When lawmakers talk about restricting hemp products, the debate can sound like a choice between two extremes:
leave the market largely as it is, or ban products that may produce intoxicating effects. But Congress has another
option. It could rewrite the federal hemp definition and create a regulated system that distinguishes products by
their ingredients, dose, intended use, and risk—rather than relying on a single threshold that may not match how

those products work.

That would not mean every hemp-derived product should be allowed, or that the current market is adequately
controlled. It would mean asking a more useful question: what rules can protect consumers while giving
responsible businesses a clear standard to follow? The debate over federal regulation vs ban is, at its core, a debate

about whether Congress can define the products it wants to regulate precisely enough to do both.

Why the Federal Hemp Definition Matters

The federal definition of hemp has often turned on delta-9 THC concentration. That approach created a legal
category for hemp, but it can be a poor fit for products containing other cannabinoids that may also have
intoxicating effects. A product might meet a delta-9 limit as measured in its ingredients yet contain substantial
THCA, which can convert into delta-9 THC when heated.

That gap has contributed to a fast-changing market. Products sold as hemp-derived may include gummies, drinks,
vapes, and flower-like products. They are not all alike in strength, composition, or risk. A definition focused
narrowly on delta-9 THC can miss some of those differences, while an overly broad definition could sweep in

products that consumers do not experience as intoxicating.

Congress could address the problem by rewriting the federal hemp definition to make clear which cannabinoids
count, how they are measured, and which product categories are covered. It could also set separate rules
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non-intoxicating products, intoxicating products, and products intended for medical use. Clarity matters:
consumers, retailers, manufacturers, regulators, and states need to know what standard applies before a product
reaches the shelf.

Total THC vs. Delta-9 THC: A Key Policy Choice

A central question is whether compliance should be based on delta-9 THC alone or on "total THC.” Delta-9-only
testing measures the amount of delta-9 THC present in the sample. A total-THC calculation generally accounts for

THCA as well, because THCA can become delta-9 THC when exposed to heat. One commonly used calculation is:
Total THC = delta-9 THC + (THCA x 0.877)

The 0.877 factor estimates the weight difference when THCA loses carbon dioxide during conversion. The
calculation is useful, but it is not a substitute for clear rules about sampling, test methods, product form, and how
results should appear on a label. A flower product intended to be smoked raises different measurement questions

from a shelf-stable drink or gummy.
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For regulators, total THC can help prevent a product from appearing compliant simply because much of its
potential THC is present as THCA at the time of testing. But a total-THC standard can also create complications if
it is applied identically to every product category. Congress would need to specify whether the standard applies to

the plant material, the finished product, a serving, a container, or some combination of those measures.

Consumers should not have to guess which number a label is using. If a package lists delta-9 THC but does not
disclose THCA or explain whether total THC was calculated, the number may not tell the whole story. | always
check whether a certificate of analysis (COA) is tied to the batch in hand, and whether it shows both delta-9 and
THCA when relevant. A lab report without the relevant analytes—or without a matching batch number—does not

resolve the question.

THCA Conversion and Honest Labeling

THCA is often discussed as if it were simply another name for delta-9 THC. It is not. THCA is a different
cannabinoid, and heat can convert it into delta-9 THC. That distinction matters for chemistry, testing, consumer
expectations, and regulation. It also means that a product’s measured delta-9 level before use may not describe its

potential effects when heated.

A workable intoxicating hemp framework would require labels to explain what the product contains and how it is
intended to be used. For products that may be heated, Congress could require a clear disclosure of THCA and
calculated total THC, alongside delta-9 THC. For edible products, labeling could focus on THC per serving and per

container, with serving sizes that are realistic and difficult to confuse.

Regulations should also address testing practices. A COA should identify the tested product, the batch or lot
number, the laboratory, the test date, and the methods used. Results should cover relevant cannabinoids and
contaminants, not just the analyte that makes a marketing claim look attractive. “THC-free” is not meaningful on
its own: a label should say whether THC was non-detectable, identify the relevant test method, and avoid implying

that non-detectable means absolutely zero.

A QR code COA lookup can make this information easier to reach at the point of purchase—but only if the link
goes to the correct, current report. A QR code that opens a generic laboratory page or a COA for a different batch
is not useful verification. Shoppers should be able to compare the batch number on the package with the batch

number on the report.



Could a 0.4 mg Per-Container THC Cap Work?

One possible policy approach is a per-container THC cap of 0.4 mg. A cap that low could sharply limit the amount
of THC in certain consumer products. Supporters might argue that it would reduce accidental ingestion and make
it harder to sell highly intoxicating products through ordinary retail channels. Critics might argue that such a
threshold functions as a practical ban on many products, including some low-dose items, without distinguishing

between product types or consumer contexts.

The number alone does not answer whether the policy is sound. Congress would need to say what “per container”
means. Is the container a single drink, a multi-serving bottle, a package of gummies, or an outer package holding
several individually wrapped products? Would the cap apply to delta-9 THC only, to total THC, or to all
cannabinoids considered intoxicating? How would regulators treat products with THCA that could convert when

heated?

A narrow cap may be easier to communicate than a complex regulatory scheme, but it can also create incentives
to change package sizes, product formulations, or labeling without changing the underlying consumer experience.
Any cap should therefore be paired with clear definitions, consistent testing, rules for serving sizes, and

enforcement that looks at the finished product as sold.

Policy option Potential benefit Question Congress would need to answer Delta-9-only limit Simple to describe and
test for a specific analyte How should products with substantial THCA be treated? Total-THC standard Accounts
for THCA's potential conversion into delta-9 THC Which formula, test method, and product stage should govern?
Per-container cap Limits the total amount available in a package What counts as a container, and which
cannabinoids count toward the cap? Product-category rules Can distinguish edibles, beverages, and products

intended to be heated How can categories remain clear as products change?

What a Regulated System Could Include

A regulated approach would need more than a revised definition and a milligram limit. Congress could build a

framework around several basic consumer protections:

® Age restrictions: Set a federal minimum age for purchasing intoxicating hemp products, with rules for online
sales and age verification.

* Product and dose labeling: Require clear amounts per serving and per container, ingredient disclosures, and
warnings suited to the product’s use.

* Batch-specific testing: Require independent testing of finished products for relevant cannabinoids and
contaminants, with traceable batch identifiers.

* Manufacturing standards: Establish requirements for production, storage, and quality control that reduce
contamination and inconsistent dosing.

* Marketing limits: Restrict misleading health claims and marketing that targets children or implies that

"hemp” means non-intoxicating.

* Enforcement and recalls: Give regulators authority to investigate unsafe products, require corrective action,

and remove products that fail to meet the standard.

There are trade-offs. More testing and compliance can cost money, especially for smaller businesses. But a system
that does not require dependable testing can leave consumers with no reliable way to know what is in a package.

Good regulation should make compliance achievable while making misleading or unsafe products harder to sell.

Where Companies and Consumers Fit



Companies that already invest in transparent testing may be better prepared for tighter rules, but a brand name is
not proof of compliance. Joy Organics, like any company discussed in this market, should be evaluated product by
product: Is the testing current? Does the COA match the lot number? Does the report cover the cannabinoids
relevant to the product? Are the label and lab results consistent?

That is a practical habit for shoppers, not an endorsement of any particular product. Look at the package in your
hand, find its batch number, and compare it with the COA. Use a QR code COA lookup when available, but check
that the report is specific to the batch rather than a general certificate posted for the brand. If a company

highlights delta-9 THC but omits THCA on a product intended to be heated, ask what the omission means.

Retailers also need rules they can explain at the counter. If federal policy is ambiguous, staff may be left trying to
interpret marketing language instead of communicating a consistent standard. A clear federal framework could
help responsible retailers verify products and answer basic questions without promising that a product is safe for

every person or situation.

What Congress and the White House Could Do

Congress writes federal statutes, so it would need to decide whether to revise the hemp definition, set product
limits, and assign regulatory responsibilities. The White House can shape the policy conversation and, through the
executive branch, influence how agencies carry out laws within their authority. Neither role eliminates the need for
precise statutory language. A vague law can produce uneven enforcement and uncertainty even when agencies
are trying to implement it in good faith.

The phrase “December 11 decision point” may appear in discussions about a legislative or policy deadline. But a
date in a headline is not, by itself, proof of what the law will do. Readers should check the underlying bill, enacted
text, and effective-date provisions to learn whether December 11 is a vote, a deadline, a proposed start date, or

simply a point in the public debate. Businesses should not treat a political talking point as a final compliance date.

If Congress is considering a change, it can use that moment to ask whether a blanket restriction is the clearest and
most effective answer. A federal approach could define covered cannabinoids, explain how total THC is calculated,
set appropriate product-specific limits, and require transparent labeling and testing. It could also provide a
transition period so that manufacturers and retailers have time to reformulate products, update labels, and meet
new standards.



Regulation or Ban Is a Design Choice

There is no guarantee that Congress will choose a regulated system, and a framework can fail if its limits are poorly
designed or weakly enforced. Still, federal regulation vs ban should not be treated as a purely rhetorical choice.
Lawmakers can decide whether to prohibit broad categories of products, permit them under strict conditions, or

create different rules for different risk profiles.

A credible intoxicating hemp framework would start with accurate definitions. It would account for the difference
between delta-9 THC and THCA, make conversion and labeling rules understandable, and specify whether a 0.4
mg per-container THC cap applies—and exactly how it is measured. It would require batch-specific COAs that

consumers can actually verify, not just a reassuring logo or an unlinked QR code.

the the goal should be a system in which consumers can tell what they are buying, businesses know what they
must do, and regulators can act when products fail the rules. Whether Congress reaches that outcome depends

on the details it writes into law—not just on whether it chooses the word “ban” or “regulation.”



