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Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Meeting 
 

Wednesday, June 5, 2024, 10:00 am 

This meeting was held in a hybrid environment 

 

Meeting Minutes 

 
 

1.  CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chair Postman called the regular meeting of the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board 

to order at 10:00 am on Wednesday, June 5, 2024. Member Ollie Garrett and Member Jim 

Vollendroff were also present. 

 

 

2. CONSIDERATION OF CANNABIS COMPACT BETWEEN THE LIQUOR AND CANNABIS 

BOARD AND THE LUMMI NATION 

Marla Conwell, DIDA, Tribal and Government Liaison 

 

Dr. Marla Conwell: Good morning, Board, everyone present. I'm happy to bring forward a 

Compact between our agency and the Lummi Indian Nation, and it will be the first for Lummi to 

begin working in the Cannabis field. So I'd like to ask the Board to consider approving that today 

(HANDOUT 2). 

 

Chair Postman: Okay. Any questions or comments from the Board? If not, then is there a motion 

to approve the Cannabis Compact between the LCB and the Lummi Nation? 

 

Member Garrett made a motion to approve the Cannabis Compact between the LCB and 

the Lummi Nation. Member Vollendroff seconded. The motion was approved 

unanimously. 

 

Chair Postman: And we are joined by some people from Lummi, including Vice Chairman 

Terence Adams, the CEO of Greenman Enterprises, Victor Johnson, and the General Manager, 

Sean Lawrence, I believe. And Mr. Vice Chairman, anything you'd like to say at this point? 

 

Vice Chair Terence Adams: Right on. Well, first and foremost good morning, everyone. I hope 

everyone had a good morning, and Chair Postman and Members of the Liquor and Cannabis 

Board. We really want to hold our hands up to you on behalf of the Lummi Nation for including 

and taking into consideration the Lummi Cannabis Compact, and we look forward to 

collaborating with the state on this matter. Lummi staff that you see here have worked with 

Former Director Legislative Relations, Chris Thompson and the current Tribal and Government 

Liaison, Dr. Conwell, for two years now. So the Lummi Nation is eager to open this retail 

operation through a for-profit corporation, aiming to generate additional revenue and taxes to 
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support our Tribal Members. We have enrolled Tribal Members of 5500 here at the Lummi 

Nation, and it's unique as amongst the other 29 Tribes.  

 

A majority of the revenue goes to providing those direct services to our people. This venture is 

important to our nation as we will create jobs for the community, revenue and a pathway forward 

to create economic stability for our people. Once again, on behalf of the Lummi Nation, I hold 

my hands up to each and every one of you that took the time out of your day to look this over 

today and to approve it. So I did want to give some time to the ones that did work a very long 

two years on this, so I'll pass it on to our economic policy. 

 

Sean Lawrence: Hi. Good morning, Chair Postman, Members of the Board. My name is Sean 

Lawrence. I currently serve as the Director for the Office of Account Policy as well as the Interim 

General Manager for Nomination. I've been in the Director of the Office of Economic Policy role 

now for three years, and of those three years starting and operating a cannabis enterprise has 

been a goal for the nation. Today is a great day to have the Compact up for consideration, and I 

believe that we have good Board members in place that will implement this Tribal entity like Vice 

Chair Adams mentioned to provide more services to our community. So I'll turn the floor over to 

our Enterprise Chair. Thank you. 

 

Victor Johnson: [Foreign language] Good morning. I'm Victor Johnson. Everyone knows me as 

Turtle. Good morning, Chair, and Members of the Board. I want to say thank you, again, just as 

Vice Chair Adams is talking about. We're definitely eager and wanting to move forward to get 

some revenue going for our people and opening up our store. We look forward to working with 

you into the future. [Foreign language]. Thank you. 

 

Jim Vollendroff: Thank you.  

 

Chair Postman: All right, thank you very much. Congratulations to you all. I know it's been a 

long haul. And welcome to the wonderful world of the Cannabis industry. It's a fast changing 

and sometimes mysterious business, so thank you for sticking with us. This, like most of these 

negotiations, end in a good place, but we got a path we get to, and I just really value the 

process that we're able to rely on, and we build some faith that we'll get to the other side of it, so 

thank you for that patience.  

 

 

3. RULEMAKING TIMELINES – ALL INDUSTRIES 

Daniel Jacobs, Policy and Rules Coordinator 

 

Daniel Jacobs: Good morning, Chair Postman, Members Vollendroff, and Garrett. Cassidy West 

is out again today, so I'm going to be providing the rulemaking timeline in her place. Earlier this 

week an e-mail went out -- just to start off with -- regarding social equity rulemaking. An email 

went out earlier this week. We had initially planned on filing the CR 102 at the June 18th Board 

meeting. We're going to be pushing that out after receiving extensive stakeholder feedback and 

during stakeholder engagement sessions. We think that there's more work to be done on these 
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draft rules, and so a revised draft of the rules and in the accompanying survey are going to be 

used to gather feedback, and that's going to be publicly disseminated mid-June. We're going to 

use the survey feedback that we get on these draft rules to come up with a final draft of the 

rules and hopefully have those filed by mid-July.  

 

Later today I'm going to be introducing public hearings on two rulemakings, one on the repeal of 

the Prohibited Conduct Rule, and the other is going to be on the Medical Cannabis 

Endorsement Rulemaking. I'll introduce those after I'm done with this rule timeline. At the June 

18th Board meeting, we're going to have, assuming that the feedback and the public hearings 

on the medical cannabis endorsement and Prohibited Conduct Rulemaking go well, we're going 

to have the CR 103s on those two rulemakings. Additionally, we're going to plan on filing the CR 

102 to the proposed draft rule language on implementing a Substitute House Bill 1453 for the 

medical cannabis excise tax exemption we have. We had one of our stakeholder engagement 

sessions on Monday, and we've got another one tomorrow from 1 to 3, as well as the draft 

language on that is posted on the website. Additionally, we're planning on filing a CR 102 on the 

THC bill during the June 18th meeting.  

 

Lastly, there are also two rulemaking petitions regarding cannabis that we are planning on 

presenting responses on. One of them is on request to specify what the principal display panel 

is for cylindrical containers, and the other is on social equity license mobility from existing social 

equity licensees requesting the ability to move their license from one county to another. During 

the following Board meeting, which is scheduled for July 17th, we're also -- we also have 

several rulemakings all related to cannabis tentatively scheduled. We've scheduled to file the 

CR 101 for implementing 2151, which is the Lab Accreditation Transfer. This rulemaking has 

mostly already been completed from Department of Agriculture's side, but as part of that 

transfer we have some of our rules that we need to fix up. There's the CR 102 that we're 

planning for both the Cannabis Payment Flexibility Project and social equity, which I previously 

discussed.  

 

Lastly, we have petition responses planned for both yet another petition we received that was 

requesting to amend the 10 mg THC cap serving size for edibles and two more petitions related 

to social equity license mobility. Those are making the same request as the previous petition I 

mentioned. Before I go into just talking a little bit more about updates on cannabis payment 

flexibility, are there any questions on that timeline? 

 

Daniel Jacobs: Great. And then just on cannabis payment flexibility, this is in response to a 

petition received asking for more specificity and additional time for licensees to pay for cannabis 

from other licensees using a check. We have that draft rule language posted on the website as 

well as a survey for cannabis licensees. Both of those were live and sent out via GovDelivery on 

Monday. Those can be found at the Rules web page, currently, so any cannabis licensees that 

have thoughts on this. It also -- we're also asking questions about receiving insufficient fund -- 

having insufficient fund issues with checks because that's part of the consideration we have 

here. So please, cannabis licensees, any thoughts or feelings on this, feel free to fill out the 

survey.  
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Last thing is for the medical cannabis excise tax implementation. Just as a reminder, there is 

updated guidance on that. There was an infographic that was sent around sort of a two-page 

PowerPoint type thing just to sort of go over the basic elements of it, and nuts and bolts. And 

then last week, some more detailed interim guidance because that law is going into effect 

tomorrow. However, we're not going to have permanent rules on that until mid-September. Both 

the infographic and the more detailed interim guidance are also on the web page, and links on 

our -- the Rules web page under the Medical Cannabis Excise Tax implementation rulemaking.  

 

 

4.  ALCOHOL RELATED RULEMAKING  

Daniel Jabos, Policy and Rules Coordinator 

 

ACTION ITEM 4A – Public Hearing Regarding WAC 314-11-050 – Prohibited Conduct 

 

Daniel Jacobs: So I'm here this morning to preview the public hearing on the Prohibited Conduct 

Rulemaking (HANDOUT 4A). The proposed rules that are up for public hearing today are 

consistent with Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 6105, instructing the LCB to repeal the 

Prohibited Conduct Rule at 314-11-050 and removing cross-references to it and six other rules. 

As I said, assuming public hearing today goes as planned and doesn't identify any substantive 

change that we need to make to our draft rules, the final repeal will be requested during the 

Board's June 18th Board meeting. And assuming that gets approved, the repeal will be in effect 

July 19th. The CR 101 was filed February 14th, following enforcement actions in Seattle at the 

end of January and subsequent public feedback we received on those actions as well as 

Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 6105 was amended in the second-half of February to instruct 

LCB to repeal the Prohibited Conduct Rule.  

 

Governor Inslee signed it at the end of March. And while the Board's initial intention with the CR 

101 was to explore the possibility of either amending or repealing the rule, the instructions in 

6105 as well as the overwhelming near unanimous public feedback we got urging us to repeal 

rather than amend has led us to this point of proposing repeal. The CR 102 was filed on April 

24th. Today we've received two written comments on the CR 102, one on Sunday night and 

then one earlier this morning, both in support of the proposed changes. Just for reference, the 

other rules that are being amended to remove reference to the Prohibited Conduct Rule are 

314-03-100, which identifies what events require advanced notice to the Board, 314-11-015, 

which is the Disorderly Conduct Rule, not to be confused with prohibited conduct.  

 

So this rule says that if, you know, at a liquor licensee location if someone's being drunk or 

violent or that sort of thing, you know, the licensee has an obligation to address that, and it 

contained a reference to the Prohibited Conduct Rule as well as three penalty tables. And these 

identified if a liquor licensee violated certain rules and within a certain period of time, what the 

penalties were. Obviously, those rules initially had rows for prohibited conduct, but we need to 

remove those rows. Then the last one is a rule in the advertising on signs that talked about 
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people wearing costumes in signs, and if those costumes violated the Prohibited Conduct Rule. 

Obviously, we need to amend that. 

 

Per the public meeting procedure, if there's any testimony during the public hearing that 

includes questions, I'm not going to be able to respond during the hearing itself, but I can 

certainly respond to questions if needed after the hearing is adjourned. Thank you.  

 

Chair Postman: Okay, great. Thank you. Are there any questions about staff presentation before 

we open the public hearing? No. 

 

Chair Postman opened the Public Hearing and invited citizens to address the Board.  The Board 

heard from the following person: 

 

Eric Kotz: Good morning, Board Members Garrett, Vollendroff, and Postman. My name is Eric 

Kotz. I'm here to comment on the CR 102 that requests repeal of WAC 314-11-050. As a 

member of the LGBT community who lives in Seattle, I've seen the negative impact that WAC 

314-11-050 has had on both members of the community and the small businesses that cater to 

the LGBT community. The targeted enforcement of this rule has unfairly burdened these 

establishments. Repealing WAC 314-11-050 is essential to relieving this burden and will grant 

local jurisdictions in our state autonomy to regulate nudity in their communities. I urge the Board 

to approve the CR 102, file the C103, and fully repeal WAC 314-11-050. In addition to repealing 

the 314-11-050 being the right thing to do, the Washington Liquor and Cannabis Board has 

been mandated to repeal the WAC via Senate Bill 6105, which states in Section 5 the Liquor 

and Cannabis Board shall repeal WAC 314-11-050 in its entirety.  

 

The Liquor and Cannabis Board is pre-empted from adopting any similar rule as provided under 

Section 4 of this act. Additionally, I'm echoing the 6105 requests to not make any similar rules to 

WAC 314-11-050 now or in the future, including any rules that are restrictions on the exposure 

of body parts or restricting sexually-oriented contact by licensees. For these reasons, I request 

that the Washington Liquor and Cannabis Board approve the CR 102, file the CR 103, and 

repeal WAC 314-11-050. Thank you.  

 

Chair Postman closed the public hearing and thanked everyone for their input. 

 

 

5.  CANNABIS RELATED RULEMAKING  

Daniel Jacobs, Policy and Rules Coordinator 

 

ACTION ITEM 5A – Public Hearing Regarding Medical Cannabis Endorsements  
 

Daniel Jacobs: Thank you, Chair Postman. I'm going to preview the public hearing for our 

medical cannabis endorsement rulemaking, similar to the schedule for the prohibited conduct 

(HANDOUT 5A). Assuming the public hearing goes as anticipated, and we don't need to make 

any substantive changes, I'll be requesting approval of the final rules during the June 18th 
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Board meeting. Those final rule changes would be in effect by July 19th. The Board voted to 

accept a petition submitted by John Kingsbury in March 2023 to address medical cannabis 

endorsements. The rules for that can be found at WAC 314-55-080. A CR 101 was filed in 

October. After several rule teams meetings and consultation with our partners at the 

Department of Health, the draft rule language was posted on the website towards the end of 

February, and two stakeholder engagement sessions were held on March 11th and 14th. The 

feedback received during those sessions was incorporated into the proposed rule language filed 

on April 24th. As identified in the memo in the CR 102 form, there are three main changes that 

are being done with the proposed rule language.  

 

The first is creating a requirement that wherever store hours are currently required to be posted, 

that cannabis consultant hours also have to be posted. This requirement can also be satisfied 

by posting a window of time during which appointments with cannabis consultants can be made. 

The second is modifying the in-stock requirement. So currently, there's a requirement in both 

statute and rule that says that a medical cannabis endorsement holder has to have a DOH-

compliant product in stock in order to hold a medical cannabis endorsement. After receiving 

feedback during stakeholder engagement sessions about concerns about, you know, shipments 

or just not having product in stock, we're proposing amending the rule language to say that if a 

medical endorsement holder has DOH-compliant product on order, which will satisfy this 

requirement. And the last one is adding -- what we are calling a variable cure period to allow 

endorsement holders to fix whatever issue they're notified of about complying with the rules. 

Currently as the rule is written, if an endorsement holder isn't meeting one of these 

requirements, such as having a cannabis consultant on staff or having DOH-compliant product 

in stock, they're immediately ineligible for the endorsement.  

 

In order to sort of clarify what the process looks like, we're proposing adding a cure period 

following notification of a non-compliance that will range from 7 to 30 calendar days, depending 

on the violation at issue. The range is to accommodate for the different types of violation. 

Obviously, it's going to take longer for someone to hire a new cannabis consultant and get them 

trained than it is to order DOH-compliant product. If after the cure period lapses, the non-

compliance is still an issue, then the endorsement will be rescinded. Additionally, after an 

endorsement's been rescinded following the expiration of a cure period, if a licensee requests to 

have an endorsement added again, they're going to have to submit additional documentation to 

the Licensing division to show that the noncompliance that was previously at issue is no longer 

an issue.  

 

We've received four written comments since the CR 102 was filed on April 24th, including 

suggested changes from the Cannabis Alliance, which specifically are asking us to make 

specific rule changes that will be -- we can address following the public hearing and following -- 

we'll have to address those in the concise explanatory statement as to whether or not we can 

make minor changes to the proposed rule language. But just to be clear, the public hearing this 

morning is about the proposed rule language filed in the CR 102, not the requested changes. 

Again, any questions that come up during the public hearing itself, I'm not going to be able to 
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address at that time, but I will be able to address them after the public hearing is adjourned. 

Thank you. And I can answer any questions. 

 

Chair Postman: Could you just clarify the last thing you're saying about possible changes? I 

know the vote today is just on what's been published, but and -- what is the sort of floor or 

ceiling, whatever, of what changes could be made post today? Is it non-substantive, and then 

you could? 

 

Daniel Jacobs: Yeah. So non-substantive as well as sort of minor changes that don't change the 

substance of it. If it's something where we're adding a whole new requirement to it or we're 

fundamentally sort of changing deviating from the proposed rule language, then that raises the 

question of whether we need to do the whole CR 102 process again. But if it's sort of a minor 

language change or adding in language that sort of clarifies an existing requirement just to sort 

of make it more explicit, that would be something that we can probably do without really having 

to redo this CR 102 process.  

 

Chair Postman: Okay. Okay, thank you. Any other questions from the Board on the staff 

presentation? No? Okay. Thank you, Mr. Jacobs.  

 

Chair Postman opened the Public Hearing and invited citizens to address the Board.  There was 

no citizen comment: 

 

Chair Postman closed the Public Hearing. 

 

 

6. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

Chair Postman invited citizens to address the Board regarding any issues related to LCB 

business. The Board heard from the following people: 

 

Sami Saad: Hey. Good morning. Good morning, everyone, and I wish you guys a great day. 

And I just want to speak from my heart today and I want to thank everyone. Try to work hard for 

-- try to make the social equity, you know, be a success. Maybe some has been done. We thank 

you guys. Thanks Ponder what they did exactly that's what they've been given to them, but it's 

still some people -- a lot of people left. And we still -- as I'm one of the winners of the social 

equity, but we still we have in one shop. Other people in the past getting five. And I used to 

have a medical shop since 2009, 2010. We've been forced out. So the -- we lucky to be here 

because what being written, but for justice we should be here to have license. But at the same 

time, some people didn't get it. Now you guys having a new rubric. Those people, they should -- 

you guys should split the licensing. 26 licenses go to those pioneers. Before 2016, those black 

people being forced out or colored people in general. It's not the color, it's not the white and 

black, but some people being left, some people not listening to the community right.  
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I -- represent 25,000 Washingtonians. Sudanese, you know, African American, and East African 

American people. They're not happy. We met with the Social Equity, Melanie Morgan. Rebecca 

S--, what her name? Rebecca Saldaña been invited and never show. She didn't come. Other 

people came from the Social Equity. I became a public study. They had me on KING5 News 

and after me spoke to Jim Buchanan. No disrespect for Jim because he said the truth. We've 

been disrespected. I have a big [indistinct] Ollie Garrett. No disrespect for her. Maybe we was 

having back and forth in the past, you know, and stuff like that. But just I want you guys to listen 

to my heart. Last time I tried to speak. I've never been called. My name is not being called for 

many times. So this is -- please, make the social equity work, 26 licenses go to those pioneers 

that been forced out. We've been saying this over and over and over. I don't know what more to 

say.  

 

Last meeting we have, we say that, and it was in Highland Community College. We all say that. 

We agree about that. What you guys want? I don't know what you guys want. If you guys don't 

listen to us, and you guys not taking our comments seriously, this is going to be like Jim 

Buchanan said. This is a disrespect. He said that on KING5 News very clearly. So why? This is 

me in the community. They say, hey, those legislators, that's what they wanted. They don't want 

it that way. So we understand people went to prison for this, but some people been 

assassinated in lifetime, and their shop is being closed. They lost their life. I lost my father. I 

sold the house to establish a cannabis shop, and I have been thrown away. Now I try to open 

up, but Uncle Ike is all over. I went to Renton. At Evergreen Market, they put a cap on the city. 

You cannot have more than five licenses, and he own more than 5. He owned the whole thing. 

The last shop he bought it, and he bought it from Jim Buchanan, one of the partner Emerald 

Haze. I live right behind Evergreen Market. I cannot even open a shop because they put a cap 

on the city.  

 

The mayor not working out with us in Renton. We thank the Mayor of Seattle. He make a nine 

spot for the people, but you guys need to reduce the barrier. You guys to need to exempt those 

having -- yeah, the people that have medical cannabis, they should have that exempt from if 

they can be right next door to somebody else because we've been thrown away. They have five 

shops, no competition. It should be doing it us that way. Second thing is last thing to share. 

Please acknowledge those pioneers -- and please acknowledge. -- I attend -- try to attend every 

meeting. Last time, Jim, he missed to call my name. I not being -- my name is not being called.  

 

Christopher King: Great. Then so a couple of questions. Number one, Mr. Postman, this is the 

first time I've spoken with you since your return since the 3-minute rule. So let's go back to that 

for a minute. Can you recall any other time when you have trimmed the meeting comments to 3 

minutes? Sir? Mr. Postman, there's a question pending. You answer questions selectively, so 

I'm just going to ask you one more time. I'm trying to help you not get sued because if you can 

remember another time when you did that, that'd be helpful. So have you ever -- has the Board 

ever before trimmed the time to 3 minutes in your recollection? 

 

Chair Postman: Mr. King, as we've told you before, this is not the question-and-answer period. If 

you have a question for me, you can e-mail me. 
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Christopher King: Yeah. For me it's not, but for other people, you engage in it all the time. So 

anyway, I'm going to take a dramatic pause now for 15 seconds for everybody to think about the 

fact that Mr. Postman can't answer a simple question as to why 3 minutes were put in place for 

this black-centered meeting about black and brown. So, you know, that's a thing. Ha, Good 

Lord. 

 

Chair Postman: And we've talked before about your dramatic pauses. So you got -- you have 4 

minutes to talk but not to have silent time, so please continue, Mr. King. 

 

Christopher King: And they're constitutionally protected. You don't know First Amendment Law, 

and you should because you're a reporter. You know I can sit here and do whatever I want to do 

as long as I'm not threatening certain things. Okay? I can't wait to sue you for this. You know 

better. I will dramatically pause as long as I want to. And I'll tell you, too, Attorney Patel, you 

know it. You're a lawyer. Educate your client. Jesus Christ. Now, the next thing, Libby Haines, 

all right? She's having a discovery problem where all of a sudden, she can't get the information 

that she needs that was promised, and the LCB attorneys got snippy with her. Turns out they 

had not given her everything that she was supposed to get in terms of the applications and the 

scoring for Ponder and all that stuff, right? And she was right. There were five pages missing. 

She gets it and then still she's short all of these points because they didn't include her drug 

conviction when her drug conviction was clearly cannabis related given the parameters of it, it 

was probation. All right. So that's another intrinsic flaw in the whole system that you got there 

that you need to correct.  

 

And to make matters worse, guess what? Almost nobody -- I think nobody's won an appeal yet. 

They all get tossed out, and then people are being told by the Attorney General's office, which is 

you, Attorney Patel and your friends, okay, that even if the case could be proved that they are 

still not entitled to get a store, making the whole appeal process illusory then. Just like the whole 

social equity fairness thing is illusory. You guys are still doing the same Jim Crowe you've been 

doing, and it's disgusting. We all know it. You know it. It's ridiculous. Three minutes, huh? I bet 

you won't do that again. Yeah, because I'm suing you for that. I can't wait. You guys have a 

good day back in the yard. Caio.  

 

Damian Mimms: Hey, good morning. So I just wanted to comment on the process that we have 

going on right now with the grant funding that we were supposed to get nine months ago. So I'm 

going to read this list that they have. Contractor billed out. Can we have quotes? By the way, I'm 

Damien from Black Excellence in Cannabis. Sorry, I forgot to introduce myself, and good 

morning. Um, contractor billed out. Can we have quotes, estimates, screenshots of items to be 

used? More details to justify the total amount reserved for this. Security cameras. Can we have 

estimates and quotes? Office supplies, such as doors, pins, furniture point of sale? Can we 

have estimated quotes and a breakdown of costs to justify total amount? Point of sale purchase 

is not eligible, but it could be leased. Safes. Please specify what items you'll be getting and their 

specific amounts. Currency counter. That item is not eligible. May we run and allocate the 
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funding towards another eligible item? After our conversation, I will double check if it could be 

leased.  

 

Legal attorney fees for paperwork and whatnot. Please provide quotes and estimates. Lease or 

rent? Can we have estimates location, monthly rent expenses, and how many months? 

Miscellaneous travel bills. Please specify and give a breakdown of costs. You know, all these 

nitpicky items that they have in here are all based on what I'm going to spend money on, when I 

get the money, once I can find the location that's approved by the LCB. I can't do any of that. 

They want me to essentially find a contractor to make up an imaginary quote to an imaginary 

building that I don't even have because I can't get it because the funding hasn't come to me, 

which was supposed to be issued nine months ago. This is yet, again, another obstacle in the 

way to prevent social equity applicants from opening their doors. I don't understand why every 

step of the way through this entire process everything has been a challenge, and it is still.  

 

You know, earlier, Mr. Postman, you said things can move fastly and mysteriously. Well, 

mysteriously, these things for social equity applicants have not moved fastly, and they have not 

changed. They are consistently drug out, delayed, stalled out, and made difficult, and this stuff 

is causing harm to social equity applicants that are trying to get their doors open but aren't being 

given the tools and the assistance necessary or that was allocated to us through the law 

through the legislature. They want us to have this money, but yet we can't get it because all 

these roadblocks and all these nitpicky questions. What contractor do you know of is going to 

show up, make a quote to build out a building that there's no location, there's no facility, there's 

no nothing. How do you do that? I don't understand why the government or these people in 

charge that run these programs choose to put these requirements that are unnecessary and, 

basically, burdensome on people that have already been harmed to damaged. It is nonsense.  

So we can open our doors, and it's just -- it's not doing anything. Same issues we have with 

Ponder. Same problems of delaying, stalling, clarity -- it's all bad, and I don't understand why we 

keep running into these same problems. I'm not sure who's paying who or what's going on in the 

background as to why we keep having to justify what we're supposed to get, but it's ridiculous. 

Thank you. 

 

Paul Brice: Hello. My name is Paul Brice. I'm already a retailer. I run Happy Trees, also a social 

equity applicant as well as the Advisory Member for the Social Equity Task Force. Spent over 

four years, had roaming ability to be in more meetings than, I believe, anyone else, where I had 

the ability to listen in, chime in. Four minutes, I'm going to say, is definitely not enough time. But 

real quick, just want to address the rubric going out last week when we all went to Highline. It 

just felt like a complete cloak and dagger. Aaron Washington has a list showing rubric points. 

That's -30 points if you are a pioneer. Saying that's not correct. Justin Nordhorn has piece of 

paper saying that is correct. Again, everyone's just trying to make us overlook what's really the 

most value for us, and that is for the social equity applicants, we all have the ability to take part 

in any new license type coming throughout till 2032, whether it be mushrooms, delivery, 

consumption lounges, and I can do any of them. Can I make Washington State look good doing 

it. But Washington or LCB, -- they want to take what left value we have for cannabis because it's 

not in cannabis anymore.  
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Jumping off subject, title certs are a major concern. The fact that before you even [indistinct] the 

next round, if you guys push this rubric through, which LCB is clearly trying to push this rubric 

through while it's flawed and going to let this social equity program get even more further away 

from the intended person/people that it was intended to help. They're going to be able to let in 

all their friends and everyone that's not most harmed, not most deserving, to simply be able to 

up and run and get these shops going as competition even before the next round of licenses are 

even awarded. You know, I would like to say for myself who, again, also gets the title of being a 

cannabis pioneer for my colleagues through this decade, decade before so much involvement in 

cannabis, opening up collectives in Pierce County and Kittitas County back in the medical days. 

Still, not being able to have a license in my own hometown prior to moratoriums, even Tacoma 

putting up one of the first early on pioneers for my area to still not even be able to get into this 

program where in a sense I had to buy my way into a flawed system that now this loophole is 

trying to be exposed, so all the good old boys can get into this club.  

 

Again, they're trying to take -- you guys are trying to take away the one thing that really is 

protected for our value, and that is the new license types. You know, right now, my daughter, 23 

years of old, she's grown up her whole entire life helping me water plants, so forth, being in this 

industry. My daughter now works for Zips, and I can't blame her. Like, it's within the town we 

live. I can't -- two hours away or four hours away to my next store, and -- since I got 30 seconds, 

just coincidentally, I'm also being audited by LCB right now while I'm trying to do my build out, 

while I'm so busy, and I'm wondering how many of other social equity people you guys are 

attacking just like I've been the most fined pot shop in the State of Washington because I was 

attacked, hunted, and targeted by the LCB. Thank you for your time. 

 

Mike Asai: Good morning, Chair Postman, Ollie Garrett, Board Member Garrett, Board Member 

Vollendroff, community, too. My name is Mike Asai, with Emerald City Collective, first downtown 

Seattle Dispensary in 2010. I am also the Vice President of Black Excellence in Cannabis. I'm 

here today to voice my concerns regarding the petition by WACA that would basically allow out-

of-state investment without legislative action. This move threatens to undermine the principles of 

social equity that we have fought so hard for. It's evident, you know, by WACA, Craft Cannabis, 

they are completely against social equity. They've been trying to do backdoor tactics for years 

now against social equity. By granting this petition it would effectively jeopardize the progress 

made towards more exclusive than fair cannabis market. I think I'm saying it right; this ESOP 

petition is nothing more than a disguise for out-of-state investment. It will completely dismantle 

the foundation of Social Equity in Cannabis.  

 

For the director and the staff, to support this petition indicates either a lack of understanding or 

disregard for the importance of social equity. I urge you to reconsider this stance and recognize 

the detrimental impact the decision would have on communities that have been 

disproportionately impacted by cannabis prohibition. To the current white retailers, I implore you 

to stop undermining social equity efforts. Your actions have far-reaching consequences. They 

hindered the progress and the opportunities for the black and brown communities. It's time to 

support us that promote the diversity and inclusion in the industry rather than seeking ways to 
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circumvent them. Regarding Senate Bill 5080, the proposed rules and scoring rubric need to 

prioritize medical pioneers who paved the way for the legal cannabis market. Senate Bill 5131 in 

2017, which was an agency-led bill. The agency, you owe a debt and gratitude to prioritize us, 

the pioneers. You owe us.  

 

If this is not addressed adequately, we will pursue legal action, legislative action to ensure 

justice is served. Additionally, cannabis convictions must remain the top-scoring priority in the 

application process. The focus should remain on cannabis, as this was the legislative intent. 

Expanding the criteria to include all drug convictions to lose the purpose of these initiatives and 

distracts from the core issue. Removing affidavits as proof of residency in the disproportionate 

impacted area is not in the best interest of the black and brown communities. This change will 

further disadvantage those who have been historically marginalized and will continue to face 

systematic barriers. Furthermore, certificate holders should be excluded from the social equity 

program. Allowing their inclusion would dilute the retail license market, social equity to be exact, 

and enable them to benefit from the hardship experienced by black and brown communities. 

Removing affidavits as proof of living in the disproportionate impacted area is not in the best 

interest of the communities. The LCB has a history of shifting the goal posts when it comes to 

the black and brown communities. In conclusion, I urge the LCB to reject WACA's petition and 

to prioritize social equity in all decisions. We must remain steadfast in our commitment to 

justice, fairness, inclusion in the cannabis industry. Thank you. 

 

Peter Manning: Good afternoon, Chair Postman, Board Member Vollendroff, and Board Member 

Ollie Garrett. My name is Peter Manning, President of Black Excellence in Cannabis. You know, 

it's -- I don't know. -- I'm impressed. Uh, I'm impressed. I'm flattered. -- I'm happy. And -- I'm 

happy at the fact that our community is waking up to the shortcomings of the LCB. Is the LCB 

racist? That's the question that we all are asking the representatives, legislative bodies, 

senators, we're all asking these questions. Here. Is it -- here's an envelope full of white 

applicants that applied in 2015 that did not meet the qualifications per law. They did not have 

cannabis in their corporation. They did not have cannabis in their corporation prior to that. They 

didn't pay their taxes. This is over 30 stores that have licenses that were licensed. Here are 

black people that pay taxes, applied in 2015, had cannabis on their articles of incorporation, had 

a brick and mortar, but were denied from this agency.  

 

Coincidentally. All of these people dealt with three people -- three to four people in this agency: 

Frank O'Dell, Rebecca Smith, Jeannie McShane, or Beth Lehman. Is the LCB racist or do we 

just have racists inside the LCB? To sit back and hear a black pioneer talk about how he has a 

store, he is victimized, he's over policed and over scrutinized, is not uncommon for me to hear, 

being an advocate for the black and brown community. This happened at Hollingworth Farms. I 

think they were the only one that ever had a gun drawn on them in this whole process. Those 

other black folks that were in this industry or people with dark skin, that also are overly enforced 

by this agency. Listen, black people, brown people, I'm speaking to you. Representatives and 

Senators, understand you guys delegate the policies and laws for this agency to operate off of. 

Come in. Let's audit this place. Come in to see what we say as a community, it's affecting us 
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and how it's affecting us, let's see who's doing it. This is not against Vollendroff or David 

Postman. They weren't even here.  

 

Ollie, you were here. A lot of this stuff occurred on your watch, sista. What's your state? What's 

your -- what's your take on it? As I figured. We are fed up. We are looking at dealing with 

Launch. Launch was run by a person that has a profound interest in white retailership here in 

this state. How could we give her control over social equity and expect it to be done 

exponentially fast on any level? We spoke out against her in this in that whole process before it 

happened. She fraudulently claimed that she had got the support of the community, even used 

our name, which is trademarked. I don't understand the logic behind that -- and said that she 

had our endorsement, which was a lie. Listen. We need to come in and we need to fix this. 

Postman, Vollendroff, I'm calling on you guys to take action. This is only going to grow. We're 

not going to let this go. I'm calling on you the Board members. Come in and stand up and get 

this done, and let's get it done right. Thank you. 

 

 

7. ADJOURN 

 

Chair Postman adjourned the meeting at 10:51 am. 

Minutes approved this 9th day of September 2025 

____________________ 
Jim Vollendroff 
Board Chair  

 
________________________ 
Ollie Garrett 
Board Member 

________________________ 
Peter Holmes 
Board Member 

   
 

Minutes Prepared by: Deborah Soper, Administrative Assistant to the Board 

 

 

 

LCB Mission - Promote public safety, public health, and trust through fair administration, education, and enforcement of liquor, 

cannabis, tobacco, and vapor laws. 


