
Subject: Petition to Amend WAC 314-55-570 – Social Equity License 

Mobility 

Dear Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Rulemaking Team, 

Please accept this petition to amend WAC 314-55-570 regarding Social 

Equity cannabis license mobility. 

Petitioner Information: 

David Rose 

6301 Northeast 44th Way 

Vancouver, WA 98661 

Phone: 503-516-0427 

Email: daverose23@gmail.com 

Rule to be Amended: 

WAC 314-55-570 

Requested Change: 

Amend WAC 314-55-570 to provide greater mobility and flexibility for 

Social Equity license holders, including reducing or removing 

restrictive destination-county scoring requirements and allowing 

reasonable transfer or sale of licenses under appropriate regulatory 

oversight. 

Reason for the Change: 

The Legislature created the Social Equity Program to reduce barriers 

to entry and promote meaningful economic opportunity. As stated in 

RCW 69.50.335, the program seeks to promote “business ownership” 

and reduce accumulated harm by improving “long-term financial well-

being.” 

mailto:daverose23@gmail.com


Current mobility restrictions prevent social equity participants from 

fully realizing these legislative goals by limiting their ability to build, 

operate, or transfer their licenses as legitimate business assets. 

Effect of the Proposed Change: 

Social equity license holders will have a fair opportunity to achieve 

economic success, while the Board continues to maintain necessary 

public safety and regulatory oversight. 

Thank you for your consideration. I respectfully request a response 

within the 60-day period required by RCW 34.05.330. 

Respectfully, 

David Rose 

6301 Northeast 44th Way 

Vancouver, WA 98661 

503-516-0427 

daverose23@gmail.com 
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Request for Reconsideration of Washington Cannabis Social Equity Mobility Interpretation 

Issue Presented 

Whether the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board (LCB) has exceeded its authority 
by imposing additional mobility restrictions on certain Cannabis Social Equity applicants 
that are not expressly required by the Legislature, and whether the LCB is applying 
inconsistent mobility standards among different Social Equity applicant groups. 

Background 

The Washington State Legislature created and expanded the Cannabis Social Equity 
Program to increase participation opportunities for individuals and communities 
disproportionately impacted by cannabis prohibition. 

The Legislature enacted laws directing the LCB to administer the Social Equity Program. 
While the LCB has authority to adopt rules necessary to implement the program, that 
authority is limited. An administrative agency may not add requirements that change, 
restrict, or conflict with the requirements established by the Legislature. 

Argument 1: The LCB May Not Add Substantive Eligibility Requirements Not Created by the 
Legislature 

The Legislature establishes the requirements for eligibility. The LCB's role is 
implementation, not legislation. 

The current LCB mobility rule, WAC 314-55-570, requires certain Social Equity applicants 
to satisfy a destination-county score requirement before exercising mobility. Specifically, 
applicants must have a score higher than the lowest successful applicant score in the 
county where they seek to relocate. 

The concern is that this county-score restriction is an additional eligibility requirement 
created through agency rulemaking rather than through legislative enactment. 

If the Legislature intended mobility to depend on a destination-county score comparison, 
the Legislature could have expressly included that requirement in the statute. The absence 
of that language raises the question of whether the LCB exceeded its delegated authority by 
adding a new restriction. 

Administrative rules must remain consistent with legislative intent and cannot amend or 
narrow statutory rights created by the Legislature. 

Argument 2: The Statute Must Control Over an Agency Rule That Conflicts With Legislative 
Intent 



The Washington Administrative Procedure Act allows agency rules to be challenged when 
an agency acts outside its statutory authority. 

The LCB cannot use rulemaking authority to create limitations that the Legislature did not 
authorize. 

Where a statute grants a right or opportunity, an agency cannot restrict that right through a 
rule unless the Legislature clearly gave the agency authority to impose that restriction. 

The Social Equity Program was created to expand opportunity. Any interpretation that 
reduces mobility opportunities beyond the language adopted by the Legislature should be 
carefully reviewed. 

Argument 3: Different Treatment Between Social Equity Applicant Groups Requires 
Legislative Justification 

The current implementation appears to create different standards among Social Equity 
applicants. 

Applicants from earlier Social Equity applicant groups are subject to additional mobility 
restrictions, including the destination-county score requirement. 

Applicants from later Social Equity licensing rounds appear to receive broader location 
flexibility without the same score restriction. 

This creates a question of whether similarly situated Social Equity participants are being 
treated differently without a clear statutory explanation. 

If the Legislature intended different mobility standards for different applicant groups, the 
LCB should identify the specific statutory authority that created that distinction. 

If the distinction exists only because of agency interpretation or rulemaking, then the LCB 
should reconsider whether that interpretation is consistent with legislative intent. 

Argument 4: The LCB Must Apply the Social Equity Program Consistently and Fairly 

The purpose of the Social Equity Program is to provide meaningful opportunities for 
participation. 

A system where one group of Social Equity applicants receives broader mobility 
opportunities while another group faces additional barriers may undermine the purpose of 
the program unless that difference is expressly required by law. 

The LCB should ensure that administrative rules do not unintentionally disadvantage one 
group of Social Equity applicants compared with another. 



Requested Relief 

I respectfully request that the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board: 

    1    Review whether the destination-county score requirement in WAC 314-55-570 
exceeds the authority granted by the Legislature. 

    2    Identify the statutory authority supporting different mobility standards among Social 
Equity applicant groups. 

    3    Reconsider the application of the mobility rule to ensure it follows the language, 
purpose, and intent of the legislation enacted by the Washington State Legislature. 

    4    Provide equal and consistent treatment of Social Equity applicants unless a 
difference is expressly required by statute. 

Conclusion 

The Legislature created the Cannabis Social Equity Program. The LCB was authorized to 
administer that program, but it was not authorized to rewrite the law or create additional 
restrictions beyond those enacted by the Legislature. 

The mobility provisions should be interpreted according to the statute passed by the 
Legislature, and any administrative rule that adds restrictions not authorized by law should 
be reconsidered. 

Respectfully  

 

Name: David Rose 

Date: July 13th 2026 
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COVER LETTER  

David Rose  
6301 NE 44th Way Vancouver WA 98661 
daverose23@gmail.com 
(503)516-0427 

July 13, 2026  

Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board  
Board Members and Rulemaking Division  
P.O. Box 43075  

mailto:daverose23@gmail.com


Olympia, WA 98504-3075  

Re: Request for Reconsideration of Cannabis Social Equity Mobility Interpretation and Proposed Rule 
Review  

Dear Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board Members,  

I hope this letter finds you well. I respectfully submit the enclosed Request for Reconsideration regarding the 
interpretation and application of Cannabis Social Equity license mobility provisions.  

First, I want to express my appreciation for the Board's continued work in regulating Washington's cannabis 
industry and for the opportunity provided through the public rulemaking process. I recognize the importance of 
maintaining public safety, regulatory accountability, and a fair marketplace for all participants.  

The purpose of this submission is to respectfully request that the Board review whether the current interpretation 
of Social Equity mobility requirements fully aligns with the intent of the Washington State Legislature.  

The Cannabis Social Equity Program was created to provide meaningful opportunities for individuals and 
communities disproportionately impacted by cannabis prohibition. As the program continues to develop, it is 
important that administrative rules continue to support that purpose by allowing qualified Social Equity 
participants a reasonable opportunity to build sustainable businesses.  

This request raises concerns regarding whether certain mobility restrictions, including destination-county scoring 
requirements, were expressly authorized by the Legislature or were created through administrative interpretation. 
It also requests review of whether different Social Equity applicant groups are receiving different mobility 
standards without a clear statutory basis.  

The enclosed materials provide:  

• A legal analysis regarding agency authority and legislative intent;  
• A review of the Social Equity Program's purpose and history;  
• A timeline of relevant rule development and mobility provisions;  
• Proposed rule language intended to promote consistent and fair treatment while preserving the Board's 
regulatory authority.  

This submission is made with respect and appreciation for the difficult responsibility entrusted to the Board. The 
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goal is not to diminish regulatory oversight, but to ensure that implementation of the Social Equity Program 
remains consistent with the Legislature's stated purpose of creating meaningful economic opportunity.  

I respectfully request that this matter be reviewed and considered as part of the Board's ongoing commitment 
to transparency, fairness, and effective rulemaking.  

Thank you for your time and consideration. I appreciate the Board's service to the people of Washington State 
and respectfully request further review of these important issues.  

Respectfully submitted,  

David Rose  

Enclosures:  
Request for Reconsideration of Social Equity Mobility Interpretation  
Appendix A — Legislative History and Purpose  



Appendix B — Timeline of Rulemaking and Mobility Provisions  
Appendix C — Proposed Rule Change Language  
Certificate of Submission 
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REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF CANNABIS SOCIAL 
EQUITY MOBILITY INTERPRETATION AND PROPOSED RULE 
REVIEW  

I. Introduction and Purpose of Submission  

I, David Rose, respectfully submit this Request for Reconsideration to the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis 
Board ("Board") regarding the current interpretation and application of mobility provisions governing Cannabis 
Social Equity licenses under WAC 314-55-570 and related rules. This submission seeks Board review to ensure 
that administrative implementation remains fully consistent with the legislative intent expressed in RCW 
69.50.335 and the broader purposes of the Social Equity Program.  

II. Background on the Social Equity Program  

The Cannabis Social Equity Program was established by the Washington State Legislature to create meaningful 



economic opportunities for individuals and communities disproportionately impacted by the historical 
enforcement of cannabis prohibition laws. The program prioritizes applicants who meet specific criteria, including 
residence in disproportionately impacted areas, personal or family cannabis-related criminal history, low 
household income, or status as socially and economically disadvantaged individuals.  

The legislative findings and purpose emphasize not only increasing the number of licenses held by social equity 
applicants but also reducing accumulated harm and fostering sustainable economic participation. A key 
component of achieving these goals is providing license holders with reasonable flexibility to build, operate, and 
ultimately realize the value of their licensed businesses through transfer or sale under appropriate regulatory 
oversight.  

III. Statement of Issues for Board Review  

This Request raises the following issues for the Board's consideration:  

A. Alignment with Legislative Intent. Whether the current WAC 314-55-570 provisions governing license 
mobility—particularly destination-county scoring requirements for relocation and strict post-licensing location 
restrictions—fully align with RCW 69.50.335, which expressly permits social equity licenses to be located in any 
qualifying jurisdiction at the time of initial licensure and contemplates rules that support meaningful economic 
opportunity.  

B. Equal Application Across Cohorts. Whether different cohorts of Social Equity applicants (those under 
chapter 236, Laws of 2020 versus chapter 220, Laws of 2023) are subject to materially different mobility 
standards without a clear statutory distinction authorizing such disparate treatment.  

C. Economic Freedom and Transferability. Whether the current restrictions on a license holder's ability to 
make fundamental business decisions—such as relocating a licensed operation to a different county when local 
thresholds permit or transferring the license as a business asset after the statutory five-year period—
unnecessarily impede the economic benefits the program was designed to provide.  

D. Administrative Authority. Whether certain mobility limitations were adopted through administrative 
interpretation exceeding the scope of authority expressly granted by the Legislature in RCW 69.50.335.  

IV. Request for Relief  

I respectfully request that the Board: 
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1. Review the current interpretation and application of WAC 314-55-570 mobility provisions in light of the full 
text and purpose of RCW 69.50.335;  

2. Consider adoption of the proposed rule amendments set forth in Appendix C, which are designed to provide 
greater consistency, fairness, and economic flexibility for all Social Equity license holders while preserving robust 
regulatory oversight, public safety protections, and county license thresholds;  

3. Ensure that any mobility or transfer rules are applied equally to all Social Equity program participants 
regardless of application cohort or round; and  

4. Maintain the administrative record of this submission for consideration in any future rulemaking, policy 
guidance, or interpretive decisions affecting Social Equity license mobility.  

V. Conclusion  



The Social Equity Program represents an important commitment by the State of Washington to remedy historical 
injustices and create pathways to economic participation. For that commitment to be fully realized, license 
holders must have a fair opportunity to treat their licenses as legitimate business assets—subject always to 
reasonable regulation. I submit this Request in good faith and with respect for the Board's expertise and authority. 
I welcome the opportunity to provide additional information or participate in any public hearing or stakeholder 
process the Board may convene on these issues.  

Respectfully submitted,  

David Rose  
July 13, 2026 
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LEGAL ARGUMENT AND ANALYSIS  

Regarding Agency Authority, Legislative Intent, and Consistency of 

Implementation I. Standard of Review and Agency Authority  

Administrative agencies possess only those powers expressly conferred by statute or necessarily implied 
therefrom. State ex rel. Eastvold v. Maybury, 49 Wn.2d 533, 538 (1956). When an agency adopts rules that go 
beyond the scope of its statutory authority or that frustrate the legislature's expressed purpose, those rules are 
subject to challenge and reconsideration. The Board's rulemaking authority under RCW 69.50.335(4) is broad 
but not unlimited; rules must be consistent with the legislative goal of providing "meaningful economic 
opportunity" to social equity applicants.  

II. Legislative Intent as Expressed in RCW 69.50.335  

The Legislature made its intent clear in RCW 69.50.335. Subsection (1)(e)(i) provides that, at the time of 
licensure, social equity licenses "may be located in any city, town, or county in the state" regardless of prior 



allocation. This reflects a deliberate policy choice to give social equity participants flexibility in choosing viable 
business locations from the outset.  

Subsection (1)(f) then imposes a limitation: once a specific location is chosen and the license is issued for that 
location, the business may not be moved to a different city, town, or county. Critically, this restriction applies to 
the initial licensed location; it does not categorically prohibit all future relocation or create a perpetual county 
lock-in. The statute does not mandate destination-county scoring hurdles or cohort-specific mobility regimes.  

On transferability, subsection (4) expressly authorizes the Board to adopt rules requiring that licenses "only be 
transferred to or assumed by" social equity qualified individuals "for a period of at least five years from the date 
of initial licensure." The Legislature thus contemplated a time-limited restriction on transferability, after which 
normal market transactions could occur, subject to ordinary licensing requirements. The statute does not 
authorize permanent or overly burdensome restrictions that prevent license holders from ever realizing the full 
economic value of their assets.  

III. The Social Equity Program's Core Purpose Supports Flexibility  

The definitions in RCW 69.50.335(6)(c) state that "social equity goals" include both increasing the number of 
licenses held by social equity applicants and "reducing accumulated harm suffered by individuals, families, and 
local areas." Creating sustainable businesses that can be built, operated profitably, and ultimately sold or 
transferred is essential to reducing that harm and delivering on the promise of economic opportunity. Rigid 
mobility rules that trap license holders in suboptimal locations or prevent orderly business succession undermine 
this purpose.  

IV. Concerns with Current WAC 314-55-570 Implementation  

The current rule, particularly subsection 8(d), imposes a destination-county scoring requirement for certain 2020-
cohort applicants seeking to relocate: the licensee must have received a score exceeding the lowest score 
awarded for successful applicants in the desired county. This creates a de facto barrier that disadvantages lower-
scoring (but still qualified) social equity participants and appears to lack direct statutory authorization in RCW 
69.50.335. It also creates unequal treatment between cohorts—2023 applicants face a one-time location 
selection with no relocation permitted, while 2020 applicants face a scoring test for inter-county moves. Nothing 
in the statute compels or clearly authorizes such disparate treatment. 
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Furthermore, the strict post-issuance location lock-in, combined with transfer restrictions that extend beyond the 
five-year statutory floor in practice or effect, risks converting what the Legislature intended as an economic 
opportunity program into a more limited, less transferable license category. This raises questions of consistency 
with both the text and spirit of RCW 69.50.335.  

V. Constitutional and Policy Considerations  

While not the primary focus of this administrative request, equal application of rules to similarly situated program 
participants is a fundamental principle of fair administration. Disparate mobility standards between applicant 
cohorts without clear statutory distinction could invite scrutiny under equal protection principles. More importantly, 
from a policy standpoint, empowering social equity entrepreneurs to make rational business decisions—relocate 
when markets shift, transfer when succession planning requires—strengthens the industry, encourages 
investment, and honors the remedial purpose of the program.  

VI. Conclusion of Legal Analysis  

The Board possesses both the authority and the responsibility to ensure that its rules implementing the Social 
Equity Program remain faithful to legislative intent. Reconsidering the mobility provisions in WAC 314-55-570, 



adopting the balanced amendments proposed in Appendix C, and applying uniform standards across all social 
equity cohorts would advance the Legislature's goals without compromising the Board's core regulatory mission 
of public safety and compliance.  

Table of Authorities (Selected)  
RCW 69.50.335 (full text governing social equity licensing, location at issuance, post-issuance location 
restriction, and transfer rules)  
WAC 314-55-570 (current social equity program rules, including mobility and transfer 
provisions) State ex rel. Eastvold v. Maybury, 49 Wn.2d 533 (1956) (limits on agency authority)  
Legislative history of E2SHB 2870 (2020) and related 2023 amendments establishing and expanding the 
Social Equity Program 
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APPENDIX A  

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY AND PURPOSE OF THE WASHINGTON CANNABIS SOCIAL 
EQUITY PROGRAM  

I. Legislative Purpose  

The Washington State Legislature created the Cannabis Social Equity Program to address the disproportionate 
impacts of cannabis prohibition on certain communities. The explicit goals, codified in RCW 69.50.335(6)(c), are 
twofold: (1) increasing the number of cannabis retailer, producer, and processor licenses held by social equity 
applicants from disproportionately impacted areas; and (2) reducing accumulated harm suffered by individuals, 
families, and local areas subject to severe impacts from the historical application and enforcement of cannabis 
prohibition laws.  

This remedial purpose is not merely aspirational. It reflects a deliberate policy judgment that past enforcement 
practices created lasting economic disadvantages and that the regulated cannabis market should include 
targeted mechanisms to redress those disadvantages through meaningful participation and ownership 
opportunities.  



II. Development of the Social Equity Program  

The program originated with chapter 236, Laws of 2020 (E2SHB 2870), which authorized the Board to issue new 
retailer, processor, and producer licenses to social equity applicants. Subsequent legislation, including chapter 
220, Laws of 2023, expanded the program, added additional retailer licenses, and refined applicant criteria and 
scoring. The Legislature has repeatedly reaffirmed its commitment by extending the program through 2032, 
waiving fees, and authorizing periodic increases in license numbers based on population data.  

Throughout this development, the consistent theme has been expanding access and opportunity for those most 
harmed by prohibition. The ability of license holders to build viable, sustainable businesses—and ultimately to 
transfer or realize value from those businesses—is central to fulfilling that theme.  

III. Legislative Intent Supports Meaningful Economic Opportunity  

RCW 69.50.335(1)(e) expressly grants social equity licenses broad initial location flexibility: they "may be located 
in any city, town, or county in the state" that permits the activity, regardless of prior allocation or county caps. 
This flexibility was intended to allow qualified applicants to select locations with viable market conditions rather 
than being confined to historically allocated jurisdictions that may no longer be optimal.  

The post-issuance restriction in subsection (1)(f) prevents unlimited relocation after a specific location has been 
chosen and licensed, but it does not prohibit all future mobility or require that licenses remain permanently locked 
to one county. The statute leaves room for the Board to craft reasonable rules governing relocation requests that 
balance individual business needs with statewide license distribution goals.  

On transferability, the Legislature in subsection (4) specifically authorized rules limiting transfers during the first 
five years to other social equity qualified individuals. This time-limited restriction acknowledges the need to 
preserve the program's remedial character in the early years while still permitting eventual market transactions. 
It does not authorize indefinite or absolute barriers to transferability.  

IV. Administrative Rules Must Remain Consistent With Legislative Purpose  

When the Board adopts or interprets rules under RCW 69.50.335(4), those rules must advance—not 
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frustrate—the statutory goals. Rules that impose additional, non-statutory barriers to relocation or that create 
unequal mobility standards between similarly situated social equity participants risk undermining the very 
economic opportunity the Legislature sought to create. Reconsideration of such rules is therefore appropriate 
and consistent with the Board's duty to implement the statute faithfully.  

V. Mobility as a Component of Social Equity Success  

Sustainable success for social equity license holders requires more than initial licensure. It requires the ability to 
respond to changing market conditions, to relocate operations when a chosen location proves unviable, and to 
plan for business succession or sale. These are ordinary incidents of entrepreneurship. Denying social equity 
participants these basic tools—while other licensees enjoy them—converts the program from one of 
empowerment into one of limitation. The Legislature's intent was empowerment.  

VI. Request for Consideration  

This Appendix is submitted to provide the Board with the broader legislative context within which the specific 
mobility issues presented in this Request should be evaluated. The proposed rule amendments in Appendix C 
are crafted to honor that context by providing measured, consistent flexibility that advances the statutory purpose 
while respecting the Board's regulatory responsibilities. 
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APPENDIX B  

TIMELINE OF WASHINGTON CANNABIS SOCIAL EQUITY PROGRAM RULEMAKING 
AND MOBILITY PROVISIONS  

I. Purpose of Appendix  

This timeline provides the Board with a chronological overview of key legislative and rulemaking actions affecting 
the Social Equity Program, with particular attention to the development and evolution of mobility and location 
provisions. It demonstrates that mobility restrictions have been refined through administrative action and that 
different cohorts have been subjected to different standards, supporting the need for the Board to review 
consistency and alignment with legislative intent.  

II. Creation of Washington Cannabis Market (I-502 and Early Implementation)  

2012: Initiative 502 legalized recreational cannabis in Washington. The Liquor and Cannabis Board (then Liquor 
Control Board) began issuing licenses under a county-based allocation system with strict limits on retailer 
numbers per county.  

2013–2019: Initial licensing rounds allocated retailer licenses to specific cities and counties. Many jurisdictions 
imposed local bans or moratoria. Social equity considerations were not yet part of the licensing framework.  

III. Legislative Recognition of Social Equity Needs (2020)  

2020: The Legislature passed E2SHB 2870 (chapter 236, Laws of 2020), creating the Social Equity Program. 
The bill authorized new licenses for social equity applicants and directed the Board to adopt rules, including 
potential transfer restrictions limited to five years for social equity qualified transferees. Initial rules emphasized 
scoring, prioritization, and initial location selection within allocated jurisdictions.  

IV. LCB Rule Development (2020–2023)  

2020–2021: The Board adopted initial WAC 314-55-570 implementing the 2020 legislation. Early versions 
focused on registration windows, third-party scoring, and initial license issuance. Mobility was addressed 
primarily through the initial location selection process and the statutory post-issuance location restriction.  

2022–2023: As the first cohort of social equity licenses began operations, practical issues emerged regarding 
location viability, market changes, and the desire of some licensees to relocate or plan for future transfer. The 
Board began considering amendments to address these issues.  

V. Adoption and Amendment of WAC 314-55-570 (2023–2024)  

2023: Chapter 220, Laws of 2023 expanded the program, added retailer licenses, and created a new registration 
window. Rules distinguished between cohorts: 2020 applicants (chapter 236) received certain relocation options 
subject to destination-county scoring; 2023 applicants received a one-time location selection with explicit 
prohibition on subsequent moves outside the chosen jurisdiction.  

2024: The Board proposed further amendments (CR 102) to WAC 314-55-570, including modifications to social 
equity plan requirements and other operational provisions. Mobility provisions remained cohort-specific.  

VI. Different Application Rounds and Mobility Standards 
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A significant development reflected in current WAC 314-55-570 is the divergence in mobility treatment:  

• Chapter 236, Laws of 2020 Cohort: Subject to destination-county scoring requirements for inter-county 
relocation (WAC 314-55-570(8)(d)). Must exceed the lowest successful score in the target county. Initial location 
may have been tied to prior allocation jurisdictions.  

• Chapter 220, Laws of 2023 Cohort: One-time location selection anywhere in the state; once chosen, "may 
not be moved from the selected city, town, or county" (WAC 314-55-570(8)(b)). No equivalent scoring-based 
relocation path.  

• Title Certificate Holders (2023): May reinstate in the original county of the prior license; different pathway 
with less emphasis on scoring for relocation.  

These differences arose through successive rulemakings rather than through explicit legislative direction 
distinguishing the cohorts' mobility rights. This supports the Request's call for Board review of whether uniform 
or harmonized standards would better serve legislative intent.  

VII. Request for Board Review  

The evolution of mobility rules demonstrates both the Board's responsiveness to emerging issues and the 
absence of a single, coherent statutory framework dictating the current disparate treatment. Reconsideration 
now—before additional licenses are issued or additional relocation requests are processed—provides an 
opportunity to adopt clearer, fairer, and more consistent standards that advance the program's remedial goals.  

VIII. Conclusion  

This timeline illustrates that mobility provisions have been shaped significantly by administrative choices. The 
Board retains full authority to revisit those choices in light of experience, stakeholder input, and renewed focus 
on legislative purpose. The proposed amendments in Appendix C offer a path toward greater consistency and 
economic freedom for all social equity participants. 
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APPENDIX C  

PROPOSED RULE CHANGE LANGUAGE  

Cannabis Social Equity License Mobility  

I. Purpose  

The purpose of these proposed amendments to WAC 314-55-570 is to provide greater flexibility and economic 
freedom for social equity license holders consistent with the legislative intent of RCW 69.50.335, while preserving 
the Board's authority to maintain public safety, regulatory compliance, county license thresholds, and the 
remedial character of the Social Equity Program. The amendments seek to standardize mobility treatment across 
application cohorts, reduce unnecessary barriers to relocation where local conditions permit, and clarify transfer 
pathways in accordance with the five-year statutory framework.  

II. Proposed Amendment to WAC 314-55-570  

The Board is respectfully requested to consider amendments to WAC 314-55-570 that would:  

(a) Harmonize mobility standards so that all social equity license holders, regardless of application cohort 
(chapter 236, Laws of 2020 or chapter 220, Laws of 2023), are subject to the same substantive rules governing 
relocation and transfer;  

(b) Permit social equity license holders, after the initial licensed location has been established, to apply for 
relocation to a different city, town, or county, provided that: (i) the proposed new location complies with all 
applicable local ordinances; (ii) the relocation does not cause the destination county to exceed its established 
license threshold; and (iii) the applicant demonstrates good cause, such as demonstrated lack of viability at the 
current location or changed market conditions;  

(c) Eliminate or modify the destination-county scoring requirement currently applicable to certain cohorts, 
replacing it with objective, uniformly applied criteria focused on compliance with thresholds and local 
authorization rather than comparative scoring against other applicants;  

(d) Clarify that the five-year transfer restriction to social equity qualified individuals remains in full force and effect 
as authorized by RCW 69.50.335(4), but that after the expiration of that period, licenses may be transferred to 
any person or entity that otherwise qualifies for licensure under chapter 69.50 RCW, subject to standard Board 
approval processes; and  

(e) Preserve all existing public safety, background check, ownership change notification, and compliance 
requirements.  

III. Proposed Rule Language (Draft for Board Consideration)  

The following is illustrative draft language for potential amendment. The Board may refine wording, add 
definitions, or adjust procedures as it deems appropriate.  

WAC 314-55-570 Social equity in cannabis program. ... [existing language retained except as amended 
below] ...  

(8)(b) [Amended — harmonized mobility for all cohorts] Social equity licensees may locate or relocate the 
licensed business to any city, town, or county in the state of Washington that permits the licensed activity and 
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that has not exceeded its established license threshold, subject to the following conditions:  



(i) Initial location. At the time of initial licensure, a social equity licensee may select any qualifying jurisdiction in 
the state.  

(ii) Post-issuance relocation. After the initial licensed location has been established and the license has been 
issued for that specific location, a social equity licensee may apply to the Board for relocation to a different city, 
town, or county. The Board shall approve such relocation if:  
(A) The proposed new location is authorized by local ordinance or regulation;  
(B) The relocation will not cause the destination county to exceed its current license threshold as established 
by the Board;  
(C) The licensee demonstrates that the current location is not viable or that relocation is necessary for the 
continued operation of a compliant business; and  
(D) All other licensing requirements, including ownership and background checks, remain satisfied.  

(iii) No scoring barrier. Relocation approval shall not be conditioned on the licensee's application score exceeding 
the lowest score of successful applicants in the destination county. Scoring was used for initial prioritization; it 
shall not be used as a barrier to subsequent relocation by already-licensed social equity participants.  

(iv) One-time or limited relocation. The Board may, by policy or further rule, limit the number of relocations 
permitted during the first five years after initial licensure to prevent abuse while still providing reasonable 
flexibility.  

(8)(f) [Amended — transfer clarification] Licenses awarded under this section may not be transferred or 
assumed within the first year of the license being issued. From the first anniversary through the fifth anniversary 
of initial license approval, licenses may be transferred or assumed only by individuals or groups meeting the 
social equity applicant qualifications set forth in RCW 69.50.335(6)(b). After the fifth anniversary, licenses may 
be transferred to any person or entity otherwise qualified for licensure under this chapter, subject to Board 
approval, background investigation, and all other applicable requirements. Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed to limit the Board's authority to deny a transfer for cause or to impose reasonable conditions.  

IV. Equal Application Among Social Equity Participants  

The proposed amendments are designed to ensure that all social equity license holders—whether from the 2020 
cohort, the 2023 cohort, or future rounds—operate under the same mobility and transfer framework. Disparate 
treatment based solely on application timing, without a statutory mandate, is neither necessary nor consistent 
with principles of fairness and equal administration of the program. Uniform rules promote predictability, reduce 
administrative complexity, and reinforce the program's remedial mission for all participants.  

V. Regulatory Oversight Maintained  

These proposals do not diminish the Board's regulatory authority. All relocations remain subject to local 
authorization, county threshold compliance, good-cause demonstration, and ongoing compliance obligations. 
Transfers remain subject to the five-year social equity restriction, background checks, ownership vetting, and 
Board approval. The amendments merely provide clearer pathways and remove non-statutory scoring barriers 
that currently hinder economic flexibility without advancing core safety or compliance objectives.  

VI. Policy Justification 
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Empowering social equity entrepreneurs to respond to market realities—by relocating when necessary or 
planning orderly succession—directly advances the legislative goals of sustainable economic participation and 
harm reduction. It encourages investment in these businesses, supports job creation in disproportionately 
impacted communities, and allows license holders to realize the full value of the opportunity the State has 



extended. The current patchwork of cohort-specific rules and scoring hurdles, by contrast, risks stranding some 
participants in non-viable locations and limiting the program's long-term success. The balanced approach 
proposed here protects the public interest while honoring the Legislature's intent.  

VII. Requested Board Action  

The undersigned respectfully requests that the Board:  

1. Accept this Appendix C as a formal proposal for rulemaking or policy guidance on social equity license 
mobility;  

2. Include consideration of these or similar amendments in the next appropriate CR 101 or CR 102 rulemaking 
cycle, or in any interpretive guidance issued to staff;  

3. Solicit public comment specifically on mobility and transfer issues from social equity stakeholders, industry 
participants, and local governments; and  

4. Adopt final rules or guidance that provide consistent, fair mobility standards for all social equity license 
holders while maintaining robust oversight. 
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REQUESTED RELIEF  

Based on the foregoing Request for Reconsideration, Legal Argument, Legislative History, Timeline, and 
Proposed Rule Language, the undersigned David Rose respectfully requests that the Washington State Liquor 
and Cannabis Board take the following actions:  



1. Review and reconsider the current interpretation and application of WAC 314-55-570, particularly subsections 
governing license mobility, destination-county scoring requirements, post-issuance location restrictions, and 
transfer limitations, to ensure full consistency with the text, purpose, and legislative intent of RCW 69.50.335.  

2. Consider and adopt, in the next appropriate rulemaking proceeding or through interpretive guidance, 
amendments to WAC 314-55-570 substantially in the form proposed in Appendix C (or such refined version as 
the Board may develop), providing harmonized mobility standards, removal of non-statutory scoring barriers to 
relocation, and clear transfer pathways consistent with the five-year statutory framework.  

3. Ensure that any revised mobility or transfer rules are applied equally and uniformly to all social equity license 
holders, regardless of the application cohort, registration window, or round under which they were licensed.  

4. Maintain this entire submission, including all appendices and the Certificate of Submission, as part of the 
official administrative record for any future rulemaking, policy development, contested case, or judicial review 
involving social equity license mobility or the interpretation of RCW 69.50.335 and WAC 314-55-570.  

5. Provide written acknowledgment of receipt of this submission and, if the Board deems it appropriate, 
schedule a public hearing, stakeholder meeting, or opportunity for oral comment on these issues.  

This Request is submitted in good faith and with full respect for the Board's statutory responsibilities and 
expertise. The goal is a stronger, fairer, and more effective Social Equity Program that delivers on the 
Legislature's promise of meaningful economic opportunity.  

Respectfully submitted this 13th day of July, 2026.  

David  
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CERTIFICATE OF SUBMISSION  

Administrative Record Statement  

Before the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board  

Matter: Request for Reconsideration of Cannabis Social Equity Mobility Interpretation and Proposed Rule 
Review  

I, David Rose, hereby certify that on the date listed below, I submitted the following documents to the Washington 
State Liquor and Cannabis Board for review and consideration as part of the agency's rulemaking and 



administrative process:  

Documents Submitted:  

1. Cover Letter Requesting Review and Consideration (dated July 13, 2026);  

2. Request for Reconsideration of Washington Cannabis Social Equity Mobility 

Interpretation; 3. Legal Argument and Analysis Regarding Agency Authority and Legislative 

Intent;  

4. Appendix A — Legislative History and Purpose of the Washington Cannabis Social Equity Program; 5. 

Appendix B — Timeline of Washington Cannabis Social Equity Program Rulemaking and Mobility Provisions; 

6. Appendix C — Proposed Rule Change Language Regarding Cannabis Social Equity License Mobility; 7. 

Requested Relief; and  

8. This Certificate of Submission / Administrative Record Statement.  

I respectfully request that these materials be maintained as part of the administrative record related to any future 
review, rulemaking, policy consideration, interpretation, or contested matter concerning Social Equity cannabis 
license mobility under WAC 314-55-570 or RCW 69.50.335.  

I certify that the information contained in this submission is provided in good faith, is true and accurate to the 
best of my knowledge, and represents my formal request for Board review of the issues presented herein.  

Submitted this _____ day of _________________, 2026.  

Respectfully submitted,  

_______________________________________________  
David Rose  
daverose23@gmail.com 

METHOD OF SUBMISSION (check one): 
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[ ] Email submission to LCB Rulemaking Division (rules@lcb.wa.gov or designated address)  

[ ] Mail submission to Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board, P.O. Box 43075, Olympia, WA 98504-
3075  

[ ] Public comment submission via LCB online portal or rulemaking comment form  

[ ] Other: ________________________________________________  

ATTACHMENTS INCLUDED (check all that apply):  

[ ] Cover Letter  



[ ] Request for Reconsideration  
[ ] Legal Argument and Analysis  
[ ] Appendix A — Legislative History  
[ ] Appendix B — Timeline  
[ ] Appendix C — Proposed Rule Language  
[ ] Requested Relief  
[ ] Certificate of Submission (this document)  
[ ] Supporting Documents/Evidence (if any attached)  

Signature: _______________________________________________ Date: _______________ This 

Certificate creates a clear record of submission for administrative and potential judicial review purposes.  

— END OF PACKET —  
All materials prepared for formal submission to the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board 
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