OFFICE OF THE
WASHINGTON STATE LIQUOR CONTROL BOARD
Board Meeting Minutes — June 29, 2011

Chair Foster called the regular meeting of the Washington State Liquor Control Board to order at 10:03 a.m., on
Wednesday, June 29, 2011 in the Boardroom, 3000 Pacific Avenue SE, Olympia, Washington. Members Kurose
and Marr were also present.

Approval of Minutes
The minutes from the June 15, 2011 meeting were approved.

Self-Serve Beer Taps

Alan Rathbun, Director of Licensing and Regulation, summarized an issue paper on self-serve beer taps due fo
recent interest expressed by multiple parties. Troy Brogdon of 2S2B Self-Serve Beer Bar presented information
detailing the concept and benefits of self serve beer taps. He proposes to establish a bar utilizing self setve beer
taps located at patron’s tables and is seeking support from the Board on this new concept. Duke Tufty, Attorney and
Jeff Libby, President of Table Top LLC presented a similar concept of self-serve beer taps. Their intention is to bring
the technology into establishments in Washington. Jeff Chandler presented his perspectives as apotential licensee
wishing to use this technology in a new restaurant. The matter was referred to Karen McCall, Rules Coordinator, for
additional development.

Years of Service Recognition
Kathy McDaniels, District Manager presented a 20-year service award to Russell Kaser, Manager of Store 132.

Budget Directed Price Increase

Randy Simmons, Director of Administrative Services, presented information regarding ESHB 1087, which requires
distribution of an additional $85 million dollars from the Liquor Revolving Fund during the 11-13 Biennium. Mr.
Simmons requested approval to continue the current markup of 51.9% effective 7/1/11 through 6/30/13. He also
noted that Licensee’s were exempted from any price increase associated with the distribution of funds. Member
Marr made a motion fo approve, Member Kurose seconded the motion and all approved it.

~ Interim Policy to Implement 2011 Legislation for Beer and Wine Tasting at Farmer’s Market Karen McCall,
Rules Coordinator, presented an interim policy for approval in order to clarify the law for licensees during the pilot
program. An amendment was made o clarify an example of movable barriers. Member Kurose made a motion to
approve as amended, Member Marr seconded the motion and all approved it.

Interim Policy to Implement 2011 Legislation for VIP Airport Lounge Liquor License Karen McCall, Rules
Coordinator, presenied an inferim policy for approval. SSB 5156 created a new VIP Airport Lounge liguor license.
An interim policy is needed since rule making cannot be completed prior to the license coming into effect. The policy
clarifies language, requirements to obtain the liquor license, general limits, inventory requirements and application
documentation requirements. Member Marr made a motion to approve, Member Kurose seconded the motion and
all approved it.

Board Approval to File CR 101 for WAC 314-11-015(3){d) Entertainers Drinking While Performing Karen
McCall, Rules Coordinator, presented a request to filte a CR101. A petition for rule making was received from the
Licensee of Atomic Bowl in Richland WA to allow entertainers to drink while performing. Currently performers are
considered employees and are prohibited from drinking while working. Ms. McCall reviewed the issue paper and
rule making timeline. The date of 9/28/11 may need to be madified for the public hearing due fo non-availability of
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the Board members. Member Kurose made a motion to approve, Mémber Marr seconded the motion and all
approved the CR101 filing.

New Business
There was no new business.

Old Business:
There was no ald business.

The Board Meeting was adjourned at 11:08 a.m. | /

haron Foster, Chair Ruthann Kurose, Board Member ChvisMarr, Board Member
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Washington State
Liquor Control Board

Date: June 29, 2011

To: Sharon Foster, Board Chair
Ruthann Kurose, Board Member
Chris Marr, Board Member

. From: Karen.McCall, Agency Rules Coordinator

Copy: Pat Kohler, Administrative Director
Rick Garza, Deputy Administrator
Pat Parmer, Enforcement and Education Director

Subject: Approval for filing a pre-proposal statement of inquiry (CR 101) to
review WAC 314-11-015 to consider allowing entertainers to drink
while performing

This rulemaking is the result of a stakeholder petition to the board.

Process

The Rules Coordinator requests approval to file the pre-proposal statement of inguiry
(CR 101) for the rule making described above. An issue paper on this rule was -
presented at the Board meeting on June 29, 2011, and is attached to this order.

If approved for filing, the tentative timeline for the rule making process is outlined below:

| June 29, 2011 Board is asked to approve filing the pre-proposal

statement of inquiry (CR 101)

July 20, 2011 Code Reviser publishes notice, LCB sends notice to-
rules distribution list

August 20, 2011 End of written comment period '

August 24, 2011 Board is asked to approve filing the proposed rules (CR
102 filing)

September 7, 2011 Code Reviser publishes notice, LCB sends notice to

rules distribution list

September 28, 2011 Public hearing held

October 7, 2011 End of written comment period
October 12, 2011 Board is asked to adopt rules
October 12, 2011 Agency sends notice to those who commented both at

the public hearing and in writing.

CR 101 WAC 314-11-015 ' 1 6/29/11





October 12, 2011 | Agency files adopted rules with the Code Reviser (CR
103)

November 12, 2011 Rules are effective (31 days after filing)

_/i Approve ___Disapprove /é/%f/ % 54’?///

Sharon Foster, Chalrman

V' Approve Disapprove mm& 6 (29! L
Ruthay Ku{_ése Board Member Date

Ca/z,ﬁz/u

Ohﬂs/!\/iarr Board Member Date

/

¥
4

¥ Approve Disapprove

Attachment: Issue Paper
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Washington State Liquor Control Board
Issue Paper
Rule Making on WAC 314-11-015

Date: June 29, 2011 7
Presented by:  Karen McCall, Agency Rules Coordinator

Description of the Issue

The purpose of this Issue Paper is to request approval from the Board to file the
first stage of rule making (CR 101) to review WAC 314-11-015 — What are my
responsibilities as a liquor license. Specifically, to address entertainers drinking
while performing. ‘

Why is rule making necessary?

Max Faulkner, the liquor licensee at the Atomic Bowl in Richland, WA. sent a
petition to the board requesting a change to WAC 314-11-015 to allow
entertainers to drink while they are performing at a liquor licensed premises.
The rule currently prohibits any licensee or employee consuming liquor of any
kind while working on the licensed premises. Entertainers are considered to be
employees of the licensee because they are performing services for the benefit
of the licensee.

Process '

The rule making process begins by announcing LCB’s intent to change existing
rules and propose new rules by filing a CR 101 form. This allows staff and
stakeholders to begin discussing necessary changes and new rules. No proposed
language is offered at this stage. The public may comment during the
designated comment period. Notice will be sent to all who have indicated that
they want to receive notice of rule changes. The notice will identify the public
comment period and where comments can be sent. Board staff will work closely
with stakeholders in the development of any rules. Based on public input
received, staff will draft proposed changes for presentation to the Board at the
next phase of the rule making process.

A tentative timeline for the rule making process is outlined below:

June 29, 2011 Board is asked to approve filing the pre-proposal
statement of inquiry (CR 101)

July 20, 2011 Code Reviser publishes notice, LCB sends notice to
rules distribution list

August 20, 2011 End of written comment period

August 24, 2011 Board is asked to approve filing the proposed rules (CR
102 filing)

September 7, 2011 Code Reviser publishes notice, LCB sends notice to
rules distribution list
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September 28, 2011 Public hearing held

October 7, 2011 End of written comment period

October 12, 2011 Board is asked to adopt rules

October 12, 2011 Agency sends notice to those who commented both at
the public hearing and in willing.

October 12, 2011 Agency files adopted rules with the Code Reviser (CR
103)

November 12, 2011 Rules are effective (31 days after filing)

Attachment:
WAC 314-11-015
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Self-Service Beer Taps
Date: May 2, 2011
Presented by: Alan E. Rathbun
Licensing and Regulation Division

Problem or Opportunity

The Licensing Division has received inquiries from two different manufacturers of
automated beer dispensing devices (252B and Table Tap LLC), who are interested in
selling these systems to licensed liquor establishments in Washington State. The two
methods of delivery are similar, with beer dispensed through a series of pipes or lines to
each table where taps have been installed. These devices are referred to as “self-service
beer taps.” '

How they Work: After the customer’s ID has been verified, they purchase an amount and
type of beer that is programmed into a centralized control unit. The customer uses the tap
to dispense the beer into a glass. The licensee can remotely control the flow of beer at
the tap, measure the amount dispensed and consumed, and can deactivate the system.
The system can be programmed to deactivate after a certain volume of beer has been
dispensed. After this deactivation, a staff member interacts with the customer to check
for signs of intoxication before the system is reactivated to dispense additional beer.

Both manufacturers contend that guests are not “serving” themselves and that the
licensee’s employee is serving them by activating the system, instead of bringing a
pitcher of beer to the table. They state that in neither situation can the guest serve
themselves without the server first initiating service, and that the only difference is that
the beer is dispensed by a different mechanism---the guest is pouring beer into their
glass from a tap rather than a pitcher.

The Issue:
Should automated beer dispensing devices be allowed in Washington State?
Background

On April 28, 2008, the Licensing Division received a request for a new business model
from 252B in which the customers would utilize a tap at the table to pour their own beer.
This particular request was for a system not currently in the U.S., but available in
numerous other countries. An issue paper was developed and discussed at the June
2008 EMT meeting. '
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Licensing Staff recommended that the LCB not accept this model, citing public safety
concerns in regards to the possibility of this technology replacing some MAST-trained
employees, thereby reducing proper staffing levels for observers (employees) monitoring
consumption of alcohol. A letter was sent to 252B on July 1, 2008 by the Licensing
Director stating that this service model was not consistent with current regulations in
Washington. In January 2011, 2S2B replied to this letter, and has continued to pursue
their goal of establishing this business venture in the U.S. with Washington State as its
headquarters.

On March 21, 2011, Table Tap LLC contacted the L.icensing Division with their proposal

- for a similar system. Their system was first approved in Georgia in June 2007, and is now
operational in 13 states (AZ, CA, CO, GA, IL, KY, MD, MS, NB, OH, PA, SD, VA) and the
District of Columbia. We were unable to obtain any violation data or reported problems
from the states due to the short length of time these systems have been in operation in
their state.

In approving Table Tap's system, the states responded that they had no specific statute
or rule that specifically prohibits or permits this type of dispensing device. Arizona and
Colorado determined that the Table Tap system is not a prohibited “vending machine” for
two reasons: 1) it will be personally and directly operated by the liquor licensee’s
employees and 2) it does not accept payment directly from the customer, but must be
processed by an employee of the liquor-licensed establishment. All approving states
clearly conveyed that the licensee will be held responsible for any violation of state laws.

Note: Six other states (CT, FL, MA, NC, NV, and NY) have similar systems provided by
another manufacturer. Oregon will not approve this type of dispensing device, citing their
requirement for a valid MAST permit to serve, sell or pour at onsite premises. |daho
responded that they have no rules or regulations that would either permit or prohibit it.

Recommendations

There is nothing in statute that prohibits this form of service technology. Unlike spirits
where the statute prescribes service by the “drink”, pitcher service to a table is already
permitted for beer. Due to the current ban on rule making, the LCB does not have the
ability to permanently establish controls on how this technology will be used at this time.

An altemative could be to develop an interim policy similar to Interim Policy #01-2011
which was adopted on February 2, 2011 that allows wine dispensing machines for wine
tastings at winery premises.
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e Consistent with recent Board * While there are no specific
action for wineries. provisions in statute or rule that
® Supports small bUSineSS prOthlt such a tool for
growth and generates delivering beer, we have
additional revenue for always looked at personal
Washington State. service of alcohol by an -
, employee with MAST
o Demonstrates the Boa!'d S certification.
awareness of new business )
trends and a willingness to * May result in reduced
consider new concepts. employment of wait staff

o |[f staffing levels are reduced,
there is an increased risk of
inadequate monitoring of
overconsumption and service to
minors.

¢ The manufacturers of these
devices are not the licensee. It
would need to be clearly
conveyed to the licensee that
they must adhere to all statutes
and rules, including the
requirement for employees to
have MAST Permits per RCW
66.20.310 (2) (e).

¢ Allowing these dispensing
devices opens the door for
more of these in Washington.

Expected Results

If this delivery model is to be accepted, it is recommended that WAC be adopted that
contain specific control parameters to provide the agency with the ability to adequately
regulate technology. Suggested controls include requiring the licensee to:

Maintain adequate staff to monitor for potential over service/consumption
Staff responsible for operating these “systems” must be MAST certified

Set the system’s default to an inactive status so that no beer can be dispensed
from the table tap without the server first activating it

Require that the server first check ID and for no prior signs of intoxication prior to
activating the system at the table
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¢ Limit the number of glasses given to each guest to one

e Program the system to automatically deactivate after a certain volume of beer
has been dispensed

¢ Give licensee staff the ability to deactivate the system both at the table and
remotely, which allows them to control the amount of beer dispensed at all times

Performance Measures
N/A

Estimated Cost and Timeframe
None

Funding Source
None

Stakeholder Impacts

Enforcement believes this model has public safety impacts. Without the service from a
trained server (MAST certified), access to alcohol for a minor or an apparently intoxicated
person increases. The benefit listed of less wait staff increases the risk of public safety
issues. Enforcement would view less wait staff as a drawback of the proposal.

Identify internal stakeholders and get their feedback about how they might be affected.

_Stakeholde np tical, Re 1
Director's Office .~ |:Potential impact to communications
Licensing ="~ . INA- . i
Enforcement - |YES

Human Resources | N/A

Business Enterprise - [ N/A

Retail N/A

Purchasing N/A

Distribution Center N/A

Administrative Services | N/A

Information Technology N/A
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Contracts Office , N/A
Finance N/A

Identify external stakeholders
= d :
Washington State Agencies
Prevention
Industry
Vendors

et their feedback about how they might be affected

Acceptance

Name: Sharon Foster
Title: Board Chair
Name: Ruthann Kurose
Title: Board Member
Name: Chris Marr

Title: Board Member

Note: Approval of this Issue Paper is not authorization to start work; it is authorization to
define the work in more detail.
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Washington State
Liquor Control Board

June 28, 2011

To:  Sharon Foster, Board Chairman
Ruthann Kurose, Board Member
Chris Marr, Board Member

From: Randy Simmons, Administrative Services Director
RE: Budget Directed Price Increase

Whereas, in May 2009, ESHB1244 required distribution of an additional $80 million dollars
from the Liquor Revolving Fund to include a transfer of $60 million to the State General Fund
and additional liquor profit distributions of $18,677,000 to local governments, the Board
approved an increase of the markup from 39.2% to 51.9 % effective August 1, 2009 to June 30,
2011. 'This increased was based on results from our forecast model to produce the increased
revenue.

Whereas, ESHB 1087 requires distribution of an additional $85 million dollars from the Liquor
Revolving Fund during the 11-13 Biennium, I am requesting approval to continue the current
markup of 51.9% effective July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2013, Please take note that the
distribution for the 11-13 Biennium exempts Licensees from any price increase associated with
this distribution of funds, which may require an additional action by the Board during the 11-13
Biennium.

Based on the information presented, we recommend Board approval.

o hpmove__ Disapprove )%m% pue /29 /1y

Sharon Foster
Board Chairman

_\{Approve ____ Disapprove

l Approve _ Disapprove

Board Member
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Liquor Control Board Interim Policy BIP-04-2011

Subject: VIP Airport Lounge Liquor License
Effective Date: June 28, 2011 '
Ending Date: Upon adoption of rules to implement this policy.

Approved: ‘. /%/m ‘Q/M ”

haron Foster, CHairman

Ruthan{/K?o ” Board Member

Chris Marr, Board Member

Purpose: ,
SSB 5156 created a VIP Airport Lounge liquor license. The new license allows
VIP airport lounge operators to sell or provide spirits, wine, and beer for on-
premises consumption as retail licensed premises. Rules are needed to clarify
this legislation.

Policy Statement:

This policy clarifies the language for a VIP Airport Lounge liquor license,
specifically what is allowed under the liquor license and what the requirements
are to obtain the liquor license.

A VIP airport lounge is an establishment in an international airport, beyond
security checkpoints. ‘

A VIP airport lounge licensee is allowed to sell.or provide complimentary
spirits, wine, or beer by the individual serving for consumption on the VIP
airpart lounge premises to persons at least 21 years of age.

Spirits must be purchased from the licensee’s assigned liquor store. Beer
and wine must be purchased from a local distributar or retail outlet. A
licensee may purchase wine directly from the manufacturer if the licensee
holds an endorsement to receive direct shipments from the manufacturer.
The VIP airport lounge licensee may only serve liquor from a service bar.
A service bar is a work station primarily used to prepare and sell alcoholic
beverages that are picked up by customers. Customers are not permitted
to sit and consume food or alcohol at a service bar.

PO Box 43075, 3000 Pacific Ave. SE, Olympia WA 98504-3075, (360) 664-1600,

www.lig.wa.gov





* Alcohol servers must have a valid MAST permit.
o The entity holding the VIP airport lounge liquor license must be the entity
in control of the day-to-day operations of the VIP airport lounge.

e Access to a VIP airport lounge is generally limited to:

° ticketed airline passengers of any age who have a first class,
executive or business class ticket,

° gualified members or guests of loyalty incentive programs;

° members or guests of enhanced amenities programs;

° passengers or airline employees issued a pass by the aitline for
access; and

° airport, aitline employees, government officials and attendees of
airport authority or airlines for business promotion with controlled
access by the VIP airport lounge licensee.

Alcohol inventory must be stored on the VIP airport lounge licensed premises.
Applicants are required to subrit an application and any documents required by

Licensing Division to include a sketch of the VIP airport lounge area including the
service bar area and where the alcohol inventory will be stored.

PO Box 43075, 3000 Pacific Ave, SE, Olympia WA 98504-3075, (360) 664-1600,
www . lig.wa.gov
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Liquor Control Board Interim Policy BIP-03-2011

Subject: - Beer and Wine Tasting at Farmer's Markets
Effective Date: June 29, 2011
Ending Date: | November 1, 2012

Approved: /%W yﬁ%)—

Sharon Foster, Chairman

Purpose:

SHB 1172 created a pilot for beer and wine tasting at Farmer’'s Markets. The bill
outlines the criteria under which a Farmer's Market may be authorized to conduct
tastings. The pilot will consist of ten Farmer's Markets with at least six days of

tastings at each Farmer's Market between September 1, 2011, and November 1,
2012.

Policy Statement:

In order to be allowed beer and wine tasting at a Farmer's Market, the following
criteria must be met:

* The Farmer's Market must be authorized by January 1, 2011, to allow
wineries, breweries, and microbreweries to sell bottled wine and/or beer at
retail. '

s A winery, brewery, of miciobiewery offering samples at a Farmer's Market
must have an endorsement by May 1, 2011, from the board to sell wine or
beer of its own production at a Farmer's Market.

+ Only one winery, brewery, or microbrewery may offer samples at a
Farmer's Market per day.

* A winery, brewery, or microbrewery may advertise that it offers samples
only at its designated booth or stall.

PO Box 43075, 3000 Pacific Ave, SE, Olympia WA 98504-3075, (360) 664-1600,
www.lig.wa.gov





Samples may be offered only under the following conditions:

¢ Each sample must be two ounces or less, up to a total of four ounces per
customer per day. A winery, brewery, or microbrewery may provide only
one sample of any single brand and type of wine or beer to a customer per
day;

+ Beer and wine samples are to be conducted in the booth or stall of the
winery, brewery, or microbrewery with a barrier at least forty-two inches in
height, where licensees are able to observe and control customers
participating in the samples; the bartiers may be moveable (an example
would be ropes and stanchions);

e A winery, brewery, or microbrewery must have food available for
customers to consume while sampling beer or wine, or must be adjacent
to a vendor offering prepared food;

» Customers must remain in the designated sampling area while sampling
beer or wine;

* Winery, brewery, or microbrewery employees serving beer and wine
during tasting events must hold a valid MAST permit; and

o If a winery, brewery, or microbrewery commits a public safety violation in
conjunction with sampling activities, the board may suspend the licensee’s
farmer's market endorsement for up to two years. If mitigating
circumstances exist, the Board may offer a monetary penalty in lieu of
suspension during a settlement conference.

The Farmer's Market is required to pfovide a sketch to Licensing Division of the
area where beer and wine samples will be conducted and any adjacent food
booths. ,

The Farmer's Market is also required to send a list of scheduled beer and wine
samplings to the Liquor Control Board to MIWenforce@lig.wa.gov at the
beginning of each month. The date for each beer and wine sampling, and the
names of the winery, brewery, or microbrewery providing the samples must be
included. :

The board will report on the pilot project to the appropriate committees of the
legislature by December 1, 2012.

PO Box 43075, 3000 Pacific Ave. SE, Olympia WA 98504-3075, (360} 664-1600,
www lig.wa.gov ]
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Self-Service Beer Taps
Date: May 2, 2011
Presented by: Alan E. Rathbun
Licensing and Regulation Division

Problem or Opportunity

The Licensing Division has received inquiries from two different manufacturers of
automated beer dispensing devices (282B and Table Tap LLC), who are interested in
selling these systems to licensed liquor establishments in Washington State. The two
methods of delivery are similar, with beer dispensed through a series of pipes or lines to
each table where taps have been installed. These devices are referred to as “self-service
beer taps.”

How they Work: After the customer's |D has been verified, they purchase an amount and
type of beer that is programmed into a centralized control unit. The customer uses the tap
to dispense the beer into a glass. The licensee can remotely control the flow of beer at
the tap, measure the amount dispensed and consumed, and can deactivate the system.
The system c¢an be programmed to deactivate after a certain volume of beer has been
dispensed. After this deactivation, a staff member interacts with the customer to check
for signs of intoxication before the system is reactivated to dispense additional beer.

Both manufacturers contend that guests are not “serving” themselves and that the
licensee’s employee is serving them by activating the system, instead of bringing a
pitcher of beer to the table. They state that in neither situation can the guest serve
themselves without the server first initiating service, and that the only difference is that
the beer is dispensed by a different mechanism---the guest is pouring beer into their
glass from a tap rather than a pitcher.

The Issue:
Should automated beer dispensing devices be allowed in Washington State?
Background

On April 28, 2008, the Licensing Division received a request for a new business model
from 252B in which the custcmers would utilize a tap at the table to pour their own beer.
This particular request was for a system not currently in the U.S., but available in
numerous other countries. An issue paper was developed and discussed at the June
2008 EMT meeting.
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Licensing Staff recommended that the LCB not accept this model, citing public safety
concemns in regards to the possibility of this technology replacing some MAST-trained
employees, thereby reducing proper staffing levels for observers (employees) monitoring
consumption of alcohol. A letter was sent to 252B on July 1, 2008 by the Licensing
Director stating that this service model was not consistent with current regulations in
Washington. In January 2011, 2S2B replied to this letter, and has continued to pursue
their goal of establishing this business venture in the U.S. with Washington State as its
headquarters.

On March 21, 2011, Table Tap LLC contacted the Licensing Division with their proposal
for a similar system. Their system was first approved in Georgia in June 2007, and is now
operational in 13 states (AZ, CA, CO, GA, IL, KY, MD, MS, NB, OH, PA, SD, VA) and the
District of Columbia. We were unable to obtain any violation data or reported problems
from the states due to the short length of time these systems have been in operation in
their state.

In approving Table Tap’s system, the states responded that they had no specific statute
or rule that specifically prohibits or permits this type of dispensing device. Arizona and
Colorado determined that the Table Tap system is not a prohibited “vending machine” for
two reasons: 1) it will be personally and directly operated by the liquor licensee's
employees and 2) it does not accept payment directly from the customer, but must be
processed by an employee of the liquor-licensed establishment. All approving states
clearly conveyed that the licensee will be held responsible for any violation of state laws.

Note: Six other states (CT, FL, MA, NC, NV, and NY) have similar systems provided by
another manufacturer. Oregon will not approve this type of dispensing device, citing their
requirement for a valid MAST permit to serve, sell or pour at onsite premises. Idaho
responded that they have no rules or regulations that would either permit or prohibit it.

Recommendations

There is nothing in statute that prohibits this form of service technology. Unlike spirits
where the statute prescribes service by the “drink”, pitcher service to a table is already
permitted for beer. Due fo the current ban on rule making, the LCB does not have the
ability to permanently establish controls on how this technology will be used at this time.

An alternative could be to develop an interim policy similar to Interim Policy #01-2011
which was adopted on February 2, 2011 that allows wine dispensing machines for wine
tastings at winery premises.
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ts -awbacks
¢ Consistent with recent Board ¢ While there are no specific
action for wineries. provisions in statute or rule that
» Supports small business prohibit such a tool for
growth and generates - delivering beer, we have
additional revenue for always looked at personal
Washington State. service of alcohol by an .
) employee with MAST
e Demonstrates the Boa'rd S certification.
awareness of new business _
trends and a willingness to ¢ May result in reduced
consider new concepts. employment of wait staff

o If staffing levels are reduced,
there is an increased risk of
inadequate monitoring of
overconsumption and service to
minors.

s The manufacturers of these
devices are not the licensee. It
would need to be clearly
conveyed to the licensee that
they must adhere to all statutes
and rules, including the
requirement for employees to
have MAST Permits per RCW
66.20.310 (2) (e).

» Allowing these dispensing

devices opens the door for
more of these in Washington.

Expected Results

if this delivery model is to be accepted, it is recommended that WAC be adopted that
contain specific control parameters to provide the agency with the ability to adequately
regulate technology. Suggested controls inciude requiring the licensee to:

» Maintain adequate staff to monitor for potential over service/consumption
s Staif responsible for operating these “systems” must be MAST certified

¢ Set the system's default to an inactive status so that no beer can be dispensed
from the table tap without the server first activating it

* Require that the server first check ID and for no prior signs of intoxication prior to
activating the system at the table
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o Limit the number of glasses given to each guest to one
o Program the system to automatically deactivate after a certain volume of beer

has been dispensed

o Give licensee staff the ability to deactivate the system both at the table and
remotely, which allows them to control the amount of beer dispensed at all times

Performance Measures

N/A

Estimated Cost and Timeframe

None
Funding Source
None

Stakeholder Impacts

Enforcement believes this model has public safety impacts. Without the service from a
trained server (MAST certified), access to alcohol for a minor or an apparently intoxicated
person increases. The benefit listed of less wait staff increases the risk of public safety
issues. Enforcement would view less wait staff as a drawback of the proposal.

:Sta older

, :Dire’c':tor's_:():ﬁiqe o

__| Potential impact to comm

unications

Licensing = =~ CUINIA
Enforcement {YES®
‘Human Resources NIA
Business Enterprise. .~ - | N/A
Retail N/A
Purchasing N/A
Distribution Center N/A
Administrative Services - | N/A
Information Technology N/A
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Stakehold mpacts (Political, Resource
Contracts Office N/A
Finance N/A

ldentify external stakeholders get their feedback about how they might be affected.

Washington State Agencies
Prevention

Industry
Vendors

Acceptance

Name: Sharon Foster
Title: Board Chair

Name: Ruthann Kurose
Title: Board Member
Name: Chris Marr
Title: Board Member

Mote: Approval of this Issue Paper is not authorization fo start work; it is authorization to
define the work in more detail.
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