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Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Meeting 
 

Tuesday, June 18, 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 Tuesday, June 18, 2024. Member Ollie Garrett was also present. 

 

 

2.  CANNABIS RELATED RULEMAKING  

 

ACTION ITEM 2A – Rules Petition Review and Consideration Requesting to Amend WAC 

314-55-106 to Clarify that the Principal Display Panel of a Cylindrical Cannabis Container 

is the Oblong Portion of the Container 

Jeff Kildahl, Policy and Rules Coordinator 

 

Jeff Kildahl: Good morning, Chair Postman, and Board Member Garrett. This morning I am 

presenting the response to a petition for adoption, amendment, or a repeal of a State 

Administrative Rule we received on April 29, 2024, from Michael Lucero (HANDOUT 2A). This 

petition requests changes to WAC 314-55-106, regarding what the so-called principal display 

panel of a cylinder-shaped cannabis package or container as it's referring to the -- external 

package. So for foreign background -- for a background, excuse me in 2018, the Board 

amended WAC 314-55-106 to streamline packaging and labeling requirements for cannabis and 

cannabis products, reducing the amount of information required to be displayed on the 

packaging and ensuring that products have enough space on the label to allow required product 

information to be displayed legibly.  

 

This rulemaking project back in 2018 on product labeling was a collaboration with the 

Washington State Department of Health and the Washington Poison Control Center. It 

addressed warning labels and requirements, warning consumers about the cannabis content of 

products, and protecting from accidental exposure to cannabis, especially infused cannabis 

products. As a result, WAC 314-55-105 and WAC 314-55-106 were amended to require all 

cannabis products to include the cannabis universal symbol displayed on the principal display 

panel of the product package. Additionally, these rule changes also require the reproducible Not 

For Kids warning symbol created by the Washington Poison Center to also be placed on the 

principle display panel for infused edible cannabis products. Consistent with the rule 

amendments the Board updated the cannabis packaging and labeling guide in 2020 with 
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illustrations and descriptions showing how the principal display panel was determined for 

different styles of cannabis packaging.  

 

In analysis, the Board has clear authority under RCW 69.53.45, subsection 7 to determine the 

nature, form, and capacity of all containers to be used by licensees to contain cannabis, 

cannabis concentrates, usable cannabis, and cannabis-infused products, -- and the labeling 

requirements for these products. The term “principal display panel” is commonly used in the 

food industry and other businesses to describe the position of labeling on packaged foods and 

other consumer products and is defined currently in WAC 314-55-106, subsection 3 as "the 

portions of the surface of the immediate container or any outer container or wrapping which 

bears the labeling designed to be most prominently displayed, shown, presented, or examined 

under conditions of retail sale."  

 

In addition, the Board's existing cannabis packaging and labeling guide provides more direction 

about the meaning of principal display panel as applied to a cylindrical cannabis package. On a 

curved surface, it is the main -- it is the front main area and does not wrap around to the sides 

or the back of the packaging or labeling. The illustrations presented in the packaging and 

labeling guide show the principal display panel clearly outlined on the cylinder of the package. 

The petition request here is for a rule amendment to WAC 314-55-106 to clarify that the 

principal display panel is the oblong portion of the cylinder versus the top or bottom. And the 

petition states that the effect of the requested rule change would be that cannabis processors 

could compliantly sell pre-rolled tubes with the warning symbol appropriately placed on the 

cylinder of the tube.  

 

Under existing rules, the principal display panel must already appear on the curved or oblong 

surface as cylindrical packages, such as tubes. And in turn the universal cannabis warning 

symbol must appear on this principal display panel positioned on the curved surface of the 

cylinder and not on the top or bottom of the cylinder as the petition suggests. WAC 314-55-106, 

subsection 3, requires the position of the principal display panel to be designed to be most 

prominently displayed, which would not include the opposite curved surface of the cylinder or 

the ends of a narrow tube-shaped package that is suitable for packaging a single pre-rolled 

cannabis joint. As shown in the illustrations in the packaging and labeling guide, the universal 

cannabis warning symbol for cylindrical packaging must appear on the principal display panel, 

meaning it must be positioned on the curved or oblong surface of the packaging. The request of 

the petition to change the meaning of the term, principal display panel, to allow the warning 

symbol to appear on the oblong or curved side of the cylinder is not necessary as this is already 

required by the rule.  

 

So in conclusion, for the reasons described above, director's office staff recommend that 

consistent with RCW 34.05.330, the Board deny Michael Lucero's petition for amending WAC 

314-55-106 submitted on April 29, 2024. And thank you. I can answer any questions about this 

petition. 
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Chair Postman: Great. Thanks. Mr. Kildahl. I don't see any questions on this one. I think you've 

given us a thorough briefing on this, and I appreciate the recommendation. I will then entertain a 

motion to accept the staff recommendation to decline the petition request to amend WAC 314-

55-106. 

 

Member Garrett made a motion to accept the staff recommendation to deny the petition 

request to amend WAC 314-55-106. Chair Postman seconded. The motion was approved. 

 

 

ACTION ITEM 2B – Rules Petition Review and Consideration Requesting to Amend WAC 

314-55-570(4)(d) to Let Previous Round of Social Equity Applicants to Move the County of 

Their License 

ACTION ITEM 2C – Rules Petition Review and Consideration Requesting to Amend WAC 

314-55-570(4) to Allow the Option to Locate a Social Equity License Anywhere in the 

State of Washington 

ACTION ITEM 2D – Rules Petition Review and Consideration Requesting a New Rule to 

Be Created to Allow All Social Equity Program Applicants to Have the Flexibility to 

Locate Licenses Anywhere in the State  

Cassidy West, Policy and Rules Manager 

 

Cassidy West: Good morning, Chair Postman, and Board Member Garrett. So today, I'll be 

presenting a petition response to three separate petitions that we received in May 2024 for 

adoption, amendment, or appeal of a state administrative rule that was submitted to the Board 

(HANDOUTS 2B, 2C, 2D). These petitions requested that the Board -- consider rulemaking to 

modify the social equity license mobility requirements in WAC 314-55-570. The aim is to grant 

social equity licensees who applied under the previous legislation before 5080, so that was 

2870, the same flexibility to locate their license as those applying under 5080. And -- those 

license flexibility are to allow the licensees under the social equity program to locate their 

business anywhere in the state.  

 

So just to provide a little bit of some legislative context. Engrossed Second Substitute Senate 

Bill 5080 was enacted in 2023, and it amended RCW 69.50.335 to allow social equity license 

applicants and licensees to locate their license in any city, town, or county within the state. 

However, under the current rules, the license mobility requirements are more restrictive, 

reflecting the pre-5080 requirements. Licensees issued under the earlier legislation must be 

located in any -- county where they were originally allocated, which has posed significant 

challenges due to local zoning restrictions and bans, preventing the license holders from 

securing a location for the retail outlet. Just to go into the petition request a little bit more -- on 

May 17th, the petitioner, Zachary Steve, submitted a request just to allow license holders the 

same flexibility to locate their license anywhere in the state as 5080. David Rose, who submitted 

a petition on May 22nd, also had a similar request requesting the additional flexibility due to 

license holders facing difficulty securing a location.  
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And then the third petition received on May 27th from Casey Calhoun requested either 

amending WAC 314-55-570 to allow statewide license mobility for all social equity applicants or 

repealing the rule entirely, arguing that the current rules conflict with the amended statute under 

Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill 5080. So when considering what -- the issue being 

presented today is whether the Board should consider initiating -- the rulemaking process to 

amend or repeal WAC 314-55-570 subsection 4(d) in response to the changes made that to 

license mobility resulting from 5080. So when considering a petition for rulemaking, the 

Director's Office evaluate several factors, including, but not limited to LCB statutory authority 

and obligations, alignment with the agency's policy goals and priorities, -- immediacy of safety, 

environmental, or security concerns, potential impact on public health outcomes, potential 

impact on criminal activity, level of public interest, and whether the issue is already under 

consideration in other rulemaking activities. We also consider merits of the petition and equity 

impacts.  

 

LCB has the authority to consider these changes. Both 2870 and 5080 grant the agency 

authority to establish rules implementing the social equity program, and these petitions pertain 

directly to the design and functioning of this program. Currently, rulemaking to implement 5080 

is underway. The CR 101 was filed on November 8th as WSR 23-23-062, and I'll clarify 

November 8th, 2023. So we've already engaged in the rulemaking process and have planned 

additional stakeholder engagement to gather feedback on the petitioner's request. In addition, 

since briefing the Board last week, we've received a fourth petition with similar requests as well 

as written comments on this topic. As such, there's no need for an analysis at this time. If 

accepted, the proposed changes would be considered as part of the ongoing rulemaking activity 

for 5080. And thank you. I'm happy to answer any questions. 

 

Chair Postman: And thank you for that. I don't see any questions. I have one. Do we need to do 

separate motions on each petition? Anybody know? Okay. Yeah. Okay, then. What I'd like to do 

is put them all together for one motion then, and the recommendation is the same for all three, 

just double checking here. So the motion is, is there a motion to accept the staff 

recommendation to accept the three petitions related to mobility of social equity applicants? 

 

Member Garrett made a motion to accept the staff recommendation to accept the 

petitions related to mobility of social equity applicants. Chair Postman seconded. The 

motion was approved. 

 

 

ACTION ITEM 2E – Board Adoption of CR 103 for Medical Cannabis Endorsements 

Daniel Jacobs, Policy and Rules Coordinator 

 

Daniel Jacobs: Good morning, Chair Postman, and Member Garrett. I'm here to request 

approval of the CR 103 for the Medical Cannabis Endorsement Rulemaking Project (HANDOUT 

2E). If approved today, the final rules will be filed today, and the changes to WAC 314-55-080 

will be effective July 19th. The Board voted to accept the petition submitted by John Kingsbury 

in March 2023 to address requirements for retailers to maintain their medical cannabis 
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endorsements. The CR 101 was filed back in October. After several rules team meetings and 

consultation with our partners at the Department of Health, the draft rule language was posted 

on the website at the end of February, and two stakeholder engagement sessions were held on 

March 11th and March 14th. Feedback received during those sessions was incorporated into 

the proposed draft rule language that was filed April 24th. As identified in the CR 102 memo and 

the CR 102 form, there are three main changes that are being done with this rule language.  

 

Firstly, a new requirement is being created that wherever the store hours are currently required 

to be posted, the cannabis consultant hours also have to be posted. This requirement can be 

satisfied by posting a window of time during which appointments can be made to meet with the 

cannabis consultant. The second change is to the current existing in-stock requirement that 

states that endorsement holders have to have medically-compliant product in stock. The rule 

language is being amended to state that requirement can be satisfied by having Department of 

Health medical product on order. And the third main change is adding in a variable cure period 

to allow endorsement holders to fix whatever issue they're notified of being deficient in. This 

cure period will range from 7 to 30 calendar days, depending on the violation at issue. So 

because there are several different requirements for holding a medical cannabis endorsement, 

such as having a cannabis consultant on staff, having the ability to create medical recognition 

cards. It takes longer to hire a new cannabis consultant than it does to place an order for 

medical product or fix a broken card machine.  

 

Additionally, if a licensee has their endorsement discontinued after this cure period has passed, 

if they try to get their endorsement again, they'll have to submit additional information showing 

that the original noncompliance is no longer an issue. Since the CR 102 was filed on April 24th, 

we've received four written comments, including specific suggestions from advocacy groups 

about specifically requiring a retailer to fill out the endorsement form to get the endorsement, 

and also asking that this form include a space asking to identify the cannabis consultant at the 

time of application. The public hearing was held June 5th, and no testimony was received. 

These -- the specific requested changes have not been incorporated into the final rule, and I'll 

explain why.  

 

The current form that licensees need to fill out for getting a medical cannabis endorsement is 

called the LIQ1276 Form. So for this presentation, I'll just refer to it as the 1276 form. This form 

already is going to need to be amended as a result of this rulemaking to accurately reflect, at a 

minimum, the new cannabis consultant hours. While many endorsements exist for liquor 

licensees, and those endorsements also have separate sections of rule dedicated to them, none 

of the existing rules specifically require that a licensee fill out the form in order to get an 

endorsement. So creating such language and the rule would be a first for the LCB. Additionally, 

the form already includes the following language above the licensee's signature block. It says, "I 

understand that there are continuing requirements, and the failure to meet any of these 

requirements at any time may result in the revocation of this authorization by the LCB." This 

language already serves as a de facto attestation, and so when an applicant signs this form in 

order to get the endorsement, they already are saying that they understand that these 
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requirements are in place and that if they don't meet these requirements, they can have the 

endorsements pulled.  

 

So some of the changes that ask the form to turn into an attestation are unnecessary because 

the form already serves as an attestation. In response to the same concerns that actually 

prompted the initial filing of this petition in the first place, the Licensing division has revised its 

process for processing medical cannabis endorsements to now require the submission of the 

Cannabis Consultant Certificate with the LIQ1276 form. This addresses a comment received on 

the CR 102 about identifying the cannabis consultant because Licensing's process already has 

been revised to require the certificate to be submitted with the 1276. Additionally, our 

Enforcement and Education divisions have as part of their process during the final check 

through before a retail licensee opens their doors, that they provide additional information about 

the requirements on holding medical cannabis endorsement holders for those who have medical 

cannabis endorsements.  

 

Additionally, in conjunction with Licensing's new process, Enforcement and Education Division 

contacted 26 licensees beginning in January 2024, who hadn't issued any recognition cards 

during the previous quarter. The data about who had and hadn't issued recognition cards was 

provided by the Department of Health as part of Licensing's new process. Sixteen of these 

licensees asked to surrender their medical cannabis endorsements, and the remaining 10 

provided evidence of their ongoing compliance. Given that the Cannabis Consultant Certificate 

is already required to be submitted with the 1276 to get the medical endorsement in the first 

place, it doesn't seem necessary to change the 1276 to identify the cannabis consultant or to 

add a space, especially given the improved compliance results that have been achieved from 

the new cross agency and cross divisional processes that have been put in place.  

 

The folks may remember when I first presented the CR 101 for this back in October, that 

Licensing and Enforcement had said that they were in the process of revamping their process. 

And when presenting the CR 101, I said that depending on what we saw from this improved 

process, it might decrease the need for more rule language. And I think that the results from, 

you know, great collaboration between the Department of Health and between our Licensing 

and Enforcement and Education divisions show that that's exactly what's happened here. If we 

hadn't seen these results, we may very well have wanted to add more to the rule language. But 

we've already seen through our agency's own improved processes that compliance results have 

increased.  

 

Lastly, I also wanted to mention that since 1453 has become effective, Licensing has seen a 

dramatic increase in the number of retailers applying for medical cannabis endorsements, I think 

the numbers were something like in, you know, in the first half of the year or something, like 17 

in one month, and I think in the past two months, it's been 40. So additionally, adding further 

requirements at this time when we're already seeing an increase in licensees trying to get the 

endorsement, I think would add further workload when we're already seeing results from 

Licensing and Enforcement and Education's new processes I mentioned. So therefore, I'm 
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requesting the Board's approval for the CR 103 on the Medical Cannabis Endorsement 

rulemaking. Thank you, and I'm happy to answer any questions. 

 

Chair Postman: Thank you. I have one. I just want to make sure I understand this right. And 

talking about -- the last piece that you were just covering here and what you have to show at the 

time of application. Do I understand correctly? What you're saying is already today, you cannot 

get -- a licensee could not get that endorsement unless they have the information that had been 

requested to be added here, which is a cannabis consultant on staff. 

 

Daniel Jacobs: The Cannabis Consultant Certificate. So my understanding is that the certificate 

is -- the certificate that's issued to the cannabis consultant by the Department of Health. I don't 

know if the consultant certificate identifies their employer. My understanding is the cannabis 

consultant certificate is, you know, saying, for example, Daniel Jacobs has a cannabis 

consultant certificate issued by the Department of Health. And I think that assuming that a 

licensee isn't going to submit some other person's cannabis consultant certificate -- 

 

Chair Postman: You did that just because -- so what? So then that -- what you're saying though 

is that the licensee gives me Daniel Jacob's certificate before they get their endorsement for the 

store. 

 

Daniel Jacobs: That's what licensing process currently is. That's correct. 

 

Chair Postman: And then you said, and even after that Enforcement and Education makes the 

visit at the end, which -- and they make sure that they have everything they need to get that 

endorsement, which would include the equipment necessary to do a card. Right? 

 

Daniel Jacobs: Right. So that's if pre the retailer opening versus if you have a retailer that's 

already open. So for example, the folks right now -- who are already open, who are adding their 

medical cannabis endorsement because they've seen what 1453 happens. Those folks need to 

submit the 1276 form, and they need to submit a cannabis consultant certificate. 

 

Chair Postman: Great. So in that case, it seems to address the comment that we received on 

the concern of this. And then for first-time applicants, again, you won't get that endorsement if 

you're a new licensee until you've completed the same work, including giving us a certificate 

showing there's a cannabis consultant on staff. 

 

Daniel Jacobs: Yes. 

 

Chair Postman: Okay. Thank you. I think that covers the concerns I had and others around that. 

And the reason I was a little bit confused was that at the end you said, you know, that staff has 

changed the way that we've been checking the system, and it's working and showing 

improvements, and adding additional requirements at this point would be further workload for 

the staff. That's where I got confused. Why would -- there is no further workload because they're 

already doing it, it sounds like. Right? 
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Daniel Jacobs: Right. So one of the suggestions was, for example, that specifically, the 

attestation would be -- would have next to each sort of requirement on the form a space for 

someone to initial. And what I was getting at was if we weren't adding that at a time when we're 

also seeing an increase in volume of applications, it's going to increase the amount of time that 

Licensing staff are going to have to spend on each application, when we're already seeing 

returns on investment for the new process. 

 

Chair Postman: Right, great. And I think, in general, we're just increasing the visibility of the 

program and our enforcement of it, and I hope that helps everybody understand what's going to 

be required. And I bet they meet that requirement. So okay. Appreciate all that. Thank you. And 

appreciate your hard work on this, especially at the end to try to get some of these things 

answered.  

 

Member Garrett made a motion to adopt the CR 103 for Medical Cannabis Endorsements. 

Chair Postman seconded. The motion was approved. 

 

 

3.  ALCOHOL RELATED RULEMAKING  

Daniel Jacobs, Policy and Rules Coordinator 

 

ACTION ITEM 3A – Board Adoption of CR 103 for WAC 314-11-050 - Prohibited Conduct 

 

Daniel Jacobs: Thank you, and good morning, again. I'm here this morning to request approval 

of the CR 103 on the Prohibited Conduct rulemaking (HANDOUT 3A). If approved today, rules 

will be filed immediately, and the Prohibited Conduct Rule at 314-11-050 will be repealed 

effective July 19th. Consistent with Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 6105, in addition to 

repealing the Prohibited Conduct Rule, we're removing cross-references to it in six other rules. 

I've identified those six other rules a few times publicly, but if you'd like, I'm happy to do so again 

at the end here. The CR 101 was filed on February 14th following some enforcement activities 

in Seattle at the end of January, and a Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 6105 was amended in 

the second-half of February to instruct LCB to repeal the Prohibited Conduct Rule, and the 

Governor signed that bill at the end of March. While the Board's initial intention with the CR 101 

was to explore the possibility of amending or repealing the Prohibited Conduct Rule, 6105 in 

addition to the nearly unanimous public feedback we received, urging full repeal has led us 

towards repeal.  

 

The CR 102 was filed on April 24th. We received two written comments, both supporting the 

repeal between the CR 102 filing and the public hearing held June 5th. During the public 

hearing, one person testified in favor of the repeal. Therefore, we haven't made any changes, 

and I'm requesting the Board's approval for the CR 103 on the Prohibited Conduct rulemaking. 

Thank you, and I can answer any questions. 
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Member Garrett made a motion to adopt the CR 103 for WAC 314-11-050 – Prohibited 

Conduct. Chair Postman seconded. The motion was approved. 

 

 

4. 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: 

 

Vicki Christophersen: Good morning, Chair Postman, and Member Garrett. I'm Vicki 

Christophersen here today on behalf of the Washington CannaBusiness Association. I'm happy 

to be here to address you today. First, I wanted to thank Deputy Director Toni Hood and CFO 

Rachel Swanner for joining us in Walla Walla a couple weeks ago for our Spring meeting. We 

appreciated them representing the agency as we talked about issues addressing to -- the 

industry across the state. I just wanted to bring up a couple of issues for you to consider as you 

continue to deliberate on important issues. One, as the regulated industry, both parents and 

grandparents and those who have chosen to be regulated in this industry, there continues to be 

really strong concern about the rampant continued availability of unregulated, untested, untaxed 

products in outlets across our state and online. It's extremely troubling to all of us. I know it is to 

you, and it also presents an unfair competition to our industry.  

 

Additionally, it presents a threat to the health and safety of our children and to all of us across 

our state. Um sorry. Hold on. I'm so sorry. So sorry if I could have a couple of minutes of my 

time left back.  Sorry about that. Anyway, issues presenting -- continued presenting problems to 

us across the industry. I just wanted to address the rule set that's before you now. You know, 

we worked really hard in concert with this agency in 2023 for legislation to address this issue. 

This legislation passed by the Legislature 5367 that expanded the definition of THC to try to 

capture these products that are outside the regulated market. You know, this rule set that we've 

seen before you seems to be more focused on expanding testing and requirements on our 

regulated industry rather than the sense of urgency around getting the products outside the 

regulated industry. We've submitted comments around this issue but really would like to see a 

renewed focused and sense of urgency around this real problem because no matter what you 

do to us to continue to strengthen regulations on the regulated industry, if we don't get our hand 

on what's happening outside, it really doesn't make any difference. So just want to reiterate the 

need to really keep that strong.  

 

The other piece I just want to flag for you, and it really came up. We spent a lot of time talking 

about it in Walla Walla, and we're going to continue to talk about it, and appreciate all of the 

conversations we've had with your staff as well as those at Department of Health and 

Department of Agriculture, is that we all really need to keep an eye to the integrity of the 

regulated market as we work to implement 1453, and implement the really well-meaning tax 

break for medical patients. I'll date myself here and say listening to KZLK this weekend, heard 

some very interesting ads targeting those that were promised to get a medical card. And I think 

we just need to be really careful and work very carefully to make sure that only those intended 
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to get medical cards are getting them and that we're keeping the integrity of the system in mind 

while we implement this bill. So I thank you for your time and apologize for the interruption in 

this Zoom world. So thank you very much. 

 

Brooke Davies: Hi, good morning, Chair Postman, and Board Member Garrett. My name is 

Brooke Davies, here today on behalf of the Washington CannaBusiness Association. Just 

wanted to cover a couple other items that Vicki was unable to cover in her time. Specifically, 

again, thank the LCB staff for coming to Walla Walla and participating in our conference. I 

wanted to chat briefly a little bit about the packaging and labeling conversation I heard at the 

EMT meeting last week. This subject came up, so I just wanted to provide some additional 

context, specifically to the concerns that were raised in Walla Walla. I think Deputy Director 

Hood mentioned it, but I wanted to clarify what those concerns were to get that on your radar. 

The concerns that were discussed in Walla Walla around the packaging and labeling, 

submission, and approval process were specific to edible products that are already approved 

that plan to seek a DOH compliance under this new 1453. So if they're able to do the additional 

testing, they'll be required to then put a sticker on it says that that product is DOH compliant.  

 

The questions that were coming up were, will those then be required to be submitted for a new 

approval just because they're adding the sticker? And our understanding was that we have not 

gotten a clear answer on that yet, and so that was kind of what folks were asking in Walla Walla. 

And our -- sort of ask to the agency would be that considering you saw sort of the number of 

submissions in the volume, and that's taking up a lot of time, we would ask that if the packaging 

is already approved that the addition of that DOH compliance sticker not be required to then be 

reapproved as long as it's not covering up any important information and things like that. So just 

wanted to kind of clarify what that question was. And then moving on to talking more about 

packaging and labeling in general, I sent you all an e-mail this morning documenting the history 

of WACA's advocacy on this issue. Listening to the presentation last week, I think, you know, 

one of the things that stood out was the number of submissions that are then required to be 

resubmitted or make changes and things like that. And so we've long advocated that.  

 

A lot of that is due to what we see as being kind of the subjective process of not really 

understanding what the rules are. And sometimes the package is approved, and then you 

submit another one that's very similar, and it's not approved, and kind of that process seems to 

be a little bit arbitrary. I also included a document that sort of shows -- this is from 2020, when 

we were advocating on the same issue -- what the cost of a redesign is, and it's really 

significant. And so I know that also there was some discussion around what if licensees paid for 

the submissions. Would that [audio cuts out] on them and, hopefully, you know, decrease the 

amount of resubmissions that have to take place. And so just want to make sure that you're also 

aware that each time a licensee has to redesign a package, even if it's just changing a color, 

there are significant costs associated with that, so it really is the desire to get it approved on the 

first time if possible.  

 

And I think Chair Postman, you really spoke to this in your comments, but we would definitely be 

interested in kind of working with the agency at looking back at the rules and figuring out, like 
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what really is the goal of the -- packaging rules? And are there places where we can streamline 

it a little bit. I think we all agree that, you know, the real purpose of those rules is to make sure 

the products aren't overly appealing to children and all those sorts of things. And so if there's a 

way that we could work together on kind of really diving into those and making them, you know, 

a little bit more streamlined, we'd be happy to do that because I think if we could remove some 

of that subjectivity, that would really decrease the amount of resubmissions and going back and 

forth. So thank you so much for your consideration. 

 

Christopher King: Terrific. Hold on a second. Okay. All right guys, I just have a couple of 

questions here. And first off, I guess we'll start with the question of whether or not Mr. Postman 

or anybody else at the Board has the notion of, again, reducing speaking time to 3 minutes for 

any reason going forward. And if you did so, Mr. Postman, would you do it in a way that doesn't 

just impact black and brown speakers at their, you know, at our issues? Would you? Are there 

any thoughts on that? Mr. Postman? 

 

Chair Postman: You know, I'm not going to answer your questions in this forum. You've -- I've 

told you 100 times all you have to do is e-mail me, not 400 people e-mail me, and I'll answer 

any question you send me. 

 

Christopher King: I'll ask you what I want to ask you when I want to ask you. That's how that 

goes. Next. You don't recall ever doing that for the groups outside of black and brown, do you? 

And that's rhetorical. Let's move it along. What we have with the LCB -- and I got my shackles 

today -- is, basically, you guys are a regulatory capture agency. Okay. You created this 

oligarchical thing where you and your mostly white cronies, you know, get all the money. 

Everybody knows that. Okay? Let's talk about Libby Haines briefly. Even though Libby is not an 

original pioneer, the bottom line is you all manipulated something back when she was the only 

black person to get through the so-called lottery, and you had the spousal requirement that you 

then rescinded during COVID. And guess what? When you rescinded it, she still never got a 

license. Okay, shackles.  

 

Now you've got a situation in her appeal where I think, like, I think the figure is like 75% of the 

applicants have valid issues between Ponder and LCB on the appeals. Okay? But yet, nobody's 

being heard. Nobody's being reversed. And the end product is illusory anyway because you 

can't get a store. Okay? So that's a problem there. Everything with you is illusory. You know, 

that's the thing. Okay? So uh, gosh, gosh, gosh. So now what they did with Libby on the scoring 

is that they went in there and they said, oh, look. First off, she proved by preponderance of the 

evidence that was a cannabis conviction, and she had a jail sentence. She had prison sentence 

there. And so under the rubric the first way, she should have, you know, been the top scorer in 

her region, but now you've reworked it, and they took off the cannabis, and they're just 

monkeying with things to keep her -- out of the winner circle. It's just ridiculous. All right? Yeah, 

yeah. The whole Ponder process, please be pondering how this even happened. But next, and 

it's between you and [audio cuts out] Ponder. You guys are both jointly severally liable, I'm sure 

of it.  
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So next, let's talk about Co-op 138. It's a fact that these people came before you. All right? And I 

was with them when your agent Shannon Angel wrote an erroneous report saying that there 

was no license entity there regarding license #412691. Their license number is not that. It's 

something else. I don't have it right in front of me, but it's not that. Their license # is 428651. 

Okay? And based on this erroneous thing, there was a raid on their facility with Frank Black and 

the State Patrol with a bunch of people. All right? And they stopped his heart. The guy could 

have died because of your actions. And at that time, Ollie Garrett stands up, reaches out, "Oh, 

I'm going to reach out to you guys." She looked up Facebook a couple of times for Roxanna. 

Now Roxanna, she a Hispanic woman, and Michael, he a white boy, but he's not a white boy 

like your favorite white boys, like Widmer, that quasi criminal. All right? So you ran him over, 

then you did nothing. You did nothing to help it, even though your own agency's fault that he's in 

the predicament that he's in. And four people who need care got kicked out of the system 

because one of your new stores moved in their neighborhood. You know, they came to the 

nuisance, they kicked the nuisance out, and now medical people are not getting the treatment 

that they need. Everybody's shackled up when it comes to you guys. Shackles on my feet, 

shackles on my hands. That's what you do.  

 

Sami Saad: Morning. Good morning. Well, -- I have just feedback, and that's from all of us here 

in, like, as East African Americans about to have those license for the social equity mobile. We 

need two things to be happening. First of all, if you guys want to approve something like this, it 

should be after three years from now but to have it mobile in [indistinct] county right away but to 

have it all mobile all over. I want to -- I have a job. I'm a social equity winner, and I'm the first 

pioneers when it was medical back then. And I been through, you know, my -- we are not being 

given the equal opportunity, and it was no justice. I then just win my license. We cannot even 

find location. Even the location we find every shop, oh, this is 350 feet. You cannot have it here. 

We need to remove this. We need to have equal opportunity. There is no limit. You can be right 

next to him. This is a free market. Where can that be, be done to us like that? Even they have 

three locations in -- close to Renton, and they were together. Why us now we cannot have 

location together?  

 

The second thing is having people to be mobile all over the state, that's there is no -- I don't 

think so it's fair for us. It should be, okay, let's go do that because I love them to have the same 

thing but after three years from now. But they can -- you can move, and you're the same county 

right away. Because right now it became hard for us. You know, for example, they have 

somebody holding location because waiting until this to happen, and we cannot even get 

location. You know, as me as Muslim, I cannot go and get the [indistinct] you know, so it was 

not -- just we need you guys to work with us. Second, why is too much regulation on the -- for 

the endorsement for the medical? Because we was back then, I was the first medical. They 

don't need all that. The only thing it need the right age and if it's that person qualified to have, 

you know, this one and -- this to be tested -- the canopy to be tested. That's all. But having this 

department, that department. Okay, they can have a certification. Yes, you are old enough, and 

you can verify, and you can read and write, and you know this is what you need, and this is 

what they need because it's -- this is for releasing pain for them, and as long as you have it at 

retail and you're taking taxes, the same way that one he come with the medical card.  
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What the more thing to do from the Health Department other than to make sure this is being 

approved by being tested there is no anything affect a human being. I think there's too much 

rule and regulation to something it's made it hard for us. And we need this licensing as our 

social equity first because it's not fair for us. We've been closed in the past, and now all those 

people having shops being opened -- they -- every licensing is five license -- every person five 

license. Like Christopher King, he said a long time ago this a nickel -- this nickel it mean five, 

and this nickel, whatever it is, is one. It's a double standard with no justice. I'm not against 

colors. I'm not against anything, but I'm looking forward to be treated -- to be treated as I think is 

okay. Second thing is I really would love to see the next licensing to be, like, half for the 

pioneers. The one they used to have shops like Libby and Kevin Shelton before 2016, and the 

other half to be for the point for the people like have conviction. This [indistinct] justice because 

since the HB 2070 from the beginning, it made for those pioneers, the one they used to be 

before 2016, and the word has changed. That make us lose the trust in the LCB and the 

legislation. Thank you. 

 

Paul Brice: Hello, Mr. Postman, everyone attending. My name is Paul Brice. I am a retailer 

currently, Happy Trees, also an SEA applicant. One of the reasons I'm here today is to be a 

face also for the black or brown for an existing retailer who was targeted, fined, and, again, 

attacked by LCB so much in the past that this is the group we've been working with, and you 

guys had your chance to see how to roll out and, you know, it was nothing nice. So I hope to be 

a face for a lot of other black and brown as a reminder that we cannot be treated this way. It's -- 

in my thought, it's a lot like a pumpkin patch of SEAs. Just because the pumpkin patch comes 

in, everyone's afraid ghosts, goblins, and green smoke and all this other bad stuff is going to 

happen, and I felt as if stereotyped for being black is a major thing, especially still with the LCB.  

 

I want to talk about the DIA for on the rubric having places like South Tacoma, where it qualifies 

for DIA, then all of a sudden because some years go by, they get rid of some parts and so forth. 

They can now remove the statuses. Now for this decade, it's no longer DIA. It's like surviving the 

hilltop, and then just because you clean up the hilltop some and get rid of all the black, brown, 

and remove some violence, and all of a sudden people who survived it no longer get credit for 

being in that DIA. Again, that survived and helped make that DIA a better area than it is today.  

 

Two minutes left. I want to talk about SB 5053, sponsored by Anne Rivers, when LCB just gave 

additional two pot licenses out to a lot of people who were not deserving, who were not pioneers 

to receive those. Because that was already in effect, I would hope with additional licenses for 

the retailers coming out. Again, as Sam even said, a lot of this doubling up for licenses should 

go to the pioneers. Someone like myself, again, missed the last round, and we're even talking 

about making the rubric easy just seems silly. The rubrics should be tougher than before. If 

anything, it should have a letter to explain who you are or whatnot to make sure that we get it 

right because, again, it's getting further and further from the true intent, and that is to help the 

black or brown that were so left out.  
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And without seeing the actual numbers but meeting a lot of the SEAs personally, myself, 

already, it does not seem to me that it went to the intent that it was supposed to be, nor does 

the next rollout seem as if we're trying to protect what all that work was done for the intent for 

this. And another thing, just real common sense wise to keep getting back in line, again I've 

been in the line from the very beginning for the rollouts of additional licenses. I missed there. I 

missed social equity. For people who applied, who didn't get in, there should be some bearing 

for the people who applied and did not get a license. To always have some way to bring in new 

people and think we all just want new people to that can just to come in and dilute -- the intent 

or squander the intent seems the most unreasonable thing. It needs to be locked down. It needs 

to be tighter. And we need to, again, help what we want. The goal for this is to have black or 

brown involvement and legacy wealth for black and brown people who helped champion to get 

the legalization for cannabis. Thank you. 

 

Mike Asai: Good morning, Chair Postman, Board Member Garrett, and I guess Vollendroff's not 

here, and members in the audience. My name is Mike Asai with Emerald City Collective, first 

downtown dispensary -- downtown Seattle dispensary. I'm also the Vice President of Black 

Excellence in Cannabis. Starting on October 26, 2020, the Washington State Liquor and 

Cannabis Board was repeatedly urged to make House Bill 2870, social equity licenses mobile. 

Despite consistent advocacy over more than two years, the Board's refusal to act has led to the 

significant decisions faced today. This situation could have been addressed in 2021 and 2022 

Legislative Sessions. Social Equity in Cannabis is fundamentally about rectifying the injustices 

suffered by the black descendants of slaves and brown communities, who are disproportionately 

targeted and harmed by the war on drugs, which was effectively the war on cannabis.  

 

The LCB issue licenses to bad actors from the medical cannabis ERA, who did not qualify under 

Senate Bill 5052 State Law, further marginalizing those already affected. This agency continues 

to only partly listen to the very communities the social equity program is meant to support. 

Former Legislative Director, Chris Thompson, consistently misled us, claiming legislative action 

was necessary to make House Bill 2870 licenses mobile. This was never true. The persistent 

disregard for the needs and voices of the black and brown community members raises the 

question. Is the LCB serving the public, or is it swayed by WACA? Black Excellence in Cannabis 

is here to hold the LCB accountable for past, current, and future actions. We stand firm because 

no one else will. This agency has retaliated against cannabis pioneers and advocates and is 

currently retaliating against me, Mike Asai, the Vice President at Black Excellence in Cannabis 

simply for speaking the truth.  

 

The refusal to engage with Black Excellence in Cannabis because of mine, Mike Asai's tort 

claim shows the continued disrespect by the LCB to blacks in Washington State. We have tried 

on many occasions to have positive dialogue about past issues, but this agency brushed us off 

like it has always done to the black community. But these actions will not obscure the truth. 

Darkness will always be exposed by the light, and the light is shining brighter every day. As 

rulemaking for Senate Bill 5080 is underway, it is crucial to emphasize that certificate holders 

should not -- I repeat -- should not be included in the social equity program. Included and dilutes 

the true intent of social equity licenses. High rubric scores should determine eligibility, not 



 

Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Meeting Minutes – June 18, 2024  Page 15 of 15 

 

minimal qualifications without proper evaluation. Our initial support for certificate holders was 

based on the assumption that they included black descendants of slaves and brown individuals. 

Since this is not the case, we have revised our stance. Remove certificate holders from this 

program. We hope the LCB is genuinely listening. Thank you. We hope the LCB is now  

genuinely listening to the communities the program is intended to benefit through concrete 

actions rather than empty words. Certificate holders must pay their own way and not exploit the 

black and brown community struggles. The true victims of the war on cannabis deserve real 

equity and justice. Thank you.  

 

 

5. ADJOURN 

 

Chair Postman adjourned the meeting at 10:58 am. 

Minutes approved this 9th day of September 2025 

____________________ 
Jim Vollendroff 
Board Chair  

 
________________________ 
Ollie Garrett 
Board Member 

________________________ 
Peter Holmes 
Board Member 
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