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August 7, 2017 
 

SENT VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL 
 
Los Angeles City Clerk’s Office 
Richard Williams, Legislative Assistant 
200 N. Spring St., Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email: richard.williams@lacity.org  
 

Re:      Written Public Comment – Council File No. 14-0366-S5 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 

Thank you Los Angeles City Council, Department of City Planning and their respective 
staff (hereinafter collectively referred to as “the City”) for all of the hard work that has gone into 
championing new cannabis legislation from the ground up and navigating the cannabis industry 
with such perseverance. With state and local applications for licensure quickly approaching, we 
recognize the multitude of efforts required by the City to create a regulatory framework for the 
new cannabis industry. We understand that the city is only as strong as its community. 
  

Our firm, Manzuri Law, represents hundreds of business in the Los Angeles cannabis 
community. With over 20 years of combined experience in the city’s cannabis industry, we bring 
unique experience and an in-depth understanding of local law in both the defense and business 
capacities.  

  
Given the size, population, economic power and visibility of the city of Los Angeles, we 

are uniquely positioned to shape the future of California’s cannabis industry.  From experience, 
we know that the lack of clarity surrounding this industry will become fodder for future legal 
challenges. Further, other regions in California and across the nation look to Los Angeles City 
Council to galvanize the market and determine industry precedent. Like the City, we support 
clear regulations that create a favorable environment for cannabis businesses while also 
protecting public health and safety. 
  

We believe that the City can be a champion for this vision. In that regard, we submit 
the following comments and regulatory alternatives on behalf of ourselves and our clients: 
 

1. Los Angeles should issue permits for commercial cannabis activity, not 
limited immunity.   

 
The City has a duty to uphold the will of the voters. We strongly urge the City to honor 

this sacred obligation in good faith.  As the City is aware, in November 2017, nearly 2 out of 3 
voters in the city of L.A. supported Proposition 64, a statewide initiative that legalized the adult-
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use of cannabis and allowed for the state licensing of recreational businesses.  Then, a few 
months later in March, nearly 80% of city voters approved Measure M, which the City itself 
pitched to voters as a fix for Proposition D.   The City’s issuance of “certificates of compliance” 
that confer “limited legal immunity” on businesses does not accomplish what city voters called 
for when they approved Measure M – specifically, an affirmative permitting program for 
cannabis businesses.   

 
The City’s proposed quasi-legal, limited immunity scheme will only result in a repeat of 

the same mistakes under Proposition D.  As we all know, Proposition D was a total failure. With 
respect to limited immunity, a concerned citizen at the City Planning’s June 29th public hearing 
put it best: “It didn’t work then, and it won’t work now.” 
 

That said, we ask that the City consider the following legal issues which arise from 
refusing to give local permits to cannabis businesses: 

 
• A “certificate of compliance” may not be sufficient to qualify for a State license.  Under 

California Business & Professions Code (“B&P”) § 26032, the State will be prohibited 
from issuing a State license to any business that is not in compliance with a local 
ordinance or regulation.  The City uses the terms “compliance” and “limited immunity” 
somewhat interchangeably, but they are not the same.  Under the City’s proposed 
ordinance, there will be no such thing as a lawful cannabis business in the city of L.A.  A 
“certificate of compliance” will merely confer limited immunity on certain businesses, 
meaning that those businesses will not be subject to enforcement remedies or criminal 
prosecution.  Technically, these businesses will still remain illegal and arguably not 
“compliant” with local law.     

 
• The City’s refusal to permit cannabis businesses would continue to make it difficult for 

business owners to find and lease property.  For years, the City Attorney’s Office has 
been aggressively prosecuting property owners for renting to cannabis businesses in 
violation of Proposition D.  As a result, due to the fear of criminal prosecution and heavy 
legal fines and fees, many property owners remain hesitant to rent to cannabis businesses 
that cannot show proof that they have an actual local permit. Frankly, the concerns of 
these prospective landlords are valid.  As former Los Angeles Police Commissioner 
Rafael Bernardino, Jr. said at a recent L.A. Cannabis Task Force meeting: “No one 
understands [limited immunity]. Landlords don’t know what it means, insurance 
companies don’t know what it means. A limited immunity is nothing. It’s something 
you get to raise after you’re prosecuted...”  Moreover, it’s questionable as to whether a 
“certificate of compliance” will even qualify to meet the requirements of State law under 
B&P § 26032(b), which only immunizes property owners who, in good faith, rent their 
properties to cannabis businesses that possess a “local license or permit … if required by 
applicable local ordinances.” 

 
• The lack of local permitting will deter investors from infusing necessary capital into 

L.A.’s cannabis businesses. From a business standpoint, it makes little to no sense to 
invest tons of capital into a city that refuses to give your business full legal standing to 
operate.  Why should a business invest enormous amounts of time and capital into 
acquiring a “certificate of compliance” from the City, when that document can’t even be 
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used to protect the business from local raids and/or criminal prosecution? This high-risk, 
low-return situation will be a critical disincentive to investment in L.A.’s cannabis 
industry.    

 
• To the best of our knowledge, no other city, county or state has chosen to regulate 

cannabis businesses in this way. The City’s draft regulations would give cannabis 
businesses lesser protections than virtually any other industry in the State, if not the entire 
country. If the City fails to remove the limited immunity language from Proposition M’s 
regulations, the City will lose the trust of industry stakeholders, many of whom will 
likely relocate to a neighboring city or county with more favorable regulations.  If the 
City loses these businesses, it will lose all the jobs and tax dollars that these businesses 
bring.  

 
• Keeping the limited immunity rule – which, again, has failed spectacularly under 

Proposition D for the last four years – will make the transition from a black market to a 
regulated market much more difficult.  With state licensing just around the corner, the 
City needs to focus on creating a system that facilitates trust and provides sufficient 
incentives and opportunities for rogue operators to seek licensing. A “certificate of 
compliance” that only allows a business to semi-legally operate in L.A. is only half a 
prize – it will not be attractive enough to make scofflaws want to leave the black market.        

 
• Measure M provided for a tax regime that was premised upon businesses being issued 

“licenses” by the City. If businesses obtain anything less than an actual license or permit 
from the City, an argument could be made that businesses with “certificates of 
compliance” are not subject to Measure M’s cannabis-related taxes.  As a result, the City 
would be making itself vulnerable to potential litigation.   

 
• To the extent that the proposed limited immunity scheme is motivated by the City 

Attorney’s fears of a potential federal crackdown, those fears would be exaggerated and, 
in some ways, counter-intuitive. Last week, the Senate Appropriation Committee 
unanimously voted to adopt an amendment, commonly known as the “Rohrabacher-Farr” 
Amendment,” that prohibits the DOJ from using appropriated funds to prosecute those in 
compliance with their state’s medical cannabis laws.   The Amendment has been renewed 
every consecutive budget since it first passed in 2014.  As a result, the Department of 
Justice (“DOJ”) has been constrained from enforcing federal drug laws against medical 
cannabis businesses and municipal licensing agencies in states where cannabis is legal. 
This constraint was affirmed last year by the Ninth Circuit’s landmark decision in United 
States v. McIntosh, 833 F.3d 1163 (9th Cir. 2016).  Our firm is actually heavily involved 
in this case because we were retained by the defense to act as state-compliance experts.  
As such, we have extensive knowledge of the various evidentiary issues and legal 
complexities surrounding the Ninth Circuit’s ruling.  Though the McIntosh ruling was a 
huge win for the legal cannabis industry in California, its protections are still limited.  
The ruling states that the Amendment only protects medical cannabis businesses that are 
acting in “strict compliance” with state and local law.  The ability to demonstrate that a 
business has an actual local permit is a much more compelling display of “strict 
compliance” with local law than the ability to assert an affirmative defense at trial.   
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Ironically, this means that refusing to issue permits could actually increase the threat of 
federal enforcement against cannabis businesses and the City.   
 
2. To ensure market stability, all businesses that were in operation prior to 

September 30, 2017 should be provisionally licensed and Proposition D-
compliant businesses should be given priority. 

 
If only certain retailers (Proposition M Priority) and cultivators/manufacturers (Non-

Retail Registry) are allowed to continue operations while their applications are pending, the 
supply chain will be severely disrupted.  As we know from Nevada, supply problems could 
prove disastrous when regulation finally begins.1   

 
To avoid any supply problems, we propose that the City provisionally license all 

businesses (retailers, microbusinesses, cultivators, manufacturers, delivery services, distributors 
and laboratory testers): (1) that were in operation prior to September 30, 2017; (2) that notify the 
City of their intent to apply for a local license; (3) that have a compliant location; (4) that provide 
proof of landlord authorization or ownership of property; (5) whose continuing operations are the 
same commercial cannabis activity as the license type for which the applicant is applying; and 
(5) that submit a sworn affidavit that they will operate in compliance with City law and will 
submit a complete application to the City no later than July 2, 2018, or until such other date as 
the State’s regulations may require for provisional licensing. In accordance with Measure M, all 
Proposition D-compliant businesses should be given priority. 
 

3. All applicants should be given immunity from criminal prosecution for any 
activities admitted in the application process.  

 
Requiring an applicant to report its date of operation could potentially expose that 

applicant to criminal liability on all three levels of the law – federal, state and local.  We propose 
that the City provide use immunity from criminal prosecution for all businesses seeking to apply 
for local licensure.  This use immunity would cover any potential illegal activities that are 
admitted to in the application process.   

 
To further protect applicants, the City should keep all applicant information confidential.  

Applicant information should only be revealed to law enforcement upon the presentation of a 
valid warrant or court order signed by a judge.  The City, their employees and/or agents should 
also be prohibited from disclosing information outside their agency and/or instigating or 
facilitating criminal actions by the federal, state or local government based on anything that is 
contained in a business application.  

 
4. Volatile manufacturing (Type 7) should be allowed.  

 
Manufacturing with volatile solvents has long been a vulnerable area for 

cannabis manufacturers in California.  With SB 94’s inclusion of the volatile manufacturing 
license (Type 7), many cities find regulating volatile manufacturing a navigable process and also 

																																																													
1	Only two weeks after Nevada began allowing the retail sale of cannabis, it had to declare a state 
of emergency due to supply problems as a result of nobody being licensed to distribute or 
transport it.   http://www.latimes.com/nation/la-na-nevada-marijuana-hearing-2017-story.html	
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find that using solvents in manufacturing cannabis can be done safely. In Los Angeles, there are 
many reasons the city should affirmatively issue Type 7 compatible manufacturing permits. 
 

First, the use of volatile substances in extraction provides for higher quality and a cleaner 
product for patients and consumers. 
 

Second, manufacturers in and out of the cannabis industry widely use solvents in their 
processes and do it in a safe manner. Los Angeles City Council President Herb Wesson has 
consulted with experts, non-cannabis manufacturers and the Los Angeles Fire Department on the 
issue of manufacturing. Based on this analysis, Los Angeles is equipped with the inspection, 
safety and regulatory expertise to allow for safe volatile manufacturing as allowed under 
MAUCRSA.  

 
Third, enforcement has proven to be an issue here, especially with regards to 

distinguishing volatile and non-volatile processes.  Enforcement would continue to cost the City 
more resources and energy in an ineffective war on drugs.  
 

5. Small outdoor (Type 1/Type 1C) and mixed-light cultivation (Type 2/Type 
2B/Type 3B) should be allowed. 

 
There is no valid reason why small outdoor (Type 1/Type 1C) or mixed-light (Type 

2/Type 2B/Type 3B) cultivation cannot be permitted to operate in the agricultural zones and 
areas of the City.  We propose that small outdoor and mixed-light operations be allowed to 
operate in specific agricultural zoning districts in the City provided that the applicant obtains a 
Land Use Permit and complies with Agricultural Commissioner Best Management Practices.    
 

6. Los Angeles’ Ordinance should further define the term “substantial 
compliance” with Proposition D.  

 
The City’s draft regulations indicate that existing dispensaries holding a 2016 or 2017 

BTRC who are able to show “substantial compliance” with Proposition D will be eligible for 
Proposition M Priority Processing. However, it’s unclear what “substantial compliance” really 
means.  The term is vague and undefined, thus making it a prime target for extensive litigation. 

 
For example, Proposition D case law says that limited immunity is unavailable as an 

affirmative defense if a medical marijuana business violates any of the 15 restrictions set forth in 
Proposition D.2 For purposes of determining eligibility for Proposition M Priority Processing, 
which of those 15 requirements will the City consider to be necessary to prove “substantial 
compliance” with Proposition D? All 15 requirements? Or will 8 requirements be enough? And 
what about an operator’s presence on the City’s previous “134 list” – will that alone be enough? 
Numerous operators over the years have been denied BTRC’s for a multitude of reasons – what 
recourse (if any) will they have with the Office of Finance?  All these questions remain 
unanswered by the City.  

 

																																																													
2 People v. Trinity Holistic Caregivers, Inc. (2015) 239 Cal.App.4th Supp. 9, 16.  
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In the absence of clear guidance, the application of the “substantial compliance” standard 
will be challenged in court as being arbitrary and capricious.  Interestingly enough, in December 
2016, the California Court of Appeal made a similar critique when it ruled that the “substantial 
compliance” doctrine has no application to Proposition D because it would defeat the purpose of 
the city’s ban and the stringent standard for immunity.3    
 

7.  Proposition M Priority should be available to all “medical marijuana 
businesses” as defined by Proposition D.  

 
Limited immunity under Proposition D was not just limited to retailers.  Proposition D 

afforded limited immunity to “medical marijuana businesses” that operated in compliance with 
specified requirements.  Proposition D defined a medical marijuana business as: “Any location 
where marijuana is cultivated, processed, distributed or given away to a qualified patient, a 
person with an identification card or a primary caregiver.”  The same definition should apply, 
therefore.   
 

8. A clear timeline must be established for the General Public and Social Equity 
Program applicants.  

 
The draft regulations fail to establish any sort of meaningful timeline for when the 

application window is expected to open for General Public and Social Equity Program 
applicants.   While we understand that the City needs time to develop, create and finance the 
Social Equity Program, the fact that there is no actual deadline in sight makes it difficult for 
businesses to plan ahead.   

 
For example, under the draft regulations, a General Public or Social Equity applicant will 

be unable to apply for some undetermined time after the Proposition M Priority and Non-Retail 
Registry applicants are considered, and will then be prohibited from operating until such time 
that it obtains both a City-issued “certificate of compliance” and a State license.  However, due 
to the competitive nature of this industry and the lack of available real estate options, these new 
businesses will need to secure a location very soon.  This means that new businesses will have to 
continue paying their leases in order to hold their properties as they wait for their applications to 
be processed.  These “holding” costs will cost new business owners fortunes and create 
incredible barriers of entry to all General Pubic and Social Equity Program applicants.   

 
To minimize uncertainty for all the new businesses planning ahead, the City should 

impose actual deadlines for General Public and Social Equity applications so that new businesses 
can strategize accordingly.  

 
9. An applicant’s gender should be one of the factors considered for eligibility 

in the Social Equity Program. 
 

The draft regulations hint that the Social Equity Program will be aimed at promoting 
opportunities for those who come from communities that were disproportionately impacted by 

																																																													
3 People v. Onesra Enterprises, Inc. (Dec. 19. 2016) BR 052596.   
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the “War on Drugs”. We applaud and fully support this goal. However, we propose that the City 
take its vision one step further by adopting more inclusive goals for women as well.     

 
Historically, the African-American and Hispanic communities in L.A. have been the most 

negatively impacted by the drug war, meaning that the Social Equity Program will primarily 
include African-American and Hispanic applicants.  But the City should be mindful of the fact 
that although the perceived targets of drug law enforcement are usually men, many of the victims 
of the drug war are women.  According to an ACLU report called “Caught in the Net,”4 the 
number of women with convictions, especially low-level drug-related convictions, has 
skyrocketed. Over the past two decades, the number of women in prison increased at a rate 
nearly double that of men.  The ACLU report goes on to explain: 

 
“Even when they have minimal or no involvement in the drug 
trade, women are increasingly caught in the ever-widening net cast 
by current drug laws through provisions such as conspiracy, 
accomplice liability, and constructive possession, which expand 
criminal liability to reach partners, relatives, and bystanders. 
Sentencing laws fail to consider the many reasons – including 
domestic violence, economic dependence, or dependent 
immigration status – that may compel women to remain silent or 
not report a partner or family member's drug activity to authorities. 
Moreover, existing sentencing policies, particularly mandatory 
minimum sentencing laws, often subject women to equal or 
harsher sentences than those imposed upon the principals in the 
drug trade, who are ostensibly the target of those policies.” 

 
Due to the devastating and disparate effects that draconian drug policies have had 

on women, particularly women of color, we urge the City to not discount gender when 
taking applicants into consideration for the Social Equity Program.  
 

It should also be noted that not unlike many other industries in the U.S., the cannabis 
industry is a male-dominated one.  Fortunately, in recent years, women have started to even the 
playing field.  According to an October 2016 survey conducted by Marijuana Business Daily, 
women hold 36% of leadership positions in the entire industry, which is significantly higher than 
the 22% average for U.S. companies in general.5  But the bad news, according to the survey, is 
that women are still underrepresented in the industry on the executive level.  Women hold 
fewer than half of senior roles at two-thirds of cannabis businesses, and a surprising one out of 
four companies have no female executives at all.   

For these reasons, the Social Equity Program should also be geared towards promoting 
equitable ownership amongst women, not just minorities.  Encouraging women-owned 
businesses in this industry will not only help the city achieve a more equitable workforce that 
reflects the diversity of the community, it may also lead to an increase in tax revenue.  According 
to a 2015 report from Mayor Eric Garcetti’s Office, the number of women-owned businesses in 
																																																													
4 https://www.aclu.org/files/images/asset_upload_file431_23513.pdf  
5 https://mjbizdaily.com/chart-of-the-week-women-holding-more-seats-in-the-executive-suite-at-
cannabis-companies/  
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metropolitan L.A. increased by 25% in the past decade, while sales revenues have increased by 
45% over this same time period.6   Moreover, there is evidence that having women in executive 
roles may attract more investors to the city.   Troy Dayton, CEO of the cannabis research and 
investment firm Arcview Market Research, told Christian Science Monitor that of the $103 
million the firm had invested in 137 cannabis startups, 30 percent went to women-led companies. 
However, Arcview invested an average of $1.2 million in each of 26 women-led firms, which is 
significantly higher than the firm’s average investment of $752,000 per company. 

10. The non-transferability provisions should not apply to entities converting to 
for-profit status. 

 
The City’s draft regulations state that: “Businesses are not transferable once a Certificate 

of Compliance is issued … A change to the Business organizational structure or ownership as 
defined by the State of California requires a new application, the initial application fees, and 
approval of the new application by the Commission, Department, or City Council.”  Because 
many prospective applicants are currently incorporated or structured as a not-for-profit entity, the 
regulations should make clear that a change in the form of the entity (i.e., from a not-for-profit to 
a for-profit entity) will not trigger a new application requirement.   
 

11. As the voters decided in overwhelming numbers, Los Angeles should allow 
outdoor personal cultivation.  

 
Banning outdoor cultivation is not a “reasonable regulation” and it creates a public safety 

issue.  Lighting and ventilation systems associated with indoor cultivation can pose fire risks and 
other problems.  Moreover, it is generally more expensive and labor-intensive to maintain an 
indoor grow, which would place an undue burden on adult residents who want to exercise their 
rights under the AUMA and/or qualified medical patients who need access to their medicine.   

 
While we recognize that any outdoor cultivation within city limits should be reasonably 

conducted in such a way that other citizens are not impacted negatively, we ask the City to 
consider that there are more reasonable approaches to this issue than an outright ban.  A more 
reasonable approach would be to allow small outdoor personal grows (max 6 plants) under the 
following conditions: (1) the cultivation is done in a locked space; (2) the cultivation is not 
visible by normal unaided vision from a public place; and (3) the odor is imperceptible from 
outside a dwelling.  Not only would these restrictions abate the potential nuisance(s) (if any) of a 
small outdoor grow.   

 
The outdoor ban will also result in lost revenue for the City’s government and law 

enforcement agencies.  Pursuant to California Business & Professions Code § 34019(f)(3)(C), a 
local government that decides to ban outdoor personal cultivation will be unable to receive grants 
from the State to help with law enforcement, fire protection or other local cannabis enforcement 
programs.  On the other hand, if the City repeals the outdoor ban, the City’s enforcement 
agencies will be allowed to share in the tax revenues recouped statewide through cannabis sales.  

 
 

 
																																																													
6 https://www.lamayor.org/sites/g/files/wph446/f/page/image/LACity_Part2_Leadership.pdf  
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12. Re-evaluate the renewable energy requirements for indoor cultivation. 
 

The City’s proposed regulations mandating renewable power source requirements of 42% 
mirror the State’s proposed requirements.  However, these requirements are not reasonably 
feasible for indoor cultivators, particularly those who run small businesses. With the amount of 
power required to supply the cultivation lights, our clients have stated that they would need an 
entire city block of solar panels. The alternative to this for growers would be to offset their 
carbon footprints by paying extra charges for water and power. Both options will place an 
enormous financial burden on indoor cultivators and will inevitably push many small cultivators 
out of the market. Our clients are not averse to turning their roofs into solar panels, however they 
simply cannot afford to jump to using 42% renewable energy when the cost of such 
implementation is so high. We strongly urge the City to recalculate the percentage of renewable 
power sources and propose a value that would not unintentionally force small businesses out of 
the legal market and/or back to the black market. 
 

13. On-site consumption should be allowed on licensed retailer premises and in 
private establishments.    

 
 With regard to on-site consumption, we propose that the City allow licensed retailers and 
private establishments to responsibly allow for on-site consumption.  Many of the residents of 
L.A. live in HOA or landlord-controlled property that disallow cannabis use on the premises.  
Moreover, there will be an influx of tourists purchasing cannabis in the City, with no place to go 
to legally consume it.  In Denver, this exact problem “led to a 500% increase in public 
consumption tickets issued since the passage of Amendment 64 in Colorado, with African-
American being arrested at a rate 2.6 times higher than whites.” 
 
 We propose that the City adopt regulations similar to those contemplated in Denver’s 
“Yes on 30” Initiative.  After Denver legalized the adult purchase and possession of cannabis, 
the city struggled to provide a safe and private place for adults to consume.  Under Denver’s new 
measure, licensed retailers and private establishments (i.e., yoga studios, cafes, etc.) will be able 
to seek permits for on-site consumption areas subject to strict requirements.  For example, on-site 
consumption permits will only be given to businesses who have obtained formal support from 
their neighborhood community.  We strongly urge the City to consider similar regulatory 
alternatives.  
 

14. Decrease the 800-foot sensitive use radius to 600 feet.  
 

The City should mirror State law by decreasing its sensitive use radius for retailers to 600 
feet.  Requiring an 800-foot radius from sensitive uses is excessive and severely limits the 
available property for retail businesses in L.A.  

 
15. The appeals process should have clear standards and procedures that 

comport with basic due process. 
 

Applicants whose applications are denied should be afforded the right to a hearing or an 
appeal with clear standards because basic due process requires it.  With regard to the appeals 
process currently contemplated by the City’s draft regulations, it is unclear as to what 
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circumstances (if any) the City will even accept an appeal or grant a hearing. Moreover, there is 
no mention anywhere of the applicable criteria or standard of review.  There needs to more 
mechanisms in place to ensure that a party will receive a fair hearing or be afforded basic due 
process.  

 
16. The City should make any other changes necessary to ensure consistency 

with new State law. 
 

The City’s draft regulations were released prior to the passage of SB 94.  Now that SB 94 
is officially State law, several changes should be made to the City’s draft regulations to ensure 
consistency and conformity to State law.  Some of these changes include the following: 
 

• Page 14, Section 1: The City needs to remove producing dispensaries (Type 10A) as an 
allowable business type.   
 

• Page 15, Section 8: The City needs to remove transporters (Type 12) as an allowable 
business type.   

 
• Page 17, Section 10: Requiring the disclosure of this amount of financial information 

disclosures is overly burdensome and exceeds the requirements of State law.  
 

• Page 19, Section 20: Requiring a labor peace agreement for applicants with 10 or more 
employees is overly burdensome and exceeds the requirements of State law.  The City 
should only require a labor peace agreement for applicants with 20 or more employees.   
The City should also clarify whether independent contractors qualify as “employees” for 
purposes of this section. 

 
• Page 19, Section 22: This section should be deleted because there is no way that an 

applicant can provide the City with “a valid state license” or “attest that the applicant is 
currently applying for a state license and provide adequate documentation” prior to 
receiving a local permit or license.   

 
Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to reviewing the modified proposal 

once all public comments have been heard and, where appropriate, incorporated into the 
regulations.  

Very Truly Yours, 
 
 
 
 

Meital Manzuri, Esq.    Alexa Steinberg, Esq.             Michelle Mabugat, Esq. 
Managing Partner                 Attorney at Law                     Attorney at Law 


