SUPREME COURT OF GriaivA
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE -
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF GHANA

ACCRA - A.D. 2026

SUIT NO:

TO INVOKE THE ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME COURT
UNDER ARTICLES 2(1), 17, 23, 36, 174, and 296 OF THE 1992 CONSTITUTION

AND UNDER
RULE 45 OF THE SUPREME COURT RULES, 1996, (CI16)
BETWEEN

MARIAM ALHASSAN PLAINTIFF
2nd Dwomor Avenue, Techiman, Bono East (P O Box 2)
AND
1. THE MINISTRY OF THE INTERIOR 1* DEFENDANT
Starlets 91 Road, Accra

2. THE NARCOTICS CONTROL COMMISSION (NACOQ) 2" DEFENDANT
6 Ghana Airways Ave, Accra

3. THE MINISTRY OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 3" DEFENDANT
Kinbu Road Acecra
4, THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL 4" DEFENDANT

Law House, Ministries, Accra

MARIAM ALHASSAN PLAINTIFF
2nd Dwomor Avenue, Techiman, Bono East (P O Box 2)



THE NATURE OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT
The Plaintiff claims against the Defendants the following reliefs:

(i) A declaration that the industrial hemp licensing framework established pursuant to section 43
of the Narcotics Control Commission Act, 2020 (Act 1019), as amended by the Narcatics Control
Commission (Amendment) Act, 2023 (Act 1100), and operationalised through the: Narcotics
Control Commission (Cultivation and Managetnerit of Cannabis) Regulations, 2023 (L.1. 2475), is
inconsistent with and in contravention of Articles T 7,23, 36 and 296 of the 1992 Constitution, by
reason of its Trrational design, exchisionary economic effect, and disproportionate exercise of
administrative discretion including by reason of its extreme disproportionality when measured
against objective regiopal and intemational regulatory benchmarks.

(iii} A declaration that the imposition of natcotics-style transport permits, armed security escort
requirements, and related truck-movement and security fees on industrial hemp containing not
more than 0.3% THC is irrational, arbitrary, and constitutionally impermissible, having regard to
the crop’s legally recognised non-narcotic and non-psychoactive character.

(iv) An order directed primarily at the 2% Defendant (Narcotics Control Comimission — NACOC),
in congultation with the 1 Defendanit (Ministry of the Interior).and the 3% Defendant (Ministry
of Food and Agriculture) and any other relevant State agencies, and under the géneral
Tesponsibility of the State represented by the 4™ Defendant (Attbmey-(}eneral), to reconsider,
redesign, and where applicable re-lay the’ industrial hemp licensing framework on a
constitutionally compliant basis, including;

(@) the:adoption of fiered, scaled, and risk-hased licence fees calibrated to acreage, capacity,

and actual regulatory cost;

(b) the elimination of narcotics-style escort and transport controls for industrial hemp

unless objectively justified by demonstrable risk;

(c) the removal of ungealed, cumulative, and USD-denominated fee structures that render

lawtul participation practically inaccessible to ordinary Ghanaian citizens; and

(d) compliance with Articles 17,23, 36, 296, and 174 of the 1992 Constitution in the design

of any revised framework.,

(v) An interim order restraining, pending compliance with the declaratory and supervisory
directions of this Honourable Court, the enforcement of the impugned cultivation fees, anpual
regulatory levies, transport permit requirements, and escort obligations insofar as they apply to
industrial hemp containing not more than 0.3% THC, or such aspects thereof as the Court
considers just.



(vi) Such further or other orders, directions, or consequential reliefs as this Honourable Couirt nay
deem fit to give full effect to the Constitution and to safeguard inclusive economic participation,
administrative justice, and the rule-of law.

The capacity in which the Plaintiff is bringing this action is as follows:-

The Plaintiff is a. Ghanaian citizen and farmer engaged in agricultural activities within Ghana and
interested in participating lawfully in the industrial hemp value chain established under section
43 of the Narcotics Control Commission Act, 2020 (Act 1019) as-amended. The Plaintiff brings
this action in her capacity as a citizen directly affected by the design-and operation of the
impugned regulatory framework and in the public interest pursuant to Article 2(1)(a) of the 1992
Constitution, ,

The address for service of the Plaintiff is:

MARIAM ALBASSAN PLAINTIFF
2nd Dwomor Avenue, Techiman, Bono East (P O Box 2),

The address for sexvice of Counsel for the Plaintiff is as follows:
Amanda Akuokor Clinton
Clinton Consulting Partners
9 Floor, Emporium Building,
Movenpick Ambassador,
Independence Avenue
Ridge, Accra

The names and addresses of persons affected by this writ are as follows

THE MINISTRY OF THE INTERICR 1% DEFENDANT
Starlets 91 Road, Accra

THE NARCOTICS CONTROL COMMISSION (NACOQCQ) 2" DEFENDANT
6 Ghana Airways Ave, Accra

THE MINISTRY OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 3" DEFENDANT

Kinbu Road, Accra

THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL 4" DEFENDANT
Law House, Ministries, Accra
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If it pleases Your Lordships, this Statement of Case is made on behalf of the Plaintiff:

1. INTRODUCTION AND JURISDICTION

1.1 This action is brought pursuant to Article 2(1)(a) of the 1992 Constitution for the enforcement
and interpretation of the Constitution. The Plaintiff invokes the exclusive original jurisdiction of
this Honourable Court to determine whether an enactment of Parliament and subordinate
legislation made thereunder are inconsistent with, or in contravention of, the Constitution.



1.2 The Plaintiff specifically alleges that an Act-of Parliament and a Legislative Instrument made
pursuant to it, in their cumulative design, structure, and practical operation, violate constitutiohal
provisiens governing equality before the law, administrafive justice, economic governance, the
control of discretionary power, and the séparation of powers. The constitutional provisions
implicated include Articles 17, 23, 36, 174, and 296 of the Constitution.

1.3 The statutory framework giving rise to this constitutional inquiry is the Narcotics Control
Commission Act, 2020 (Act 1019), as amended by the Narcotics Control Commission
(Amendment) Act, 2023 (Act 1100). By Act 1100, Parliament re-enacted section 43 of Act 1019,
empowering the licensing of catmabis containing not more them 0.3% tetrahydrocannabinol {THC)
for industrial and medicinal purposes, thereby, expressly recognising industrial hemp as a distinct,
lawtul, nos-narcotic agricultural commodity within the statutory threshold.

1.4 Pursuant to section 43 of Act 1019 (as amended), the regulatory framework is operationalised
through the Narcotics Control Commission (Cultivation and Management of Cannabis)
Regulations, 2023 (LI 2475). L.I 2475 prescribes the licensing procedures, fee structures,
fransport permit requirements, security escort obligations, and ancillary regulatory controls
governing industrial hemp cultivation and related activities. It is the constitutienal consistency of
this framework, and iis cumulative operational effect, that is challenged in this action.

1.5 The Plainiiff does not challenge Parliament’s legislative competence to enact Act 1019 or Act
1100, nor the State’s general authority to regulate industrial hemp or cannabis-related activities.
Rather, the Plaintiff challenges whether the manner in which section 43 of Act 1019 has been
operationalised through L.I. 2475 prodaces outcomes that are irrational, exclusionary,
discrimtinatory in effect, disproportionate, ulira vires constitutional limits on discretion, or
otherwise inconsistent with constitutional limits imposed by Articles 17, 23, 36, 174, and 296.

1.6 Under settled authority, including Tuffuor v Attorney-General [1980] GLR 637 and Centre for
Public Interest Law v Atiorney-General [2012) SCGLR, any citizen of Ghana has standing to
invoke the enforcement jurisdiction of this Honotwable Court under Article 2(1) without
demonsirating personal injury, proprietary interest, or individual rights infringement. The Plaintiff
brings this action as 2 Ghanaian citizen acting in the public interest to protect the constitutional
order governing economic regulation. _

1.7 This action raises pure questions of constitutional interpretation and congistency between the
Constitution, an Act of Parliament, and a Legislative Instrument made thereunder: It does not seek
damages, compensation, or personal relief, nor does it séek the enforcement of individual
fundamental human rights under Article 33. Accordingly, it does not fall within the original
jurisdiction of the High Court. '

1.8 In substance and form, the issues presented concern the limits of regulatory discretion, equality
before the law, economic governance, and the separation of powers under the Constitution. These
are matters which lie squarely within the exclusive original jurisdiction of this Honourable Court
under Articles 2(1) and 130(1) of the Constitution.

1.9 For the avoidance of doubt, the Plaintiff’s constitutional complaint is directed specifically at
the following aspects of the Narcotics Control Commission (Cultivation and Management of
Cannabis) Regulations, 2023 (L.I. 2475), and any administrative instruments or fee schedules
issued pursnant thereto:



(1) the Fees and Charges Schedule to L.I 2475 {and any administrative fe¢ schedule issued
thereunder) prescribing cultivation licence fees, annual regulatory levies, and percentage-based
charges;

(if) the provisions of L.I. 2475 regulating transport permits for the movement of industrial hemp
within Ghana;

(ii1) the provisions requiring security escorts or escort supervision for the transport of industrial
hemp; and | | |

(iv) the provisions imposing security bonds and related compliance costs as conditions for
licensing and operation. '

2. PARTICULARS OF THE PARTIES AND THEIR ROLES

2.1 The Plaintiff, MARIAM ALHASSAN, is a Ghansian citizen and farmer engaged in
agricultural activities within Ghana and interested in participating lawfully in the industrial hemp
value chain established under section 43 of the Narcotics Control Commission Act, 2020 (Act
1019} as-amended. The Plaintiff brings this action in her capacity as a citizen directly affected by
the design and operation of the impugned regulatory framework and in the public interest pursuant
to.Article 2(1)(a) of the 1992 Constitution.

2.2 The 1¥ Defendant, the Ministry of the Interior, bears responsibilify for internal security policy
and the institutional posture ‘within Wwhich security-linked controls and enforcement mechanisms
affecting regulated commodities are conceived, coordinated, and applicd.

2.3 The 2" Defendant, the Narcotics Control Commission (NACOC), is the statutory authority
responsible for the implementation and enforcement of the impugned regulatory framework,
including the licensing poshire, compliance demands, and operational requirements imposed under
the industrial hemp regime. _

2.4 The 3™ Defendant, the Ministry of Food and Agriculture, bears responsibility for agricultural
development, rural livelihoods, and the advancement of lawful agricultural value chains, including
those capable of supporting smallholder and SME participation.

2.5 The 4th Defendant, the Attorney-General, is sued pursuant fo Article 88 of the Constitution
as the principal legal adviser to Government and the proper representative of the State in
proceedings involving constitutional interptetation and the validity of legislation and subsidiary
legislation.

3. FACTUAL FOUNDATION AND MATERIALS RELIED UPON

3.1 The Plaintiff’s case is brought under Article 2(1)(a) on the basis of the legal design, siructure,
and cumulative operation. of the impugned statutory and regulatory framework, namely section 43
of Act 1019 (as amended by Act 1100) and the provisions and schedules of L.I. 2475 identified in
‘paragraph 1.9 above. _ _

3.2 The Plaintiff emphasises that the principal constitutional questions raised are questions of
constitutional consistency, interpretation, and permissible limits on public:power. They arise from
the face of the legislation and subordinate legislation, and from the necessary operatiorial
consequences of the framework as designed.

3.3 The Plaintiff will, to the extent the Honourable Court considets it necessary for the proper
determination of the constitutional questions, rely on such additional factual clarification, agreed
facts, affidavits, or documentary materials as may be permitted or invited by the Court under iis
supervisory and procedirral powers.



3.4 For the avoidance of doubt, nothing in this Statement of Case is intended to convert this action:
into an enforcement claim under Aricle 33. The Plaintiff’s . complaint remains a structural
constitutional chailenge properly brought under Article 2(1) within the exclusive <original
jurisdiction of this Honourable Court. .

3.5 The Plaintiff further relies on the officially published licensing tariff framework and Schedule
of Fees issued pursuant to and in implementation of L.I. 2475, whether by the 2ud Defendant
and/or any competent State agency acting under the impugned framework, confirming the
cultivation licence fees, annual regulatory levies, transport permit requirements, security escort
obligations, and security bond and related compliance costs forming part of the impugned
regulatory architecture. The Plaintiff will, if required, place the said materials before this
Honourable Court by affidavit, agreed documentary record, or .such procedural direction as the
Court may-deem appropriate.

4. PRELIMINARY CONTEXT AND PUBLIC IN TEREST
4.1 Industrial Hemp Explained
4.1.1 Industrial hemp refers to specific varieties of Cannabis safiva L. which contain not more than

0.3% THC by dry weight. At or below this threshold, hemp is incapable of producing
psychoactive or intoxicating effects. If cannot cause a 4 igh”, cannot be used for recreational drug
consumption, and cannot reasonably be diverted into narcotic use.

4.1.2 The scientific distinction between industrial hemp and narcotic cannabis is globally settled
-and forms the basis upon which jurisdictions differentiate hemp from controlled drugs. Ghana has
expressly adopted this distinction through section 43 of Act 1019 as amended by Act 1100, which
recognises cannabis containing not more than 0.3%, THC as eligible for industrial and medicinal
licensing. _

4.1.3 Industrial hemp is therefore, by law and science; an agricultural and industrial crop, not a
narcotic substance: The Plaintiff places this point at the threshold because the constitutionality of
regulation must be assessed against accurate scientific and legal classification.

4.2 Addressing Public and Institutional Misconceptions

4.2.1 In public discourse, and. sometimes in regulatory intuition, “hemp” is frequently conflated
with smokable or recreational cannabis. This conflation is scientifically inaccurate and legally
untenable. _
4.2.2 The subject of this acfion is not recreational cannabis, and the Plaintiff does not seek to
legitimise or expand drug use, Rather, this action concerns industrial herap alone—regulated under
differentiated regimes precisely because it does not present narcotics-level risks.

4.2.3 The Plaintiff brings this clarification deliberately at the thréskold because constitutional
adjudication must proceed on accurate factual and scienfific premises. Regulatory measures
premised on misconception or misclassification risk degenerating into arbifrariness, which the
Constitution does not permit.

4.3 Economic and Industrial Significance of Industrial Hemp

4.3.1 Industrial hemp. underpins a rapidly expanding global value chain spanning textiles, fibre
composites, copstruction materials (including hempcrete), food and seed products, cosimetics,
pharmaceuticals, industrial oils, biodegradable plastics, and climate-positive materials.

4.3.2 Hemp is widely deployed as a developmental crop. Many jurisdictions deliberately structure
hemp regulation to support smallholder farmers, cooperative enterprises, rural communities, and
SMEs, recognising hemp’s low environmental footprint, resilichce, and suitability for inclusive
agricultural participation. '



4.3.3 In comparative African contexts, hemp has been positioned as a vehicle for rural livelihoods,
job creation, export diversification, and value-addition rather than elite capital concentration. This
econormic context is central because the Constitution itself sets economic governance objectives,
including inclusive participation and support for indigenous enterprise.

4.3.4 In jurisdictions wheré hemp has been deliberately positioned as a development crop,
regulation is typically differentiated from narcotics control and is structured to encourage lawful
eniry by smallholder farmers and SMEs; while maintaining traceability and compliance through
proportionate controls rather than high-threat security protacols.

4.3.5 This comparative regulatory context is relevant not as an external legal standard, but as
objective evidence of international regulatory consensus on the low-risk character of industrial
hemp within the <0.3% THC threshold, and as a benchmark for assessing proportionality,
rationality, and non-arbitrariness under Articles 23 and 296 of the 1992. Constitution.

4.4 Public-Interest Character of the Constitutional Challenge

4.4.1 This suit raises a structural constitutional grievance, not a private commercial dispute, The.
Plaintiff does not eomplain merely that regulation is burdensome or that fees are high,

4.4.2 Rather, the Plaintiff contends that the design ‘and cumulative operation of the impugned
licensing framework transforms regulation into exclusion—such that a lawiful economic activity
is rendered practically inaccessible to ordinary Ghanaian citizens.

44.3 A framework which renders lawful participation practically inaccessible to ordinary
citizens—while simultaneously permifting the importation and retail sale of hemp-derived
products—risks converting a statutorily -recognised agricultural opportunity into a sector
effectively reserved for capital-intensive or foreign-backed actors.

4.4.4 Such an outcome directly implicates the Constitution’s cotmitments to equality before the
law, inclusive economic participation, balanced development,-and administrative rationality.
4.4.5 The Plaintiff therefore brings this action in the public interest to invite this Honourable Court
to examine whether the State’s regulatory response to industiial hemp accords with constitutional
norms, or whether it has crossed the constitutional boundary separating legitimate regulation from
irrational, exclusionary, and structurally unconstitutional governance.

4.5 Nexus Between Context and Constitutional Questions

4.5.1 Against this factual, scientific, and public-interest: background, the Plaintiff’s challenge
crystallises into a narrow but profound constitutional inquiry. _

4.5.2 The issue before this Honourable Court is not whether industrial hemp should be regulated,
but whether the manner, intensity, and cumulative structure of the regulation adopted by the
Defendants aceords with constitutional limits imposed on-public POWeT.

4.5.3 The matters set out above give risé directly fo questions including: whether a legally non-
narcotic agricultural crop may rationally be subjected to narcotics-style controls; whether
regulatory fees may be structured so as to exclude citizens from participation in lavfil €Cconomic
activity; whether such exclusion is compatible with the economic objectives of the Constitution;
and ‘whether the administrative process by which the framework was imposed satisfies
constitutional standards of fairness.

5. ISSUES FOR DETERMINATION

5.1 The Plaintiff respectfully invites this Honourable Couzt, in the exercise of its exclusive original
jurisdiction under Articles 2(1) and 130(1), to determine the following constitutional issues arising
from the design, structure, and cumulative operation of the industrial hemp licensing framewoik



established under section 43 of Act 1019 as amended by Act 1100 and operationalised through L.1.
2475: '

A. Rationality and Control of Discretion (Articles 23 and 296)

5.2 Whether subjecting industrial ‘bemp—expressly recognised by Parfiament as non-narcotic
when containing not more than 0.3% THC—to narcotics-style regulatory controls, including
mandatory transport permits, armed security escorts, and fees for truck movement and security

services, constitutes an irrational, unreasonable, and arbitrary exercise of administraiive and
regulatory discretion contrary to Articles 23 and 296.

5.3 In particular, whether the absence of any coherent security rationale for guarding the transport
of a non-psychoactive agricultural commodity renders the escort and transport regime
constitutionally unsustainable under the rationality standard articulated by this Honourable Court.
B. Indirect Discrimination Based on Ecoriomic Status (Article 17(2))

54 Whether the unscaled and cumulative fee architecture ‘established under the impugned
framework—including eultivation licence fees of up to USD 45,000 per hectare, mandatory
annual regulatory charges calculated as perceritages of licence fees, and multiple ancillary licence,
permit, and escort fees—operates, in its practical effect, as wealth-based ‘gatekeeping that
indirectly discriminates against ordinary Ghanaiar farmers, cooperatives, and SMEs on the basis

of social and economic status contrary to Article 17(2)..

55 In determining this issie, whether objective regional and international benchmarks
demonstrating thai Ghana’s fee architecture is an extreme and irrational outlier—particularly
within comparable African jurisdictions ‘with similar development profiles—reinforce the
conclusion. that the impugned framework is constitutionally disproportionate, exclusionary in:
effect, and inconsistent with -Articles 17, 23, and 296. Further, the comparative evidence
demonstrates that Ghana’s licensing tariffs are not merely high but constitute an exireme outlier
relative to peer African jurisdictions with comparable enforcement constraints, thereby reinforcing
the pleaded disproportionality and exclusionary-effect.

5.5A The officially issued February 2026 fee schedule confirms that the impugned tariffs are
applied uniformly across broad acreage categories without calibration to risk or production
capacity, reinforcing the pleaded exclusionary effect,

C. Economic Objectives of the Constitution (Article 36)

5.6 Whether a regulatory framework which, by its cumulative financial and operational burdens,
renders Jawful participation in an emerging agricultural value chain practically inaccessible to
ordinary citizens frustrates the economic objectives of the State under Article 36, including: the
promotion of inclusive economic participation; balanced national development; encouragement of
small-scale and indigenious enterprises; and maximisation of the welfare of the people.

5.7 And whether, interpreted in light of this Honourable Court’s.j_uﬁsprudence on the Directive
Principles of State Policy, such a framework is constitutionally - inconsistent with Ghana’s
€conomic governance obligations. _

D. Administrative Fairness and Legitimate Expectation (Arxticle 23)

5.8 Whether, having regard to siakeholder consultations, parliamentary corresponderice, and
formal warnings advocating proportionate, tiered, and risk-based regulation, the Defendants acted
unfairly and in breach of legitimate expectation by imposing materially higher, unscaled, and
cumulative fees without reasonable accommodation of the consultative process, thereby violating
the requirements of administrative justice and fair treatment guatanteed under Article 23.

E. Separation of Powers and Fiseal Authority (Article 174)



5.9 Whether the magnitude, structure, and cumulative operation of the impugned licence foes—
which bear no discernible relationship to the cost of regulation and function in substance as
Tevenue-raising measures—-amount to the imposition of de facto taxes through subordinate
legislation and administrative fee schedules, contrary to Article 174 which vests taxing power
exclusively in Parliament.

6. THE IMPUGNED FRAMEWORK AND ITS CUMULATIVE FEES

6.1 The Defendants have prescribed, implemented, and defended a licensing framework governing
the cultivation, processing, transport, storage; export, distribution, research, ‘and other related.
activities concerning industrial hemp in Ghana pursuant to section 43 of Act 1019 (as amended)
and-L.I. 2475,

6.2 The framework is structured as a_multi-layered regulatory architecture under which .an
applicant is required to obtain multiple licences, permits, approvals, and security clearances across
different stages of the value chain, each attracting separate application fees, licence fees, and
recurring annual regulatory charges. ' _

6.3 All principal fees under the framework ate quoted in United States Dollars and payable in
‘Ghana Cedis at prevailing exchange rates, thereby-equsing Ghanajan farmers, cooperatives, and
SMEs to curency volatility wholly unrelated to regulatory risk, public safety, or the cost of
administration. _ _

6.4 The officially published Schedule 6f Fees dated February 2026 confirms that the regulatory
architecture includes cumulative licensing layers comprising application fees, acreage-based
cultivation fées reaching USD 45,000 per hectare, annual regulatory charges fixed at 20% of
licence value, transport licensing fees, escort charges calculated per kilometer, and mandatory
security bonds. The Plaintiff relies on this Schedule as objective confirmation of the cumulative
and unscaled nature of the impughed framework. :

Caultivation Licence Fees

6.5 The framework prescribes cultivation licence fees structured in acreage-based tiers, in¢luding
application fees, base cultivation licence fees, and mandatory annual regulatory levies caleulated
as percentages of the applicable licence cost. The official fee schedule establishes progressively
increasing charges as acreage expands, culminating in large-scale cultivation categories attracting
fees of up to USD 45,000 per hectare.

6.6 For small-scale or community applicants operating within restricted acreage limits, cultivation
licence fees are imposed at levels which, in practical economie terms, substantially exceed typical
entry capacity for ordinary farmers and cooperatives.

6.7 For medium-scale applicants, escalating per-acre fees apply across successive acreage bands
without demonstrated calibration to production vield, operational capacity, or differentiated
regulatory risk. '

6.8 For large-scale cultivation categories, licence fees reaching up to USD 45,000 per hectate are
imposed notwithstanding the legally tecognised non-narcotic character of industrial hemp and
without apparent adjustment for geographic location, cultivation method, or objectively assessed
risk profile,

6.9 The Plaintiff contends that the magnitude and cumulative structure of these cultivation licence
fees, particularly’ when combined with annual regulatory levies and ancillary licensing
requirements, are extreme by regional and international standards, nncalibrated to regulatory risk,
and bear no rational relationship to the actual costof supervision or administration.



Annual Regulatory Charges

6.10 In addition to the initial cultivation licence fee, the framework imposes mandatory anniial
regulatory charges calculated as a percentage of the applicable licence fee and payable each year
throughout the licence period. '

6.11 These annual charges apply irrespective of production volume, profitability, market
conditions, or operatiorial stage, thereby compounding the financial burden even where coltivation
has not cornmenced, has failed due to climatic conditions, or has not yet-generated revénue,

Anciliary Licences and Parallel Fees

6.12 The framework requires separate licences, permits, or approvals for: processing/extraction,
transport/haulage, storage/warehousing, export, distribution/sale, research/development,
advertising/branding, laboratories/testing, and importation of seed/equipment/inipuits.

6.13 Each attracts additional application fees, licence fees, and recurring annual regulatoty
charges, many percentage-based, multiplying exposure across the value chain and converting the
regime into cumulative financial layering rather than proportionate regulation.

Transport Permiis and Escort Requirements

6:14 The framework tequires transport permits for the movement of industiial henip, including
harvested stalks, fibre, seeds, and intermediate products, within Ghana.

6.15 The framework further mandates securily escort arrangements, including armed escott
services, for the transport.of industrial hemp by road. ' ‘

6.16 These escort and transport controls attract addition
distance-based fees, and ancillary security-related costs.

6.17 The Plaintiff contends that these transport and escort requiremients are idéntical in character
to those applied to narcotic substances, notwithstanding that industrial hemp at or below 0.3%
THC is legally and scientifically non-narcotic.

al charges, incloding per-truck fees,

Cumulative Effect _ _,

6.18 When viewed in isolation, each individual licence, permit, or charge is ‘presented as
regulatory.

6.19 When viewed cumulatively, the combined effect is to create a prohibitive economic barrier
rendering lawful participation practically impossible for ordinary Ghanaian farmers, cooperatives,
and SMEs.

6.20 The Plaintiff contends that the Constitution requires this Honourable Court to assess the
constitutional consistency of the framework as a whole, rather than isolated components, because
it is the cumulative burden that produces exchision and constitutional harm.

6.21 The Plaintiff further avers that even wheie particular fee schedules may be defended as
“pending” or “administrative”, the constitutional complaint does not depend upon conjecture as to
minor numerical variation. Any regime that maintains fiat, unscaled, cumulative, USD-
denominated fees combined with mandatory annual levies and narcotics-style escort requirements
for a legally non-narcotic crop is constitutionally infirm under Articles 17, 23, 36, and 296, and
further engages Article 174. '



7. CONSTITUTIONAL INCONSISTENCIES

A. Articles 23 and 296 — Rationality, Reasonableness; and Control of Biscretion

7.1 Asticles 23 and 296 impose substantive limits on administrative and regulatory discretion.
Discretionary power must be exercised fairly, reasonably, candidly, and not arbitrarily,
capriciously, or disproportionately.

7.2 Industrial hemp containing not moré than 0.3% THC is, by taw and science, non-psychoactive
and non-narcotic. Notwithstanding this settled classification, the impugned framework subjects
industrial hemp to narcotics-style controls, including transport permits, armed escorts, and related
truck movement and security fees.

7.2A The <0.3% THC threshold is not a rhetorical assertion but a widely recognised scientific and
regulatory demarcation used internationally to distinguish industrial hemp from narcotic cannabis,
‘precisely because hemp within that threshold is non-intoxicating and does not present narcotics-
level diversion risk.

‘1.3 The Plaintiff contends that this constifutes a fundamental catégory error—namely, regulating
an agricultural commodity as though it were a controlled narcotic substance—thereby undérmining
the rational basis of regulation, |

7.4 The Plaintiff further avers that the imposition of armed escorts and transport permits is not
merely costly but logically incapable of justification. Industrial hemp within the statutory threshold
cannot intoxicate, cannot be used recreationally as a narcotic, and cannot reasonably be associated
with parcotics-level diversion risk,

7.5 In these circumstances, the framework’s failure to articulate a coherent security rationale for
guarding the transport of agricultural fibre, seed, or stalks exposes the escort requirement as a
regulatory non-sequitur disconnected frorm the ctop’s properties.

7.6 The Plaintiff contends that measures imposed in the absence of a rational connection to a-
legitimate objective fail constitutional scrutiny. In Asare v Attorney-General [2003-2004] SCGLR
823, this Honourable Court affirmed that State action must bear a rational connection to legitimate
governmental prupose. _

7.7 The Plaintiff further relies on this Honourable Court’s jurisprudence that statutory authority
does not immunise unreasonable or disproportionate exercises of discretion from judicidl review,
including Republic v Public Services Commission; Ex parte Baffoe-Bornie [2010] SCGLR. and
Ransford France v Electoral Commission [2012] SCGLR.

7.8 The Plaintiff contends that applying narcotics-style escort and transport controls t0 non-
narcotic industrial hemp is irrational and disproportionate, and constitutes an arbitrary exercise of
regulatory discretion contrary to Articles 23 and 296.

B. Article 17 — Indirect Discrimination Based on Economic Status

7.9 Atticle 17(2) prohibits discrimination on grounds including social and economic stafus,
Discrimination may arise not only by express classification but through facially neutral measures
‘whose practical effect is exclusionary.

7.10 The impugned framework imposes cultivation licence fees reaching up to USD 45,000 per
hectare, together with cumulative annual regulatory levies and multiple ancillary Ticensing costs,
without meaningful scaling by risk, capacity, or proportional regulatory cost, thereby creating
entry conditions that are practically unattainable for ordinary Ghanaian farmers seeking lawful
participation in the industrial hemp regime:



7.11 In its practical operation, the fee architectire functions as wealth-based gatekeeping,
confining lawful patticipation to capital-intensive -actors while. excluding Dr‘dina:y Ghanaian
farmers; cooperatives, and small- and medium-scale enterprises from meaningful access. to the
licensed activity.

7.12 Licensing regimes may not operate as de facto mechanisms of exclusion. The Plaintiff will
rely on the principle articulated in decisions of this Honoutable. Court, including Ghana Lotto
Operators Association v National Lottery Authority [2007-2008] SCGLR 1088, that regulatory
schemes must not operate as disguised exclusionaty tools under colour of licensing.

7.13 The Plaintiff further contends that the discriminatory effect is aggravated by the regime’s
USD-denominated architecture, which imports exchange-rate volatility into licensing access and
imposes burdens warelated to regulatory risk, thereby rendering lawful participation practically
inaccessible to Ghanaian participants whose economic activity is conducted primarily in local
currency.

7.14 The Plaintiff further pleads regulatory asymmetry: while domestic cultivation and movement
are burdened by multiple lcences, high fees, transport permits, and armed escort obligations,
hemp-derived products manufactured abroad are lawfully imported, distributed, and sold in Ghana
without comparable controls, The practical effect is to disadvantage domestic.cultivation and local
value addition while -comparatively favouring foreign producers and importers within the
Ghanaian market. _
7.14A The Plainiiff contends that this asymmetry has the practical effect of favouring imported
hemp-derived finished goods over Ghanaian cultivation and Tocal value addition, thereby
deepening the exclusionary impact of the impugned framework on domestic farmers and SMBs.
7.15 The Plaintiff contends that a regime that permits mportation and retail sale while pricing.
citizens out of lawful domestic cultivation operates as indirect discrimination under Article 17(2)
and undermines constitutional commitments to indigenous Pparticipation and equality before the
law,

C. Article 36 — Economic Objectives of the Constitution

7.16 Article 36 obliges the State to promote inclusive economic participation, balanced natioral
development, and the welfare of the people, including support for small-scale and indigenous
enterprises and the rational organisation of the économy.

7.17 Industrial hemp is internationally recognised as a value chain capable of supporting rural
livelihoods, cooperative production, SME participation, export diversification, and value-addition.
It is precisely the kind of emerging productive opportunity capable of broadening Ghana’s
agricultural and industrial base. '

7.17A Comparative experience further indicates that where States treat induistrial hemp as an
ordinary agricultural commodity subject to proportionate regulation, the sector supports SME
entry, rural livelihoods, and value addition; conversely, where regulation imports narcotics-style
controls and confiscatory fees, the sector becomes structurally inaccessible to domestic
participanis—an outcome inconsistent with Article 36 objectives.

7.18 The Plaintiff contends that a regulatory framework that renders lawful participation
practically inaccessible to ordinary citizens frustrates Article 36 in both design and effect, becanse
it converts an emerging domestic value chain info a sector accessible only to capital-intensive or
foreign-backed entities. '

7.19 The Plaintiff further ‘contends that such frustration is constitutionally cognisable. In New
Patriotic Party v Attorney-General (CIBA Case) [1996-97] SCGLR 729, this Honourable Court



affirmed that the Directive Principles of State Policy are not mere political aspirations but'serve as
mandatory guides to constitutional interpretation whete questions of governance, rights, and public
administration arise. -
7.20 Interpreted through this lens, the Plaintiff contends that the impugned framework 1is
inconsistent with Article 36 because it undermines inclusive participation, discourages indigenous
enterprise, and weakens local value addition in favour of foreign. supply.

D. Article 23 — Legitimate Expectation and Administrative Fairness

721 ‘Asticle 23 guarantees administrative justice. Administrative bodies must act fairly,
reasonably, and in accordance with standards of procedural propriety.

7.22 The Plaintiff and its mermbers participated in stakeholder engagerents, consultations, and
policy submissions advocating proportionate, tiéred, and risk-based regulation. The Plaintiff
contends that these engagements created legjtimate expectations that regulation would be
structured to enable lawful, inclusive participation rather than exclusion.

7.23 The subsequent imposition of materially higher, unscaled, cumulative and USD-denominated
fees—together with narcotics-style escort requirements—without reasonable accommodation of
the consultative process defeats legitimate expectation and constifufes unfair administrative
conduct contrary to Article 23. o

7.24 The Plaintiff further contends-that administrative fairess includes reasoned decision-making
and proportional response. Where a bady retains stakeholder engagement but adopts a framework
that is radically disproportionate to the risk and inconsistent with the consultative record, the
resulting scheine is constitutionally suspect.

E. Article 174 — Separation of Powers and Fiscal Authority

7.25 Article 174 wvests the imposition of taxation exclusively in Parliament. This protects
constitutional separation of powers and fiscal accountability.

7.26 The Plaintiff contends that where a charge imposed underthe guise of licensing or regulation
bears no discernible relationship to regulatory cost, is conﬁj_scatoryfin-magnifude, or is structured
to raise substantial public revenue, it assumes the corstitutional character of a tax regardless of
nomenclature.

7.27 On the Plaintiff’s case, the magnitude, structure, and cumulative operation of the itnpugned
licence fees—together with annual percentage-based levies and ancillary charges—disclose a.
revenue-taising character that is not rationally referable to regulatory cost TeCOVery.

7.27A The February 2026 Schedule furthier confirms that annual regulatory fees fixed at 20% of
licence value apply irrespective of regulatory activity undertaken of cost incurred, reinforcing the
Plaintiff’s contention that the impugned charges assume the functional character of révenue-raising
measures rather than cost-recovery fees.

7.28 The Plaintiff therefore contends that the impugned fees constitute de facto taxation
implemented through subordinate legislative architectire and administrative schedules in
circumvention of Article 174, rendering the regime constitutionally infirm.

8. DOMESTIC COMPARATOR — GHANA SHIPPING ACT, 2003 (ACT 645)

8.1 The Plaintiff relies on the Ghana Shipping Act, 2003 (Act 645) as a domestic comparator
demonstrating Parliament’s established legislative practice of adopting scaled, proportionate, and
risk-based licensing regimes in sectors presenting genuine public safety and security risk.



8.2 The maritime sector involves high-risk operations, large cap1ta1 assets, environmental hazards,
and international movement. Yet Patliament adopted differentiated and graduated fee structures
cahbrated by objective criteria such as tonnage, type, capacity, and risk profile.
8.3 The Plaintiff contends that this legislative practice exemplifies the constitutional discipline
demnanded by Article 296: mscrenonary regulatory power must be guided by reéason and: objective
justification, not arbitrary blanket burdens,
8.4 By contrast, the impugned industrial hemp regime imposes uniform and cumulative fees —
including cultivation charges reaching up to USD 45,000 per hectare as reflected in the officially
published licensing tariffs issued pursuant to L.I. 2475 - without calibration to acreage,
operatlonal capacity, or risk profile, notwithstanding that industrial hemp containing not more than
0.3% THC is legally recognised as non-narcotic.
8 5 The Plaintiff contends that this contrast reinforces the conclusion that the impugned hemp
framework is not an inevitable feature of regulation, but a discretionary design choice which
attracts heightened constitutional scrutiny under Articles 17, 23, 36, and 296, and further engages
Article 174. '
8.6 This comparator is relied upon in particular suppott of Issue B (indirect discrimination) and
Issue A (ratlonahty/control of discretion), because it illustrates that Ghana’s own legislative
tradition recognises tiered, risk-based regulation as practicable and constitutionally disciplined
“even in genuinely high-risk industries. '

9. RELIEFS
Having regard to:the constitutional violations pleaded herein, the Plaintiff tespectfully prays this
Honourable Court for the following reliefs:

(2) Deéclaration of Constitutional Inconsistency

A declaration that the industrial hemp licensing framework established pursuant o section 43 of
A¢t 1019 (as amended by Act 1100) and operationalised through L.1.2475 is inconsistent with and
in contravention of Articles 17, 23, 36, and 296 of the Constitution, by reason of its irtational
design, exclusionary economic effect, and' disproportionate exercise of administrative discretion
inchading by reason of its extreme disproportionality as confirmed by the officially published
February 2026 Schedule of Fees.

(b) Declaration on Separation of Powers and Fiscal Authority (Article 174)

A declaration that the magnitude, structore, and cumulative opetation of the impugned licence
fees—including cultivation fees of up to USD 45,000 per hectare, mandatory anhual regulatory
levies, and percentage-based charges—constitute, in substance, the imposition of de facto taxes
through subordinate legislative architecture and administrative fee schedules, in violation of
Article 174 of the Constitution.

(¢) Declaration on Category Error and Irrational Security Controls

A declaration that the imposition of narcotics-style transport permits, armed security escort
requirements, and related truck-movement and security fees ofi industrial hemp containing not
more than .3% THC is irrational, arbitrary, and constitutionally mpemuss1ble



(d) Supervisory Order for Proportionate Redesign (Coxrect Defendant Alignment)

An order directed primarily at the 2"¢ Defendant (NACOC), in consultation with the 1st and 3rd
Defendanis and any other relevant State agencies, and under the general responsibility of the State
represented by ‘the 4th Defendant, to reconsider, redesign, and where applicable re-lay the
industrial hemp licensing framework on a constitutionally compliant basis, including:

1. adoption of tiered, scaled, and risk-based licence fees calibrated to acreage, capacity, and actual
regulatory cost;

2. elimination of narcotics-style escort and transport controls for industrial hemp unless
objectively justified by demonstrable risk; _

3. removal of unscaled, cumulative, and USD-denominated fee struciures that render lawful
participation practically inaccessible to ordinary Ghanaian citizens; and

4.  compliatice with Articles 17, 23; 36, 296, and 174 in any revised framiework.

(e) Interim and Protective Relief

An interim order restraining, pending compliance with the declaratory and supervisoty directions
of this Honourable Court, the enforcement of the impugped cultivation fees, annal regulatory
levies, transport permit requirements, and escort obligations insofar as they apply to- industrial
hemp containing not more than 0.3% THC, or such aspects thereof as the Court considers just.

(f) Further or Other Orders

Such further or other orders, directions, or consequential reliefs as this Honourable Court may
deem fit'to give full effect to the Constitution and to safeguard inclusive economic participation,
administrative justice, and the rule of law.

DATED AT CLINTON CONSULTING PARTNERS, 9TH FLOOR, EMPORIUM
BUILDING, MOVENPICK AMBASSADOR, INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, RIDGE
ACCRA, THIS 2ND MARCH, 2026
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SUPREME COURT OF G,..WA ,’
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF GHANA
ACCRA - A.D. 2026

SUIT NO:

TO INVOKE THE ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME COURT
UNDER ARTICLES 2(1), 17, 23, 36, 174, and 296 OF THE 1992 CONSTITUTION

AND UNDER
RULE 45 OF THE SUPREME COURT RULES, 1996, (CI 16)
BETWEEN

MARIAM ALHASSAN PLAINTIFF
2nd Dwomor Avenue, Techiman, Bono East (P O Box 2)
AND

1. THE MINISTRY OF THE INTERIOR 1* DEFENDANT
Starlets 91 Road, Accra

2. THE NARCOTICS CONTROL COMMISSION (NACOCO) 2" DEFENDANT
6 Ghana Airways Ave, Accra

3. THE MINISTRY OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 3" DEFENDANT
Kinbu Road, Accra
4. THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL 4" DEFENDANT
AFFIDAVIT
VERIFYING FACTS RELIED UPON BY THE PLAINTIFF
(Rule 46(1) of C.1. 16)

I, MARIAM ALHASSAN, of No. 2nd Dwomor Avenue, Techiman, (P O Box 2) in the Bono East
Region of the Republic of Ghana, make oath and say as follows:

1. Tam the Plaintiff in this action and the Deponent herein, and I swear this affidavit in support
of the Writ and the Plaintiff’s Statement of Case filed to invoke the original jurisdiction of this
Honourable Court under Article 2(1)(a) of the 1992 Constitution.



2. Unless otherwise stated, the facts deposed to are within my personal knowledge. Where any

matter is based on information or belief, I have disclosed the source thereof and verily believe
the same to be true.

3. I'am a Ghanaian citizen and a commercial farmer engaged in agricultural activities within
Ghana. I have a genuine and bona fide intention to participate lawfully in the industiial hemp
value chain contemplated under section 43 of the Narcotics Control Commission Act, 2020
(Act 1019), as amended by the Narcotics Control Commission (Amendment) Act, 2023 (Act
1100).

. In furtherarce of this intention, I have taken steps to dcquaint myself with the legal and
regulatory requirements governing industrial hemp licensing and. comphance, including
reviewing the relevant statutory instruments and the officially published licensing tariff
matetials issued for the implementation of the Narcotics Control Commiission (Cultivation and
Management of Cannabis) Regulations, 2023 (L.1. 2475).

. Ihave read the Plaintiffs Statement of Case filed on my behalf, and 1 verify that the factual
assertions contained therein are true and accurate to the best of my kiowledge, information,
and belief, particularly insofar as they relate to:

(a) the existence and content of Act 1019 as amended by Act 1100;

(b) the existence and content of L.I. 2475; and

(c) the officially published fees, tariffs, and compliance requirements issued pursuant to
and for the operational implementation of L.I. 2475.

5. 1verily say that .1 2475 establishes a regulatory and licensing framework governing, among
other matters, cultivation licensing, application fees, annual regulatory levies, transport permits
for the movement of cannabis or industrial hemp materials, escort or security arrangements,
and security bond requiréments attached to licensing and operational approval.
. I further verily say that the officially published licensing tariff framework and Schedule of
Fees issued pursuant to L.I. 2475 and publicly released in or about February 2026 confinm,
among other matters, that;
(8) cultivation licence fees are structured according to acreage or opérational categories;
and
{b) thepublished cultivation licence fees include a category reaching United States
Dollars Forty-Five Thousand (US$45,000) per hectare for lasge-scale cultivation.
. The same official fee materials further confirm that the framework includes additional charges
and compliance requirements, mcludmg
(2) application and processing fees;
(b) an annual regulatory levy stated as twenty percent (20%) of the. applicable licence fee;
and
(¢) security bonds and related compliance costs imposed as conditions attached to licensing
amd/or continued operations.



9. 1 further verify that the licensing framework implemented under L.I. 2475 includes

requirements connected to the movement and transport of industrial hemp, including:

(a) transport permits for the movement of regulated cannabis or hemp materials; and

(b) escort-related requirements and/or escort supervision arrangements applicable to transport
operations, as reflected in the official regulatory materials.

10. As a Ghanaian farmer seeking lawful entry into the industrial hemp sector, 1 say that the
cumulative effect of the published fees and compliance layers — including cultivation licence
fees, annual regulatory levies, application fees, and security bond and compliance obligations
— presents a substantial practical barrier to lawful participation for myself and other ordinary
Ghanaian farmers and small-to-medium scale agricultural actors.

11. I am advised by my Counsel, Amanda Akuokor Clinton, and I verily believe the same advice
to be true, that this Honourable Court, in proceedings brought under Article 2(1)(a) of the
Constitution, is concerned with determining whether legislation and subordinate legislation are
consistent with constitutional requirements, including those relating to. rationality,
adlmmstranve justice, equality before the law, and the constitutional allocation of fiscal

12. lswwﬁnsaﬁdavnmmdawphcebeforethnsHmoumbkComtewdenceestabhshng
(a) my standing and genuine interest as a Ghanaian citizen and farmer affected by the impugned
regulatory framework; and

(b) the existence, official character, and operational effect of the statutory and regulatory
instruments and tariff materials relied upon in the Statement of Case.

13.  Attached and marked as Exhibit “MA-1” is a true copy of the officially published NACOC
licensing tariff framework / Schedule of Fees publicly released in or about February 2026, showing
the cultivation licence fees and related tariff requirements relied upon in this action.

14,  Attached and marked as Exhibit “MA-2” is a true copy of section 43 of Act 1019 as
amended by Act 1100, which provides for licensing of cannabis containing not more than 0.3%
THC for industrial and medicinal purposes and establishes the statutory threshold relevant to these
proceedings.

15.  I'swear this affidavit conscientiously believing the contents herein to be true and correct.

WHEREFORE I depose to this affidavit in support of the Plaintiff’s Writ and Statement of Case.

SWORN AT ACCRA )
THIS-... DAY OF FEBRUARY, 2026 ) .A
) DEPONENT

RESRREMG 4 soaTENG

IGITAAIPY /1 AB4 uu Y

. .

COMMISSIONER FOR OATHS
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SCHEDULE OF FEES FOR LICENSES / PERMITS- CANNABIS REGULATIONS
NO, | TTEM / LICENSE FEES . ' (USD §) |
1| APPLICATION FEES (NON REFUNDABLE) ;
| a Community | 1,000.00
b. Company/Business ‘ 3,000.00
2 | CULTIVATION LICENCE FEE
Category 1 (Less than five hectares) o ‘ :
2. . ¥ier 1 — cuitivate up  + acre (0.4 Hectare) of kand. : 9,000.00 |
i' b. Tier 2 - Cultivare more thar | and wp 12 3 acres (1.2 | 11,500.00 per acre
, Hecxares) of land

| -

& THer 5 Colthiate mdximim 5 ocres (2 Fecares) of lond | 13,500,00 per ace

Category 2: (Pve hectarss to bvenly hedares) __&MLW_‘_'

Category 3: (bventy hectares to one hundred heciares) . 45,000.00 per Hectare
Category 4: (one hundred-hectares o sbeluindred hectores) 45,000,00 per rectare
Category 5: (sic hundred hectares to one thousand five 1 45,000.00 per Hectare I
hundred hecizres) '

Category 6: (ane thousand five hundred heciares to five 45,000.00 per Hectare

thousapd hectares) - » ’

catm)y 7: (five thousand hectares lo fiftess Housand | 45,000.00 per Hectare |
1 |

Category 8: (More then fiftesn iousend hectares) . 45,000.00 per Mectare

{1 acre = 0.4 Hedlors) ; | |

[ Cultivation Annual Reguiatory Fee 720 % of license fee

| Cultivation Licence Duration " T3 Years :

BREEDING OF CULTIVAR LICENCE [3,000.00

Breeding of Cultivar i_!qence Renewsal! (Section 3,000.00

| 58 (3 and 2))
3 | PROCESSING LICENCE . :
{ . & Fier 2 - Process connabis into fibre ¢ng otker ‘ 5,080.0C
‘ | derivotives in o spsce of uo to 250 seuare melres. : . : 18
"' B Tier 2 - Process connabis Into fbre and other 1 20,008.00 |
i derfvalives in © spoce of over 250 squars meires, o ) !
| Processing Annuai Regulatory Fees ; 20%0 of License Feas |
i ! |
- _ 4, EXPORT LECENCE FEE __118,000.00 !
\ | Zxpert Licence Anaual Regulatory Fees | 20% of License Fees |

] THIS IS THE EXHIEIT
MARKED: S5 XNCN o «
: REFERRED TO THIS
AFFIDAYIT SWORN AT ACCRA
THIS &35, DAY OF U520 & ..
BEFORE ME

COMMISSION FOR OATHS
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| 5| LAEGRATORY LICEWCE FRE |’2,000.00
Laboratory Hcence Annual Regulatory Feas 1 20% of License Feeg i
| 5| JMPGRT LICENCE FEE __ 5,0006.00 1
e IEADG7E biCence: Annuc Reguistory Foes [ 28% of Litense Fess |
I -rmsmw F.EﬁEi'ch FEE | i
: 1= Vehirla - 5,000.00 :
‘ Add 1 Vehide 1,086.00 A‘
Transport Licence Anmeai Regiiatory Feag 20% of Licanse Fogs !
|__8| STORAGE LICENCE FEE o | 10,000.00 I
i Storage Licence Amnusi ;Eggrufs-'iwy FEES : 20% of License Fess i
[ 9| DisTRIBUTION & BALF LICENCE FEE :
4. Wholesale | 10,600,00 |
_b, Reiaff i _ 500068
| . 7 & Sale ;smeaﬁ.rmam @egyfamry | 20% 'of License Faas
| 10| ADVERTISING & pﬁﬂaﬁmmrg LICENCEFEE | 1 000.00
| |Adverising & ?mmmun tfeence Annual 20%: of License Fega
' &egﬁ!aizaw Fees :
(% | RESERRCI LICENCE FEE o T
2. Experimentat Licencs fee [Undortaias gt | 5,000.00
gotivities o lved in the aszagimient; study, research, g
.develmment arid tasting of produsts derived: Tomalior K
amg narmf the Fafnabiz p!am inzuding the ahabyical .
services Tor gwa use} :
b, Bralytical Services Licemse oo, {Provide 500803
EoRniertial services exciusively forthe deterrmstionaf | -
i.any or afi of the: ronstituniits, characteristios, ghality or
-Srety parameters of cannabis or mnnabis predus t:-y
accepted and/or scoradited smathode} S :
| Research Licence Annnal ﬂegm&%ﬂf Feos | ZB%e of License Feas _
i 12 | VARIBTTON 7 @%Eﬂmﬁzm OF ICERCE 12,560 ]
13| SECURITY BONDS | »
i} 1.Cultivators IIuEﬁCE ) : _
i___ - 1‘& 1 ) - iyﬁ’ﬁ’ﬁ:&ﬁ




b Her? E 1 2,050.00
e Tier3a | ~_13,B00.06
P d. Category 2 io catedory B : 40, G00.08 _t
2. Processing, 3,000.00 ?
1 %5, Reseach and development 2,000.00
- 4, Import sokl Export ' i B,000.8C
14 | BIPORT SEAL. | 30000
L IR FERMHS EE@IMES :
&, Permit per Bvery Culivation | 500,20 nar heciare
3 - b, Permiit per Every Importf Export, _1505.00
| ¢, Parmi per Every Transpot 110680
d, Permit for Advertising Type 1 BU05D
a. Parmit for Breeding SR0A0
| §. Espoit Fess | $2/kilomeire par truck
| g. Default Fee | 2,500,060 :
B .

mmuwty FEaing for Chilifemfion Liccnse j= fmirad 0 maim 5 sores gfﬁm’

-

The Foes which are &l quotsd LS dolars e payalie in Ghens Cedle St e p;awaﬁthgza%ﬁ

_:.f
;'E*
JF AP feenses Are valld for 3 yers except e Sedariar fnsiice which fvalid for 2 pear.
é‘

Caamabis surety Sonds; If 15 1o ensure ihe pringiast (cenrebls, ﬁl.::swess) sovers e cost ok
desiruciion of fammmlis 80 mmaﬁﬁ oot i pecessiated iy a waleiion nf#fcenmn,g

r&qﬁmema




NARCOTICS CONTROL COMMISMNGS ACT, 26200 (AT 10195

SARRANGEMENT GF 8B TIONS

Nocting

Exablisivnent of the Cunnnissiog

I, Dstublishment oof the Narcoties Contre! Commiasion
& Oijerss of the Congwssin

3. Functions of the Cumnpission

4. Gaverning 2ods of the Commmssion

§. Sceretary 1o the Boad

6. Fuselions of the Board

7. Tenure of office of members

K Meetings of the Boasd

9. Dhsclosure of imerest

1L isiabisiment of commitiees

. Allosances

12, Reguooal and distrie! oflices of the Commission
13, Indepondence af the Cenunission

14 Palicy disectives

Adnusstration

5, Appomsment of Direstor-Cisnen!

Tay Funetrogs of Drector-Genernl

1T Appeentment of Deputy DirestorssUener!

Ih Appomiment of cthwr stafl

19, Termmend condrions of serdon

200 Fands af the Uennnssiig

21, Burk secouns lar the Comrnissom
Tobuimignee Uose Disader Kobgen)oation | une

» Oipeccof tie Fund
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3
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6. Wlanagetong of e Futd

3T Distersemen of masseys G the Fund

25, Repurt on nensgemen w use o mwareys Jor thie Taud
29, Aceounts and sk

31 Arvaad repor snil other goports

Fowers of the Conmission

H1. Avthatised ollices 1o exercise powers ol Police

32 Power i wse frearms

A Dhagies ad poveers of an authorised offiogs

[

J4. Power to monitor aetivitis in respect of pevevirsors and eomtrotted equimment
35 Oath of Seerecy

arcatic Drig ffences

3. Juporation sl edpornion of eaviets fiougs

HF. Unfaewetal possession or controt of narentio drups

3%, Prohibiled business reling o fareatic elriesy

ot

3. Cultivation of plasts for narcutic PUTIOSES

i feportatien or daportation of sarcotie plon

A1, Ulnliwlul possession or controd of nurectic plants
43, Proqibied business ekt W mircotic plams
43, Speckil provision celating bo mannabis

A4, Admintstngion ol porestis drugs prokibied

45, Uffance oof purchasse of narepiy Gringes o flanis
4. Epecial mitipating faciors

47, 8peciyl phea bargain

4% Use of propeny for mreotie offenees

A9 derloreree witly seres) el gt pure

S Lte nnprisnnntent v tnd consiction

81, Penaley for cdfence committed he snthoriicd oller
35, Origind jusisderon of s Conr

33, Possewsion or dwaership of propedy ohistnes by tmaificking i narvotic doggs

feecd



Arcest, Investigation and Sefzure

Ry

4. Porvee of LTHEY sedveh. simest vod sezure

35, Soarchs of porson

56, Dhstouction of fnspeciion sed ssanch

57, Power af invastigaiion

5%, Release of propery soured

59 Power 1o prosesute

B0, Deeloraiton of ncosee sned propesty

&1, Inpecurate declaration of wcome ard propeny

42, Protestion of thivd pasttes

B3, Befrare of movable proporty

B, Setzure bl immavable peoperly

#1% Transactions in selzed ey piter sudeare 40 he void
H6y, Reslisation of propeny
7. LAifisation of provesds of realisable property

B8, Nom application of lselvency Act, 2006 (AcH TOR)
0. Winding up of compary lolding realisable property
70, Lundering proveeds [rom sureatic offence

F1. Power e iniercopt communization

T2, Selzara of camency
i3, Freveing of proysrty
T, Applicarion oy froariog osder
75, It of Sreeing andir
Tto, BTewt o8 Freesing oode

7. Bugatton i freeriu onder

¥, xtenston of freoring order
Condisention aod Forsiurs of Properry of Liahic Perdsons
B0 Pavier teeapply e Court for copdiseition erder

1. dpyplication By eontiscution o prewtinny pesudly mder



2. Presurspdion of geguisivon of progesty or meoio

B3, Quders o application b ronflaverion ot pecunire penelyy
B U nshing of entviction na o discharge confiscation ar peeunt sy peealty onder
3. Persone. Hulle o b prisgesded suaiios

e, Notiee o show cause apabest forfeituee

8T, Applivation to the Court for forfritre

N Fortviture of propeny i cema cireunivianges

b9, Forfiituee of cormam lupes of propenties

2. Woid tmnsactions

9L, Forfitureof property in the slmcaee of glaim

92, Proceedings not 10 abate wpas death of 2 oo aifiogs
adiseellanecus matters

4

Y3, Entorcement of foraign Inw

W Reguest for ard miibonty i mader gssistangs

93, Informatian of & pesson, bady orplace

A Service of process or doegemen

97, Transrission of vopies of sisements, regords oy sesulis pf T estization
V. Lxamination of witsess by an wathorised olfiver ofthe Compshssion

W2 Examination af wittess by Coun

100, Tramumission of propeey oF s azgicle

01, Offence by body o persis

103, Lilingahke void

Wi, Matige or order m to be bovalid for evror in description

104, Reporior documen by go expost or asnlvst

HIS, roperte waning

100, Suspivion of anbawiid sets iy

T, Pasigrapted feraisdy inbueagene

IR, Edisposid apif storsge of seired maredios, controdied st and nrecunors
T8 Agtesnpd, abatenent sad consmrasy
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EHL Contrebied defivery

2. Reguiations

Pi3. Intemprotation

EF4, Repeat amd savings

L13. Comsequential amendimen
L6, Trunsiional provisions
SCHEHLES

FIRST SCHEDULE
Eugurvalencies o Rank
SECOND SCHEDULE

Fubie oF Offences el Pepaltioy
THERT SCHEIUILE
LContealbed Eguipment
FOLRTHBCHEDRLE

Oath of Secreey

FIFTH SCHEDULE

Cipiun, Coga o ﬁ_mpiwuﬂmh;c:
SIXTH BCHEDULE

Sarvobte Dreg-Oznmmbis
SEVENTH SCHEDLE
Psyvehotrapic Substanees.
FIGIETEH SCHEDCLE

Ehemica! Progarsors



L fi,

(2} The person convictud mder subseetion ¢y shall serve the tersy of imprisonment spoeitiod
in ghe fisth column of the Secomd Scheduli o the e i not pad

{33 The Mhinister, w consultston with the Mimster respeisible for Agricuitre nsay grant o
Breesee for fhe snupactation, cxportstion o re-cxpetaiion oF u nareotic plet 1 atsiicd g e
freence oon be granted and o applicattor oy heen ke i the prvseibed fiorm

(43 The heesice shall Be graated subject o 1he conditions specitied i thie licenee

Section S Unfaw ful poasession of vontiol of mueotic prlants

(13 A person who sithous knwful authority, proof of wiich bes o shat persan, has PONSONION
or control of a parcotse plant (or we or for tattickimyg comunts an offerce,

{23 A pervon w ha cominis an offence of unfaw il passesatan or cuntrol of s nawmic_gﬂam

£ dor e s bable on summary conviction o 8 fine pnposed 1n aceerdance with the penufty

specitied wthe Sevend Schedule or 3 tern of improsomzent speestied in the Schedoie if the
fine s ot paids or

(5 for fratfiching o bable on sununany convicton to the fie ard | MPREORICRL sheciied
dhe Second Sehedule dnd an additional wrm of imprisonment specifivd in thiat Schedule i the
s by oL R,

Sevtion 42 Prohibited businiess selating 1 narcotic plants

tHrA persan who withou Tasful authoriy, manutagtures provesses, produces or distributes
aatcatie plants continit an offeace.

F21 A persont whe wthout Ll muhornty sadertakes an actiy Hy for the purpese of estibl ey
OF pronysting an enterprise refating o mircotic plans commits an offonce,

£3) A person who, soduut lawdul authon 1y, Das pomassion of coutot of a wiiching, L3 G T
a tool, utunmii or any viher naterial or antcle for the manutacture, provessnyg, prikiuction,
dastribugion, sale. admmistration oruse of 2 nareotiv gl Commits an wifenee.

(43 A person shald not wath orwithout i b s HONEY, UPOI, SXPOTT OF Fe-aport o plasst histed
in the it Sixth and Sevents Schivdules with the nitertion of diverting the pliast for tae or
pronduchion ax nareatic dig,

153 A person shalb zot use any plast for the processing or exieaction of 2 sy heHe or semd.
samtietic drug swahont law il authority,

01 A prrsost who comants an offence winder this section s table on summan. com ietiin to the
fine s term ol mprisonment speertied e Second Schedule and an addiienal teom of
ympsrbonment speethnd m thie G5 celumn <! it Schedude 1$the 0 65 ot patid

Scetion 43 Spoeced prosision whing to canttabs

CHY Despite seetions 39 10 82, the Mimster, on the recammendatian of the Cummission, F1HEN
shant @ fieenve for the cultivation of Canuabis winch kas pot mose thes 0.3% THC gomteiit o

a dry weduh bases for idustrial) prrposes for obisnmy (b or seed o (o; inedicingt PUIPEUS



§2) For the avodanes of doabr, & hieves pranted unilér sihsectiog £1) skl mt e for she
eulitvatton 5 cartibis for focrentional wr

Section $d--Admintstenion of narotiy desgs probinitag

113 A person commnils un offence il the person, withauf kil intitlsority, proofed which iz on
bhat pefseds, administem a narootic dr g 0 anather porsen,

€23 A prerson who cammils wn alfence under subsection (17 s Bable on SULTMALY COMVICTio By

& fine or & ey of iImprisoanm as specified in thy Sevonnd Schaedule.

3y Hhe person sholl serve the. additiomal wrm of irprisonniast spetified in the Sovaond
Sehodele i11he e is sot pald,

Beetion 45 Ofmee of purchase of narootio shiwes ot plinty

EE) & persen who! without lawfial muhority, proof of which lics o thit pebso. pruircliases o
wateativ drug or plagt with iz intention e sebi or supply the narenlic drveg commis 2o oftenge,

K23 A pirsoos who, witho fowTut authority, mirshases 2 naseatie dru 2 of Pl fiar persorial us,

-l}?a.m_mi_'ts_ ot offence,

§3) A persen whe eotsmity an offsnce snder subseetion 141 o subsection (27 & lble o
SHMIETY comviption fo 2 e or 4 term of | rmgmmmrm: g epevitied in the Seeond Schedule,

49 Tha parson sl sesve the sddlilemal wemrod | irsprisonmens specified In the fifth ebizgag ol
the Beeond Schedule {1 the fine Is not paid,

£33 Without prefudics auhw». Gops {31 end {43 2 Court thai UERVICLS # Fersam far an nife
ot under siabsecriog (2) 0 2y snake ap opder d:r»'z.mq_ e pergon i seel wertmelt sd
rehalifitation o 2 mzl.aa aprprovgd h thee Conunission fn consuliation with e hlimbstorfor

Heulth,

Bection 6 Special mmgauﬂy fstors

F13 A Cout, haveng segad 1 the nawere sod special citcuimstatees of an gfience eommied
mestiey section 39, Moy sentetcw an seoused Presan 40 g lesser teris thut the mininiun penidly
spevified i the Second Sehasdube.

123 The lesser weern that e Crun oy impose where e are spoC mingating chvumsanes.
B 9 WEom nel less fhan bwe yeues anpsisonment in addition o @ fine. of e less ih AN e
breechived v 1y posaly suits and 16 froes thaes oee tesmand o hundie 4 presinlyy it

Beetion 47-- Spepial plea harpain

A person acrested and eharpal vk the offence of passession of B pavotic dr g pr plant Yo

Brastichingy wha i anly souner For & principal may plead wothy toihe sfence guring e il

proveelings and e e sen werieg reedieedd by ab-lonst had of dicsemonce 3 that TSI o

.,:px.m!:a futly with ificess ul the Commission s de principad 1s Strestod and charucd after
inscesligalions.

Boetion 8- Live of twoperts for peoaic Qifenees
5 ; : :

i

F1Y A persam whe diseady or rtiireedly week propsy witdin or owtside the cousry..—

2%




