana) or derived from marijuana-related activity not permitted under state law.
Relevant indicia could include: c

o The business receives substantially more revenue than may reasonably be
expected given the relevant limitations imposed by the state in which it operates.

o The business receives substantially more revenue than its local competitors or
than might be expected given the population demographics.

o The business is depositing more cash than is commensurate with the amount of
marijuana-related revenue it is reporting for federal and state tax purposes.

o The business is unable to demonstrate that its revenue is derived exclusively from
the sale of marijuana in compliance with state law, as opposed to revenue derived
from (i) the sale of other illicit drugs, (ii) the sale of marijuana not in compliance
with state law, or (iii) other illegal activity.

o The business makes cash deposits or withdrawals over a short period of time that
are excessive relative to local competitors or the expected activity of the business.

8 Information Sharing Between Financial Institutions: Section 314(b) Fact Sheet, available at:
http.//fincen.gov/statutes_regs/patriot/pdf/314bfactsheet.pdf.



o Deposits apparently structured to avoid Currency Transaction Report (“CTR”)
requirements.

o Rapid movement of funds, such as cash deposits followed by immediate cash
withdrawals.

o Deposits by third parties with no apparent connection to the accountholder.

o Excessive commingling of funds with the personal account of the business’s
owner(s) or manager(s), or with accounts of seemingly unrelated businesses.

o Individuals conducting transactions for the business appear to be acting on behalf
of other, undisclosed parties of interest.

o Financial statements provided by the business to the financial institution are
inconsistent with actual account activity.

o A surge in activity by third parties offering goods or services to marijuana-related
businesses, such as equipment suppliers or shipping servicers.

The business is unable to produce satisfactory documentation or evidence to demonstrate
that it is duly licensed and operating consistently with state law.

The business is unable to demonstrate the legitimate source of significant outside
investments.

A customer seeks to conceal or disguise involvement in marijuana-related business
activity. For example, the customer may be using a business with a non-descript name
(e.g., a “consulting,” “holding,” or “management” company) that purports to engage in
commercial activity unrelated to marijuana, but is depositing cash that smells like
marijuana.

Review of publicly available sources and databases about the business, its owner(s),
manager(s), or other related parties, reveal negative information, such as a criminal
record, involvement in the illegal purchase or sale of drugs, violence, or other potential
connections to illicit activity.

The business, its owner(s), manager(s), or other related parties are, or have been, subject
to an enforcement action by the state or local authorities responsible for administering or
enforcing marijuana-related laws or regulations.

A marijuana-related business engages in international or interstate activity, including by
receiving cash deposits from locations outside the state in which the business operates,
making or receiving frequent or large interstate transfers, or otherwise transacting with
persons or entities located in different states or countries.



e The owner(s) or manager(s) of a marijuana-related business reside outside the state in
which the business is located.

e A marijuana-related business is located on federal property or the marijuana sold by the
business was grown on federal property.

e A marijuana-related business’s proximity to a school is not compliant with state law.
e A marijuana-related business purporting to be a “non-profit” is engaged in commercial
activity inconsistent with that classification, or is making excessive payments to its

manager(s) or employee(s).

Currency Transaction Reports and Form 8300°s

Financial institutions and other persons subject to FinCEN’s regulations must report currency
transactions in connection with marijuana-related businesses the same as they would in any other
context, consistent with existing regulations and with the same thresholds that apply. For
example, banks and money services businesses would need to file CTRs on the receipt or
withdrawal by any person of more than $10,000 in cash per day. Similarly, any person or entity
engaged in a non-financial trade or business would need to report transactions in which they
receive more than $10,000 in cash and other monetary instruments for the purchase of goods or
services on FinCEN Form 8300 (Report of Cash Payments Over $10,000 Received in a Trade or
Business). A business engaged in marijuana-related activity may not be treated as a non-listed
business under 31 C.F.R. § 1020.315(e)(8), and therefore, is not eligible for consideration for an
exemption with respect to a bank’s CTR obligations under 31 C.F.R. § 1020.315(b)(6).
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FinCEN’s enforcement priorities in connection with this guidance will focus on matters of
systemic or significant failures, and not isolated lapses in technical compliance. Financial
institutions with questions about this guidance are encouraged to contact FinCEN’s Resource
Center at (800) 767-2825, where industry questions can be addressed and monitored for the
purpose of providing any necessary additional guidance.



