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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In recent years, synthetic drugs have emerged as a new threat to Minnesota’s drug abuse 

prevention efforts. Both synthetic cathinones (a.k.a. Bath Salts) and synthetic cannabinoids 

(a.k.a. Synthetic “Marijuana”) have grown increasingly popular in many communities across our 

state, having a serious and often devastating impact on not only individual users and their 

families,  but the economic prosperity of particular areas as well. 

The Minnesota Legislature recently enacted strong legislation to address this issue. In 2011, Rep. 

John Kriesel authored a bill that created penalties for the sale and possession of synthetic 

cannabinoids, as well as adding several other prominent synthetic drugs to Schedule I of the 

controlled substance schedules, to include bath salts, plant food, 2C-E and 2C-1. Rep. Kriesel’s 

bill also made the drug schedules more flexible so that the law did not need to be changed each 

time a new synthetic drug was detected. For the first time, a definition of analog was added to 

statute to extend the controlled substances offenses to their respective analogs. 

In 2012, Rep. Bob Barrett authored an act that changed the offense level for the sale of synthetic 

cannabinoids from a gross misdemeanor to a felony. Rep. Barrett’s bill also added many of the 

recently detected synthetic substances to Schedule I of the controlled substance schedules. The 

bill also granted the Minnesota Board of Pharmacy expedited rule making authority to allow 

additions of newly identified substances, with subsequent approval by the Legislature. It was 

believed this would minimize delays, as new compounds were identified. 

As you will read later in this report, despite the Legislature’s good intentions, manufacturers and 

distributors of harmful synthetic drugs continued to skirt the law, finding loopholes and preying 

on delays in our legal system. Sales of these drugs continued, sometimes in blatantly obvious 

defiance of the law. While we believe in and support wholly our current analog laws, this 

Committee believes more can be done to protect Minnesotans from both the direct and indirect 

effects of synthetic drug sales and use.  

As we travelled across the state and received incredibly compelling testimony from law 

enforcement, health care professionals, victims, family members, community members and so 

many others, it became evident that our approach needed to be multi-faceted. In addition to the 

criminal side of our recommendations, there also needed to be significant emphasis on a strong 

educational campaign designed to target at-risk populations, namely middle school through high 

school children and their families. It is a very common and sad misperception that synthetic 

“marijuana” is no more harmful than “regular” marijuana. Nothing can be further from the truth. 

In fact, the Committee early on stopped referring to it as “synthetic marijuana” for the simple 

reason that it is nothing like marijuana—it is many times more harmful and devastating.  

According to the Minnesota Department of Public Safety, synthetic cannabinoids are up to 100 

times more powerful than typical marijuana. It is a plant material sprayed with extremely potent 

psychotropic drugs containing ever changing chemical strains. These products are most often 

sold in head shops, smoke shops, or over the internet. They are often labeled as incense and 

marked ‘Not for Human Consumption’ in a weak attempt to skirt the federal laws. They have a 
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hallucinogenic effect similar to PCP (angel dust). Long term effects of using these products is 

still unknown.  

Synthetic cathinones (aka bath salts) are certainly not your traditional aromatic bath salts. It is a 

drug designed to target the central nervous system, with effects similar to those seen with 

cocaine, methamphetamines and LSD use. They come in a powder or crystal form, and users 

high on these drugs are often resilient to Tasers and/or pepper spray. Again, the long term effects 

remain unknown. 

The Select Committee on Controlled Substances and Synthetic Drugs has completed its task and 

has compiled this report for presentation to the House of Representatives during its 2014 regular 

session. The report consists of the following: 

 Driving forces behind a need for further change, 

 Review of previous legislative changes in Minnesota, 

 Identification of an emerging statewide impact, 

 Role of the Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension Lab,  

 Recommended legislative actions, 

 Recommended agency actions, and 

 A summary of documents collected through various hearings and discussions over the 

interim. 

The Committee stands behind the recommendations in this Report unanimously. We strived to 

perform our work in a non-partisan fashion, focusing solely on the health, safety and wellbeing 

of all Minnesotans. We believe the recommendations included here can be embraced by the full 

Legislature, and look forward to a bill moving forward that can be signed into law. 

IMPETUS BEHIND THE INITIATIVE 
 

The City of Duluth has been the epicenter of Minnesota’s synthetic drug problem. The reason is 

due in part to a local retailer who sold an incredible amount of illegal product from a very public 

retail setting in the heart of downtown Duluth. The Last Place on Earth store was a multi-million 

dollar operation that resulted in an overburden of local law enforcement and the emergency 

response system. Local trauma centers were inundated with people who over overdosed on 

synthetic drugs which often contained unknown chemicals. Area retailers felt the impact to their 

businesses as people were frankly afraid to be in the area  due to the tremendous amount of 

disruptive traffic generated by this illegal business. Duluth’s downtown was under attack. In 

2013, the owner of Last Place on Earth was convicted of criminal charges, and the business has 

closed. 

Make no mistake, synthetic drugs are being sold and used within all of our communities. Perhaps 

not as visible as Duluth’s problem was, nonetheless the Committee has learned it is prevalent 

statewide, especially with teens and young adults. As one college student said, “If you’re not 

doing synthetics, you’re in the minority.” Something needs to be done to provide law 

enforcement and prosecutors the tools necessary to stop retail sales of illegal drugs, and to do so 

as quickly as possible, thereby minimizing the impact to individuals and our communities.  
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We know our analog laws are some of the best in the country. We also know the federal laws are 

sound. We wanted to take further steps to ensure that: 

 As many tools as possible are available to law enforcement, 

 Additional resources are made available to prosecutors to ensure successful prosecutions, 

and 

 Education is provided to our children and to their families regarding the extreme risk 

associated with synthetic drugs. 

 

Something needs to be done. The Committee  recommends a continued and aggressive approach 

to the analog laws in addition to a comprehensive approach that includes an aggressive education 

and prevention effort. We hope these recommendations make significant headway in reducing 

the sale and use of synthetic drugs in Minnesota.  

PROCESS 
 

Speaker Paul Thissen announced the formation of the Select Committee on Controlled 

Substances and Synthetic Drugs on May 29, 2013, appointing Representative Erik Simonson as 

Chair, with Representatives Kathy Lohmer, Jim Newberger, Dan Schoen and John Ward serving 

as members. The Committee was directed to hold interim hearings to examine drug abuse issues 

and recommend legislation to combat the spread of the sale of synthetic drugs across Minnesota.  

The Committee was charged with issuing a report with its recommendations by February 25, 

2014. 

 

Shortly after formation, the Committee began its work both convening hearings and attending 

meetings held by others.  These included the following: 

 

 Duluth public hearing convened by Attorney General Lori Swanson on June 7, 2013, to 

hear hours of testimony, primarily centered around the Last Place on Earth, 

 Saint Paul hearing on July 9, 2013,  to learn some of the chemistry and history behind the 

issue, 

 Brainerd hearing on August 22, 2013, to hear about the impact on individuals and 

communities, especially the spread to other areas after the closing of Last Place on Earth, 

 Virginia Community Forum at the Range Rehab Auditorium on September 25, 2013, 

attended by Representative Kathy Lohmer,   

 Joint hearing with the Health and Human Services Policy Committee and the Public 

Safety Finance and Policy Committee on October 9, 2013, and    

 Bureau of Criminal Apprehension Laboratory tour on October 9, 2013, to observe and 

learn about the process involved in testing synthetic drugs.  

 

At these hearings, the Committee received testimony from medical professionals, scientists, law 

enforcement, treatment providers, users, family members, and community members about the 

impact of synthetic drugs on themselves personally and professionally as well as the impact on 

the community. Scientists explained the complex chemistry and history behind synthetic drugs.  
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Following this information gathering, the Chair met with Commissioners and Assistant 

Commissioners from the Departments of Health, Public Safety, and Human Services about an 

interdisciplinary approach with a public education campaign as a key component.  The Chair 

then met with Attorney General Lori Swanson regarding potential legal avenues and legislation.  

After gathering information and consulting experts and stakeholders, this Report was drafted to 

be presented to members of the Committee at its final hearing on January 29, 2014. 

 

PREVIOUS SYNTHETIC DRUG LEGISLATION  
 

In recent years, the Minnesota Legislature enacted laws to combat the sale and possession of 

synthetic drugs.  In 2011, the Legislature added synthetic cannabinoids and synthetic cathinones 

(“bath salts”) to schedule I of the controlled substance schedules.  Schedule I drugs are defined 

as those drugs that have a high potential for abuse and have no currently accepted medical use.  

The Legislature took a two-pronged approach to address synthetic cannabinoids and synthetic 

cathinones separately.  A person who sells synthetic cathinones is subject to a 15-year felony.  A 

person who possesses synthetic cathinones is subject to a 5-year felony.  The Legislature 

established separate penalties for synthetic cannabinoids, which the Legislature subsequently 

amended in 2012.  Under the law as enacted in 2011, a person who sold synthetic cannabinoids 

was subject to a gross misdemeanor and a person who possessed synthetic cannabinoids faced a 

misdemeanor penalty.  The Legislature also adopted an analog statute in 2011.  Under the analog 

law, substances that are substantially similar to schedule I and II drugs are treated as the 

equivalent for drug crimes.  The analog law is based on federal law. 

 

In 2012, the Legislature passed additional legislation targeting synthetic drugs.  The legislation 

increased the penalty for the sale of synthetic cannabinoids to a five-year felony.  The law also 

synced the controlled substance schedules maintained in statute with the controlled substance 

schedules maintained by the Board of Pharmacy.  The Board’s schedules had steadily expanded 

over the years without the Legislature keeping the statutory schedules up to date.  Many of the 

substances on the Board’s schedules that were missing from the statutory schedules were 

synthetic drugs.  Discrepancies between the two sets of schedules led to confusion among law 

enforcement and other criminal justice practitioners.  Finally, the Legislature granted the Board 

of Pharmacy emergency rule-making authority to schedule newly discovered street drugs 

expeditiously. 
STATEWIDE IMPACT 

 

As stated above, the Committee held hearings and attended meetings convened by others.   At 

these gatherings, the Committee heard testimony from people from all over the state who had a 

wide range of experience with synthetic drugs.  Professionals in the medical and law 

enforcement fields testified as well as those who encountered synthetic drugs in their personal 

lives through their own use, the use of a friend or family member, or as a member of a 

community with significant synthetic-drug-related activity.  The Committee learned about users, 

some of them first-time users, permanently disabled both physically (e.g., gouging out their own 

eyeball) and psychologically (e.g., civilly committed).  Small business owners testified about 

losing employees due to safety concerns (e.g., being intimidated by the large gatherings outside  

head shops selling synthetic drugs).  Elected officials testified regarding the decline in visitors 

and the overall condition of their communities (e.g., avoiding stepping on pink vomit). What is 
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difficult to convey in a written report is the emotion evident as people told of their experiences—

what they saw, what they felt, and how their lives had been changed.  With every hearing, it 

became more and more clear that the impact of synthetic drugs is widespread and deeply felt. 

 

MINNESOTA BUREAU OF CRIMINAL APPREHENSION LAB 

 

The Committee received testimony from the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension (BCA) on July 9, 

2013.  Violet Stephens, a forensic scientist with the BCA, walked through the origins of 

synthetic drugs and how they  continue to be modified to skirt federal and state laws.  The BCA 

also presented slides showing a significant decrease in the frequency of cases involving the 

synthetic drug compounds included in recent synthetic drug legislation.  However, the BCA 

Scientists indicated that when certain specific compounds were banned, they would then see an 

increase in other synthetic drug compounds that had not (yet) been banned.   

 

On October 9, 2013, the Committee toured the BCA to learn more about the successes and 

challenges presented by the influx of synthetic drugs in Minnesota.  The Select Committee 

toured the BCA Lab where samples are tested and saw a small selection of the hundreds of 

samples that the Lab has had to purchase over the past couple of years to use for comparison.  

The scientists noted that limited resources are a barrier to this work because when they receive 

synthetic drug evidence, they typically do not have a sample in Lab to compare it to because 

manufacturers are constantly altering the formulas to skirt laws.  Scientists use what they have to 

try and narrow the scope of what the drug compound might be and then rely on their 

international network to see if any other labs have come across the same compound.  Once BCA 

Scientists find a potential match, the BCA Lab then has to purchase a sample compound to run 

against the submitted compound.  This process is both time-intensive and expensive.  In addition 

to the cost of acquiring samples and the amount of staff time needed to figure out these ever 

changing compounds, the BCA Scientists must spend time trying to figure out if the identified 

drug was banned by state legislation at the time it was seized.  These responsibilities are in 

addition to the other evidence processing that the BCA completes for criminal cases throughout 

Minnesota. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The Committee recommends that the State of Minnesota take a comprehensive approach to 

further combating synthetic drugs.  The Committee recommends the following specific 

initiatives: 

 

A. Legislative initiatives. 

 

1.  The Legislature should expand the definition of “drug” in statute to include any 

compound, substance, or derivative which is not approved for human consumption by 

the United States Food and Drug Administration or specifically permitted by 

Minnesota law, and when introduced into the body, induces an effect substantially 

similar to that of a Schedule I or Schedule II controlled substance regardless of 

whether the substance is marketed for the purpose of human consumption. 
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2. The Legislature should empower the Board of Pharmacy to issue cease and desist 

orders to businesses that sell synthetic drugs.  The Board should have the authority to 

order a business to cease selling synthetic drugs that, in the Board’s opinion, are a 

banned substance or analog of schedule I or schedule II drugs.  An affected business 

would be entitled to an administrative hearing to challenge the Board’s order. 

 

3.  The Legislature should remove the sunset on the Board of Pharmacy’s emergency 

drug scheduling authority.  In 2012, the Legislature authorized the Board to schedule 

newly discovered synthetic drugs using emergency rule-making authority.  The 

Board’s authority is set to expire on August 1, 2014. 

 

4.  The Legislature should strike the statutory requirement that the Board of Pharmacy’s 

emergency drug scheduling decisions must be ratified by the Legislature to make the 

Board’s actions final.  As a check on the Board’s emergency rule-making authority, 

the Legislature established a legislative ratification requirement.  Removing the 

ratification process will make the emergency rule-making process less burdensome 

for the Board.  The Legislature would retain the authority to overturn a scheduling 

decision by the Board of Pharmacy with regard to a specific compound. 

 

5.  The Legislature should create and fund a pilot project that trains prosecutors in the 

best practices of prosecuting synthetic drug cases and funds expert witnesses in 

synthetic drug investigations and trials.  Specifically, the pilot project should train 

prosecutors in the application of the state’s drug analog statute. 

 

6.  To assist in the criminal prosecution of synthetic drug cases, the Legislature should 

appropriate funds to the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension for analyzing and testing 

synthetic drugs.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that some synthetic drug prosecutions 

are hampered by a shortage of resources at the BCA to analyze and test 

unconventional drugs. 

 

7.  The Legislature should direct the Commissioner of Education, Commissioner of 

Health, and Commissioner of Human Services to formulate and implement an 

educational awareness campaign on the dangers of synthetic drug use.  The education 

campaign should be designed to reach a broad audience but contain targeted messages 

for students and youth. 

 

 

8.  Efforts to reduce and prevent all forms of drug abuse should be reviewed regularly by 

pertinent Legislative Committees.  

 

9.  The Minnesota Legislature and state agencies should work together with Minnesota’s 

federal Congressional delegation and federal agencies to pursue further efforts to 

control internet sales of illegal drugs.  
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B. Local initiatives. 
 

1. Local units of government should consider adopting comprehensive drug 

paraphernalia ordinances similar to Moorhead’s ordinance (see Appendix 16).  

Experts believe that gaps in many drug paraphernalia laws allow headshops to skirt 

the law on the prohibition of drug paraphernalia which in turn makes it easier for 

persons to consume illicit drugs.  The open sale of drug paraphernalia also creates the 

perception that illicit drug use is acceptable because the tools needed to use the drugs 

are available for sale in storefronts. 

 

2. Local county attorneys should use resources across the state when considering 

charges and/or prosecution strategy in synthetic drug cases.  
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Marc  Conterato, M.S., North Memorial Medical Center 

 

Randall Seifert, Pharm. D, Associate Dean, University of Minnesota, Duluth, Pharmacology 
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Select Committee on Controlled Substances and Synthetic Drugs 

Chair: Rep. Erik Simonson 

 

July 9, 2013 

10:30 a.m. 

5 State Office Building 

AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order 

 

II. Jeff Diebel, House Research Analyst 

 

III. Cody Wiberg, Minnesota Board of Pharmacy 

 

IV. Violet Stephens, Forensic Scientist, Bureau of Criminal Apprehension Laboratory, 

Minnesota Department of Public Safety 

 

 

Break for lunch 

 

 

V. Brian Marquart, Statewide Coordinator, Law Enforcement Task Forces 

 

VI. Karin Sonneman, Winona County Attorney 

Christina Davenport, Assistant Winona County Attorney 

 

VII. Jon Holets, Assistant St. Louis County Attorney 

 

VIII. Public Testimony 

 

IX. Discussion regarding committee plans 

 

X. Adjournment 
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House Research 
Act Summary 

 

 CHAPTER: 53 SESSION: 2011 Regular Session 

 TOPIC: Controlled Substances 

 Analyst: Jeff Diebel Date: July 8, 2013 

 

 
This publication can be made available in alternative formats upon request.  Please call 651-296-6753 

(voice); or the Minnesota State Relay Service at 1-800-627-3529 (TTY) for assistance.  Summaries are 

also available on our website at: www.house.mn/hrd/. 

 

Overview 

This act contains a variety of policy changes related to controlled substances 

including creating criminal penalties for the sale and possession of synthetic 

marijuana and other synthetic substances.  This act also amends first- through 

third-degree controlled substance possession offenses and the offense of 

possession of a small amount of marijuana so that law enforcement/prosecutors 

may not charge an offense based on the weight of water used in a bong or water 

pipe. 

Section   

1  Mixture.  Amends the definition of “mixture” in the controlled substances chapter of law 

(Minn. Stat. ch. 152) to reflect the changes made below in sections 2, 6, 7, and 8. Under 

current law, prosecutors may make charging decisions based on the entire weight of a 

mixture that contains a controlled substance even if the drug is only a small fraction of the 

mixture. Sections 2, 6, 7, and 8 would change this policy as it relates to first- through third-

degree controlled substance possession offenses and the offense of possession of a small 

amount of marijuana. (Of note, these sections (sections 1, 2, 6, 7, and 8) have immediate 

effective dates.) 

2  Small amount.  Amends the definition of “small amount,” which relates to the offense of 

possession of a small amount of marijuana so that the weight of bong water may not be used 

to determine what constitutes a “small amount” when the bong water measures less than four 

fluid ounces. 

3  Analog.  Adds a definition of “analog” to the controlled substances chapter of law. The 

definition is patterned after Federal law. 
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Section 
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4  Schedule I.  Adds the substances known as 2C-E and 2C-I, plant food, bath salts, and 

synthetic cannabinoids to the list of Schedule I drugs in the controlled substances chapter of 

law.  Provides that an analog of a Schedule I or II controlled substance is considered a 

Schedule I controlled substance. 

5  Modifying the controlled substance schedules.  Eliminates the Board of Pharmacy’s 

obligation to undertake an annual review of the controlled substance schedules. Prohibits the 

board from deleting or rescheduling a drug that is in Schedule I except as otherwise provided 

in law. 

6  1
st
 Degree Possession.  Amends the offense of first-degree controlled substance possession 

so that the weight of bong water may not be used to determine the level of offense in cases 

where a person is accused of possessing a "mixture" that contains less than four fluid ounces 

of bong water. 

7  2
nd

 Degree Possession.  Amends the offense of second-degree controlled substance 

possession so that the weight of bong water may not be used to determine the level of offense 

in cases where a person is accused of possessing a “mixture” that contains less than four fluid 

ounces of bong water. 

8  3
rd

 Degree Possession.  Amends the offense of third-degree controlled substance possession 

so that the weight of bong water may not be used to determine the level of offense in cases 

where a person is accused of possessing a “mixture” that contains less than four fluid ounces 

of bong water. 

9  Sale or possession of synthetic cannabinoids.  Provides that anyone who unlawfully sells 

any amount of a synthetic cannabinoid is guilty of a gross misdemeanor and that anyone who 

unlawfully possesses any amount of a synthetic cannabinoid is guilty of a misdemeanor.  

Defines “synthetic cannabinoid.” Clarifies that the penalties provided in the first- to fifth-

degree controlled substances crimes do not apply for these substances. 
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 CHAPTER: 240 SESSION: 2012 Regular Session 

 TOPIC: Controlled Substances 

 Date: May 23, 2012 

 Analyst: Jeff Diebel 

This publication can be mad e available in alternative formats upon request.  Please call 651-296-6753 

(voice); or the Minnesota State Relay Service at 1-800-627-3529 (TTY) for assistance.  Summaries are 

also available on our website at: www.house.mn/hrd. 

Overview 

This bill updates the statutory controlled substance schedules so that they match the 

controlled substance schedules maintained by the Board of Pharmacy in rules. The bill 

grants the board expedited drug scheduling authority. The bill also modifies the definition 

of synthetic cannabinoids and enhances the penalties for selling such substances. 

1         Controlled substance schedules. Amends the statutory controlled substance schedules to bring them 

up-to-date with the controlled substance schedules maintained by the Board of Pharmacy in rules. 

Modifies the definition of synthetic cannabinoids and adds recently detected synthetic stimulants and 

hallucinogens to Schedule I. The amendments contained in this section are also intended to increase 

the flexibility of the schedules for use by prosecutors.  

Authorizes the Board of Pharmacy to use the expedited rule-making process to add a substance to 

schedule I. Eliminates the board's obligation to complete an annual study of implementation of 

chapter 152 in relation to drug abuse in Minnesota. Strikes obsolete language. 

2         Sale or possession of synthetic cannabinoids. Bifurcates the current gross misdemeanor penalty for 

selling synthetic cannabinoids into a gross misdemeanor and a felony. A person who "sells" a 

synthetic cannabinoid for no remuneration is guilty of a gross misdemeanor. All other sales of a 

synthetic cannabinoid carry a five-year felony penalty.  

3         Deferring prosecution for certain first time drug offenders. Authorizes judges to defer 

prosecution for certain offenders charged with misdemeanor possession of synthetic cannabinoids. 

  



 

 

 

 

 
Violet Stephens 

Forensic Scientist 3/Technical Leader 

Drug Chemistry  

violet.stephens@state.mn.us 

 



Commonly sold as “Spice” or “K2” 



 Herbal plant material onto which the active 
compounds have been sprayed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Also occurs  in powder form 

 

 



 What is in these products? 

 Abusers do not know….. 

 Distributors and sellers do not know… 

 High variability between products, even the 
same label: 

 Constituents and components change within 
product  label and batch to batch 

 Different effects may be experienced from products 
with the same label due to different drugs. 





 John W. Huffman (JWH) 

 Professor at Clemson University 

 Developed cannabinoid compounds to aid in 
medical research 

 Headed research team which further characterized 
receptors through comparing “potency” of various 
synthesized compounds to THC and other known 
syncanns. 

 Individual compounds sequentially numbered 
named with his initials (JWH) 

 

 

 



 AM- Alexandros Makriyannis 

 

 CP- Pzifer 

 

 HU- Hebrew University 

 

 BAY- Bayer 

 

 

 

 





 High affinity is defined as Ki< 100 nM 

 Low affinity is defined as Ki>100 nM 

 

Substance Ki (nM) 

Δ8 THC 16.5 

Δ9 THC 10.2 

JWH-018 2.9 (3.5X) 

HU-210 0.06 (170X) 

AM-2201 1.0 (10X) 



Cyclohexylphenol 

Phenylacetylindoles 

Naphthylmethylindenes 

Naphthylpyrroles 

Benzoylindoles 

Naphthoylindole 

Naphthylmethylindoles 



General Class 

Chemical 

Chemical Structure Compounds currently marketed or  identified in case submissions 

Naphthoylindoles JWH-007, JWH-015, JWH-018, JWH-019, JWH-073, JWH-081, JWH-098, JWH-200, 

JWH-164, JWH-210, JWH-398, WIN 55,212-2 

Naphthoylpyrroles 

Phenylacetylindoles JWH-203, JWH-250 

Cyclohexylphenols CP 47,497 

Benzoylindoles 

Tricyclic benzopyrans HU-201, Tetrahydrocannabinols 

N
H

O

O
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H

N
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 Clandestine manufacturers quickly adapted 
and expanded to include numerous 
compounds 

 

 Statements by distributors indicated control 
measures had no effect on their business or 
their intent to continue 

 

 AM-2201 

 



General Class Chemical Chemical Structure Compounds currently marketed or  identified in case submissions 

Naphthoylindoles Examples include but are not limited to  

JWH-007, JWH-015, JWH-018, JWH-019, JWH-073, JWH-081, JWH-122, JWH-

200, JWH-210, JWH-398, AM-2201, JWH-175, JWH-184, AM-2201, AM-1220 

 

Naphthylmethylindoles Examples include but are not limited to  

JWH-175, JWH-184 

Naphthoylpyrroles 

 

Examples include but are not limited to  

JWH-307, JWH-370, JWH-030 

 

Naphthylmethylindenes Examples include but are not limited to JWH-176 

Phenylacetylindoles 

 

 

Examples include but are not limited to  

RCS-8, JWH-250, JWH-251, JWH-203 

Cyclohexylphenols 

 

 

Examples include but are not limited to  

CP 47,497, CP 47,497 C8 homologue, CP 55, 940 

Benzoylindoles 

 

Examples include but are not limited to  

RCS-4, AM-694, WIN 48,098 or Pravadoline 



 Others Specifically  Named 

 HU-210 

 HU-211 

 WIN 55,212-2 
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 XLR-11 

 

 

 

 

 UR-144 
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 UR-144 and XLR-11 will be added to the list of 
Schedule 1 controlled substances. 

 



 Commonly sold as but is not limited to  “Ivory 
Wave” or “Vanilla Sky” 

 No legitimate bath, beauty or plant food 
purposes 

 No accepted medical uses 

 









 Usually contain Methylmethcathinone 
(Mephedrone), Methylenedioxymethcathinone 
(Methylone), Methylenedioxypyrovalerone 
(MDPV), or one of nearly 30 other substances. 

 These are mood altering stimulants, not unlike 
cocaine or methamphetamine 

 Currently controlled at the state 

 



 ….Substance, except bupropion, that is 
structurally derived from 2-aminopropan-1-
one with substitution at the 1,2, or 3 position: 

 

 

3 

2 

1 



0 

20 

40 

60 

80 

100 

120 

140 

Pre 8/1/2012 Post 8/1/2012 

Bath Salts 



 AKB-48 (APINACA) 



 25I-NBOMe 

 

 



 PB-22 

 



 BB-22 

 



 A-836,339 

 



 The following drugs will be added to the list of 
Schedule 1 controlled substances: 

 

 25I-NBOMe 

 AKB-48(APINACA) 

 5-Fluoro-AKB-48 

 PB-22 

 5-Fluoro PB-22 



 Compounds are not easily identified 

 

 Difficulty of obtaining standards 

 

 Cost:  2 – 3X  more than  routine standards 

 Example: 

  5 mg of 25I-NBOMe is $285 

  10 mg of Methamphetamine is $58 



 Terrence Boos, Chemist/Acting Section Chief 

  DEA Office of Diversion Control 

 

 Jeremiah Morris 
 Johnson County (KS) Sheriff’s Office 

 

 Clemson University Dept. of Chemistry 

 

 Cayman Chemicals 

 



Minnesota Department of Public Safety 
Office of Justice Programs 

Brian Marquart, Statewide Gang and Drug 
Coordinator 



 Enforcement Structure 
 
◦ 23 state funded gang and drug task forces that cover 63 

counties and a large number of city municipalities 
throughout MN 

 

◦ Federal and State monies used by task forces to form 
Violent Crime Enforcement Teams (VCETs) 

 

◦ VCETs focus on drug enforcement, gang enforcement, 
other violent crimes 

 

 

 

 

 



 2012 Task Force Activity 
 
◦ Conducted over 7,000 active investigations  

 
◦ Over 3,900 arrests 

 
◦ 84% of arrests for felony-level crimes 

 
◦ Task Forces collectively seized thousands of grams of heroin, 

methamphetamines, cocaine and marijuana, along with other 
drugs 
 

◦ Over ½ of the VCETs have reported a dramatic increase in 
Synthetic Cathinones (bath salts) and Synthetic Cannabanoids 
investigations and seizures over the past year 
 
 



 Not the traditional bath salts used legitimately 
for water-softening or aroma therapeutic 
purposes 

 A central nervous stimulant used as a 
recreational drug 

 Marketed as “bath salts” or sometimes “plant 
food” to avoid regulation  

 Age range of users varies but most popular 
among teens and young adults  



 Powder and crystal form that crumbles easily 

 White to light brown in color 

 Sold in 50 mg to 500 mg packets or containers 

 Labeled “Not for human consumption” 

 Sold for $25 to $75 per packet 

 Easily available through the  Internet, “head 
shops” or tobacco shops 

 



 Highly similar to cocaine, methamphetamines, 
MDMA (Ecstasy) or LSD 

 Initial euphoria lasts 3-4 hours 

 Psychosis 

 Suicidal 

 Long term effects remain unknown 

 Users often cannot be subdued with pepper 
spray or Tasers 

 Cited as an “imminent threat to public safety” 
by the DEA 



 Snorted (most common) 

 Injected 

 Smoked (similar to crack) 

 Mixed with food 

 Mixed with drink 

 Airborne mist 



 Agitation/extreme anxiety 
 Extreme paranoia/hallucinations 

 Psychotic features (reporting seeing demons, 
monsters, foreign soldiers, or aliens) 

 Violent behavior 
 Chest pain/rapid heartbeat 

 Confusion  
 High blood pressure 
 Sweating 

 Hyper-alertness 
 Tremors/seizures 



 - Blue Silk 

 - Vanilla Sky 

 - Ivory Soft 

 - Cosmic Blast 

 - Cloud 9 

 - Zeus 2 

 - Bliss 

 - Purple Wave 

 - Plus many others 

 



 Synthetic Cannabanoids  are a 

mixture of plant material 

sprayed with potent 

psychotropic drugs.  

 Often contaminated with 

unidentified toxic substances. 

 Sold in “head shops”, smoke 

shops and on the internet 

 Labeled as “incense” marked 

“not for human consumption” 



  Sold in 3-15 gram bags for $15-$45 

 Most commonly smoked but can be mixed with food 

or drink 

 Can cause hallucinogenic effects similar to PCP 

 Can be 4-100 times more potent than marijuana 

 

 

 



 Numbness/tingling 

 Elevated blood pressure/heart rate 

 Increased anxiety/agitation 

 Seizures/tremors 

 Coma/unconsciousness 

 Hallucinations 

 Suicidal  

 Long term effects are unknown 

 



 K2 

 Scooby Snack 

 King Kong 

 Spice 

 Diamond  

 Smoke 

 Yukatan Fire 

 Sense 

 Spice Gold 



 Synthetic Drugs in Minnesota 
 
◦ In 2010-2011, task forces see synthetic drugs becoming 

increasingly popular in MN  

 

◦ Usage particularly high among teens, young adults  

 

◦ Products became available in retail outlets, head shops and 
via the internet 

 

◦ Increasing number of reports from poison control centers, 
hospitals, and law enforcement regarding synthetics 

 



o 2012 University of Maryland study reports that synthetic 
cannabanoids were the third most used substance by US 
students in grades 9-12 

 

o Minnesota Student Survey has added a question on youth 
synthetic drug use for the 2013 administration 

 

o OJP began collecting data on synthetic substances 
encountered by task forces in 2012 
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o Seller’s portrayal of synthetic substances as legal and/or not harmful 

 
o Bizarre and unpredictable behavior exhibited by users  

 
o Increase in police calls 

 
o Increased lab analysis necessary to determine if substances are controlled 

by state or federal law 
 

o Difficulty for state and federal legislation to keep up with changing chemical 
compositions 
 

o County Attorneys difficulty in determining charges under analog statute 
 

o Prohibitive costs of expert testimony 
 
 
 



 
o Task forces continue to coordinate with state, local and federal agencies 

to address synthetics and other controlled substances crimes 
 

o OJP has provided synthetics trainings at the last two Minnesota State 
Association of Narcotics Investigators (MSANI) conferences 
 

o Task force personnel regularly conduct narcotics presentations  to 
community groups, law enforcement and government entities 
 

o Cities enacting local ordinances 
 

o Violent Crime Coordinating Council (VCCC) ad hoc committee on 
synthetics 
 

o Statewide Substance Abuse Strategy (SSAS) has identified synthetic drug 
abuse as an emerging issue  



 Contacts: 
 

◦ Statewide Gang and Drug Coordinator  

◦ Brian Marquart 

◦ 651-201-7338 

 

◦ State Program Administrator 
Kristin Lail  

◦ 651-201-7322    



















 

 

Select Committee on Controlled Substances and Synthetic Drugs 

Chair: Rep. Erik Simonson 

 

August 22, 2013 

5:00 p.m. 

Chalberg Theatre 

Central Lakes College 

Brainerd, Minnesota 

AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order 

 

II. Introduction of members of the committee 

 

III. Short film presentation: Ground Zero: Duluth’s Battle Against Synthetic Drugs 

 

IV. Public Testimony 

 

V. Adjournment 
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Synthetics: The Battle for Duluth 
(Timeline of Events Related to the Sale of Synthetic Drugs at the Last Place on Earth) 

Nathan N. LaCoursiere, Assistant City Attorney, City of Duluth 

 

Spring/Summer 
2010: LPOE begins 

selling synthetic 
drugs (K2, Spice, 

Bath Salts) 

Aug. 2010: Duluth 
passes State's first 

synthetic drug 
ban.  LPOE sues 

the city. 

Nov. 2010: DEA 
issues emergency 
ban on 5 synthetic 
drugs  (JWH-018, 

JWH-073, etc.) 

May 2011:  MN 
Leg. passes first 

synthetic drug and 
"analog" ban 

effective July 1, 
2011, (superseding 

Duluth's 
ordinance.) 

Late Summer 
2011: LPOE drug 

trade now a 
scourge on Duluth: 
lines around block, 

100's of police 
calls per month, 

daily ER 
overdoses, 
downtown 

businesses failing. 

 Sept. 2011:  
Duluth police and 

Lake Superior Drug 
Task Force officers 
search LPOE and 
seize synthetic 

drugs, guns, and 
over $80,000 in 

cash. 
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Oct. 2011:  LPOE 
sues City of Duluth 

over September 
2011 search 
(Duluth later 

obtains dismissal in 
both State district 

and appellate 
courts). 

July 9, 2012: 
President Obama 

makes the previous 
DEA ban 

permanent by 
signing the 

Synthetic Drug 
Abuse Prevention 

Act of 2012. 

July 26, 2012: 
Federal agents 

(DEA/FDA), working 
with DPD, Lake 

Superior Drug Task 
Force, and County 
law enforcement 

officers search 
LPOE, seize drugs, 
and freeze over $3 
million in assets. 

Effective August 1, 
2012: MN Leg. 

beefs up original 
synthetic drug ban 
by adding several 
new compounds, 

including AM-2201 
(the heir to JWH-

018 found in many 
of LPOE's 
products). 

August 10, 2012: 
LPOE continues 

selling synthetics - 
City of Duluth 

serves first Notice 
of Public Nuisance 
on the business, 

and proceeds with 
the nuisance suit 
on October 12, 

2012 
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Nov. 9, 2012: Hon. 
Shaun R. Floerke hears 
Duluth's first motion 

for an injunction 
ending the sale of 
synthetic drugs at 

LPOE. 

Ded. 2012 (Federal 
Indictment): USAO 

charges Carlson, his 
son (Gellerman), and 
girlfriend (Haugen) 

with over 50 counts of 
violating federal FDA 

and Controlled 
Substance Acts. 

Jan. 2, 2013: Citing 
thousands of police 
calls and nuisances 
surrounding LPOE, 

Judge Floerke issues 
injunction requiring 

LPOE to pay DPD costs 
for additional security 
detail ($250,000 from 

Jan.-July 19, 2013). 

March 2013 (the 
"rectum incident"): 
LPOE keeps selling, 

switching to new bath-
salt-like stimulants 

causing horrific events, 
such as the man found 

by DPD and DFD 
running naked and 
screaming in the 

middle of the street, 
covered in feces with 

packages of Everest up 
his rectum. 

Late March 2013: 
Undercover buys by 

DPD/Drug Task Force 
following the rectum 
incident result in the 
the St. Louis County 
Attorney filing felony 

charges against Carlson 
for additional State 

controlled substance 
violations. 
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May 2013: City 
commences second 
Public Nuisance suit 
against LPOE based 
on 2012 and 2013 

controlled substance 
violations. 

June 10, 2013: 
Duluth passes two 

new ordinances 
regulating "synthetic 

drug 
establishments" 
within the city, 

requiring specific 
packaging, labeling 

and product 
information.  

July 11, 2013: New 
Duluth ordinances 

go into effect.  
Carlson sues the city 

in federal court 
seeking an 

injunction against 
enforcement of the 
new laws.  He loses.  

July 18, 2013:  
Within hours of the 

federal court 
rejecting his 

challenge to the new 
Duluth ordinance, 

Carlson opens LPOE 
and starts selling 
synthetic drugs 

without a license. 

July 19, 2013: The 
city files its third 

public nuisance suit 
against LPOE.  Judge 
Hylden issues a TRO 

shuttering the 
business.  It has 
never reopened. 

Aug. 19-20, 2013: 
Trial on city's 2nd 

and 3rd public 
nuisance actions.  

City presents 
evidence of 

controlled substance 
violations and the 

burden on local law 
enforcement, 

emergency medical 
facilities, and 
nonprofits. 
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Sept. 17, 2013: MN 
Court of Appeals rules 
in favor of the City of 

Duluth on LPOE's 
challenges to the 
September 2011 

search and the city's 
first public nuisance 

suit 

Sept. 17, 2013: Federal 
jury trial commences 

on the indictment 
against Carlson, 
Gellerman and 

Haugen.  The trial lasts 
three weeks. 

Oct. 7, 2013: Carlson 
found guilty by federal 
jury on 51 of 55 counts 

and is immediately 
taken into custody.  

Carlson's subsequent 
requests for release 
and a new trial are 

denied.   

Nov. 5, 2013: Judge 
Floerke rules in favor 
of Duluth in 2nd and 
3rd public nuisance 

actions, issuing 
permanent injunction 
against LPOE, closing 
the business for one 

full year, and enjoining 
future sales of 

synthetic drugs. 

Jan. 5, 2014: Carlson 
appeals the City's 

permanent injunction.  
Carlson is also in the 
process of appealing 
his convictions to the 
Eighth Circuit Court of 

Appeals. 

Conclusion: Since LPOE 
was shuttered on July 
19, 2013, police calls 

and ER visits related to 
synthetics have 

dropped off the map, 
and downtown 

businesses report a 
resurgence in activity.  

Broad State and 
federal legislative 

efforts remain 
imperative to stay 

ahead of the industry 
and ensure the Duluth 

experience is never 
repeated. 



 

 

Select Committee on Controlled Substances and Synthetic Drugs, Chair: Rep. Erik Simonson 

Public Safety Finance and Policy Committee, Chair: Rep. Michael Paymar 

Health and Human Services Policy Committee, Chair: Rep. Tina Liebling 

 

 

October 9, 2013 

12:30 p.m. 

10 State Office Building 

 

AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order 

 

 

II. Testimony from professionals on experiences in the field, trends, and research 

regarding controlled substances and synthetic drugs 

 

 

III. Minnesota State Substance Abuse Strategy Work Group 

 

 

IV. Public testimony 

 

 

V. Discussion regarding committee plans 

 

 

VI. Adjournment 
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MOORHEAD, MINNESOTA CITY CODE 
 

4-4-21: OFFENSES RELATING TO DRUG PARAPHERNALIA: 

A. Use Or Possession Prohibited: It is unlawful for any person knowingly or intentionally to use or to possess drug 
paraphernalia. Any violation of this subsection is a petty misdemeanor. 

B. Delivery Or Manufacturing Prohibited: A person may not deliver, possess with intent to deliver, or manufacture with 
intent to deliver, drug paraphernalia, if that person knows or should reasonably know that the drug paraphernalia 
will be used to plant, propagate, cultivate, grow, harvest, manufacture, compound, enhance, convert, produce, 
process, prepare, test, analyze, pack, repack, store, contain, conceal, inject, ingest, inhale, or otherwise 
introduce into the human body a controlled substance in violation of Minnesota statutes chapter 152. Any 
violation of this subsection is a misdemeanor. 

C. Definitions: 

DRUG PARAPHERNALIA: 1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2 of this definition, "drug paraphernalia" 
means all equipment, products, and materials of any kind, which are used, intended for use, or designed for use in 
planting, propagating, cultivating, growing, harvesting, manufacturing, compounding, enhancing, converting, 
producing, processing, preparing, testing, analyzing, packaging, repackaging, storing, containing, concealing, 
injecting, ingesting, inhaling, or otherwise introducing into the human body a controlled substance in violation of 
Minnesota statutes chapter 152.  

2. "Drug paraphernalia" does not include the possession, manufacture, delivery, or sale of hypodermic needles or 
syringes. 

3. The term paraphernalia includes, without limitation: 

a. Kits used, intended for use, or designed for use in planting, propagating, cultivating, growing, or harvesting of any 
species of plant which is a controlled substance or from which a controlled substance can be derived. 

b. Kits used, intended for use, or designed for use in manufacturing, compounding, converting, producing, processing, or 
preparing controlled substances. 

c. Isomerization devices used, intended for use, or designed for use in increasing the potency of any species of plant, 
which is a controlled substance. 

d. Testing equipment used, intended for use, or designed for use in identifying or in analyzing the strength, 
effectiveness, or purity of controlled substances. 

e. Scales and balances used, intended for use, or designed for use in weighing or measuring controlled substances. 

f. Diluents and adulterants, including quinine hydrochloride, mannitol, dextrose, and lactose, used, intended for use, or 
designed for use in cutting controlled substances. 

g. Separation gins and sifters used, intended for use, or designed for use in removing twigs and seeds from, or in 
otherwise cleaning or refining, marijuana. 

h. Blenders, bowls, containers, spoons, grinders, and mixing devices used, intended for use, or designed for use in 
compounding, manufacturing, producing, processing, or preparing controlled substances. 

i. Capsules, balloons, envelopes, and other containers used, intended for use, or designed for use in packaging small 
quantities of controlled substances. 
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j. Containers and other objects used, intended for use, or designed for use in storing or concealing controlled 
substances or products or materials used or intended for use in manufacturing, producing, processing, or preparing 
controlled substances. 

k. Objects used, intended for use, or designed for use in ingesting, inhaling, or otherwise introducing controlled 
substances to include, but not limited to, marijuana, cocaine, hashish, or hashish oil into the human body, including: 

(1) Metal, wooden, acrylic, glass, stone, plastic, or ceramic pipes with or without screens, permanent screens, hashish 
heads, or punctured metal bowls. 

(2) Water pipes. 

(3) Carburetion tubes and devices. 

(4) Smoking and carburetion masks. 

(5) Objects, sometimes commonly referred to as roach clips, used to hold burning material, for example, a marijuana 
cigarette, that has become too small or too short to be held in the hand. 

(6) Miniature cocaine spoons and cocaine vials. 

(7) Chamber pipes. 

(8) Carburetor pipes. 

(9) Electric pipes. 

(10) Air driven pipes. 

(11) Chillums. 

(12) Bongs. 

(13) Ice pipes or chillers. 

l. Ingredients or components to be used or intended or designed to be used in manufacturing, producing, processing, 
preparing, testing, or analyzing a controlled substance, whether or not otherwise lawfully obtained, including 
anhydrous ammonia, nonprescription medications, methamphetamine precursor drugs, or lawfully dispensed 
controlled substances. 

D. Drug Paraphernalia Guidelines: In determining whether an object is drug paraphernalia, a court or other authority 
shall consider, in addition to all other logically relevant factors: 

1. Statements by an owner or by anyone in control of the object concerning its use. 

2. Prior convictions, if any, of an owner, or of anyone in control of the object, under any state or federal law relating to 
any controlled substance. 

3. The proximity of the object, in time and space, to a direct violation of this section. 

4. The proximity of the object to controlled substances. 

5. The existence of any residue of controlled substances on the object. 
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6. Direct or circumstantial evidence of the intent of an owner, or of any person in control of the object, to deliver the 
object to another person whom the owner or person in control of the object knows, or should reasonably know, 
intends to use the object to facilitate a violation of this section. The innocence of an owner, or of any person in control 
of the object, as to a direct violation of this section may not prevent a finding that the object is intended or designed 
for use as drug paraphernalia. 

7. Instructions, oral or written, provided with the object concerning the object's use. 

8. Descriptive materials accompanying the object, which explain or depict the object's use. 

9. National and local advertising concerning the object's use. 

10. The manner in which the object is displayed for sale. 

11. Whether the owner, or anyone in control of the object, is a legitimate supplier of like or related items to the 
community, for example, a licensed distributor or dealer of tobacco products. 

12. Direct or circumstantial evidence of the ratio of sales of the object or objects to the total sales of the business 
enterprise. 

13. The existence and scope of legitimate uses for the object in the community. 

14. Expert testimony concerning the object's use. 

15. The actual or constructive possession by the owner or by a person in control of the object or the presence in a 
vehicle or structure where the object is located of written instructions, directions, or recipes to be used, or intended or 
designed to be used, in manufacturing, producing, processing, preparing, testing, or analyzing a controlled 
substance. (Ord. 2011-11, 11-28-2011) 
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