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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 

MATTHEW FARMER, 

Plaintiffs, 
V. 

BUREAU OF CANNABIS CONTROL; 
LORI AJAX, in her capacity as Chief of 
the Bureau of Cannabis Control; and 
DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, 

Defendant. 

Case No.: 19CV-0597 

RULING ON PETITION FOR WRIT 

OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT 

FOR INJUNCTIVE AND 

DECLARATIVE RELIEF 

2 o This matter came on for trial on October 21, 2020, before the Honorable Ginger 

21 E. Garrett. After consideration of the arguments of counsel, the Court took the matter

22 under submission, and now rules as follows: 

23 

24 BACKGROUND 

25 Plaintiff/Petitioner Matthew Farmer ("Petitioner") filed this action on October 8, 

26 2019, against the Bureau of Cannabis Control (the "Bureau") and Lori Ajax, in her 

27 official capacity as Chief of the Bureau of Cannabis Control (collectively "Defendants"). 

28 Petitioner filed his First Amended Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for 

1 



1 Injunctive and Declaratory Relief Pursuant to Cal. Gov. Code 11350 ("the Petition") on 

2 October 17, 2019. 

3 Defendants oppose the Petition. On March 26, 2020, Defendants lodged the 

4 Administrative Record in this matter with the Court, Bates Nos. AR000001-AR000023. 

s Farmer's Petition seeks a declaration that California Code of Regulations, Title 

6 16, section 5040(b)(3), adopted by the Bureau, is invalid, and seeks an order 

7 permanently enjoining that regulation's enforcement on the grounds that (1) it is 

8 inconsistent with Business and Professions Code section 26152(d), and (2) on the 

9 grounds that it is void because the Bureau is promoting interests which are inconsistent 

10 with the protection of the public. 

11 Business and Professions Code section 26152(d) 1 ("Bus. & Prof. Code,§ 26152" 

12 or the "Advertising Placement Statute") provides that a licensee shall not advertise or 

13 market on a billboard or similar advertising device located on an Interstate Highway or 

14 on a State Highway which crosses the California border. 

1s California Code of Regulations, Title 16, section 5040(b)(3) ("Cal. Code Regs., 

16 tit. 16, § 5040(b)(3)" or the "Advertising Placement Regulation"), being challenged by 

17 Petitioner, provides that all outdoor signs, including billboards, advertising or marketing 

18 cannabis and cannabis products shall not be located within a 15-mile radius of the 

19 California border on an Interstate Highway or on a State Highway that crosses the 

20 California border. 

21 Petitioner challenges the Advertising Placement Regulation on the ground that it 

22 is inconsistent with the Advertising Placement Statute. 

23 Before the Court may reach the validity of the regulation, it must first consider 

24 Defendants' arguments that this matter is not justiciable due to a lack of ripeness and 

2 s standing. 

26 /// 

27 

28 1 This statute was enacted pursuant to the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety 

Act ("MAUCRSA") and Proposition 64. 
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1 The Court sustains Defendants' evidentiary objection number 32 . 

2 TheCourt declines to rule on objections 14, 15, 18, 19-24,31, and33-36, asthe 

3 Court did not rely on the evidence to which Defendants object and it was immaterial to 

4 the Court's decision. 
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7 DATED: November 20, 2020 
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Judge of the Superior Court 
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