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Date:  July 31, 2024 

 
To:  David Postman, Board Chair 
  Ollie Garrett, Board Member 
  Jim Vollendroff, Board Member 
 
From:  Daniel Jacobs, Policy and Rules Coordinator 
 
Copy:  Will Lukela, Agency Director 
  Toni Hood, Agency Deputy Director 
  Becky Smith, Director of Licensing and Regulations 

Chandra Wax, Director of Enforcement and Education 
  Justin Nordhorn, Policy and External Affairs Director 

  
  
Subject: Board approval of proposed rules (CR 102) implementing E2SSB 

5080, Expanding and Improving the Social Equity in Cannabis 
Program 

 
The Policy and Rules Manager requests approval to file a rule proposal (CR 102) to 
amend WAC 314-55-570 to implement Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill 
(E2SSB) 5080, related to expanding and improving the social equity in cannabis 
program, as described in the CR 102 Memorandum attached to this order and 
presented at the Board meeting on July 31, 2024.  
 
If approved for filing, the tentative timeline for this rule proposal is as follows:  
 
July 31, 2024 Board is asked to approve filing proposed rules (CR 102). 

CR 102 filed with the Office of the Code Reviser. 
LCB webpage updated, and notice circulated by GovDelivery 
distribution list. 
Formal comment period begins. 

August 21, 2024 Notice published in the Washington State Register under 
WSR 24-16. 

September 11, 2024 Public hearing held and formal comment period ends.  
No earlier than  
September 25, 2024 

Board is asked to adopt rules if no substantive changes are 
made (CR 103). 
Concise Explanatory Statement provided to individuals who 
offered written or oral comment at the public hearing or during 
the formal comment period, consistent with RCW 34.05.325. 
CR 103 and adopted rules are filed with the Office of the Code 
Reviser. 
LCB webpage updated, and notice circulated by GovDelivery 
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distribution list. 
October 26, 2024 Rules are effective 31 days after filing, unless otherwise 

specified. See RCW 34.05.380(2). 
 
 

__X__ Approve  _____ Disapprove                                7.31.2024 
                                   David Postman, Chair                     Date 
 

       
 
__X__ Approve  _____ Disapprove                            7.31.2024 
                        Ollie Garrett, Board Member            Date 
 
 
       Not Present 
_____ Approve  _____ Disapprove                                                 7.31.2024 
                        Jim Vollendroff, Board Member        Date 
 
 
 
Attachment: CR 102 Memorandum 
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CR 102 Memorandum 
 
Regarding Chapter 314-55 WAC: Modifications to Implement 
Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill 5080 Related to the 
Social Equity in Cannabis Program 
 
Date:   July 31, 2024 
Presented by: Justin Nordhorn, Director of Policy and External Affairs 
 
Introduction 
 
The memo outlines the proposed changes to the draft rules for the Social Equity 
in Cannabis Program. These proposed changes represent the culmination of 
extensive stakeholder engagement and consideration of community interests.  
Where available, research findings have been integrated into the rulemaking 
process to ensure that decisions are evidence based and aligned with best 
practices identified in similar regulatory environments. The proposed changes to 
the draft rules for the Social Equity in Cannabis Program are designed to address 
the feedback and concerns expressed by our diverse group of stakeholders. The 
proposed changes to the draft have been systematically developed to address 
the specific interests and concerns brought forth by the community and 
stakeholders involved in the cannabis industries process. These revisions aimed 
to enhance clarity and ensure fairness and increase accessibility within the 
Social Equity in Cannabis Program that aligns more closely with the legislative 
intent. 
 
Background 
 
The Social Equity in Cannabis Program is being expanded and improved through 
the implementation of Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill 5080 (E2SSB) 
5080 passed in the 2023 legislative session. This legislation builds upon existing 
efforts to address disparities and injustices caused by the war on drugs, 
particularly in communities disproportionately impacted by cannabis prohibition 
and enforcement. The primary goal of the legislation is to further promote equity 
within the cannabis industry by providing increased opportunities for individuals 
from these affected communities to obtain a cannabis license. 

The legislation mandates the creation of rules that enhance the participation of 
social equity applicants in the legal cannabis market. It provides the Washington 
State Liquor and Cannabis Board (LCB or Board) with the authority to clarify 
eligibility criteria established in E2SSB 5080, develop a scoring system for 
applications, and establish procedures for the application and licensing. The 
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legislation specifically calls for prioritizing applicants who have been 
disproportionately affected by the enforcement of cannabis related rule laws. 

The scope of this rulemaking under the legislation includes expanding the 
eligibility criteria to encompass a broader range of individuals impacted by the 
war on drugs. Refining the application process to be more inclusive and 
accessible, and improving the verification methods for eligibility. This includes a 
clear framework for evaluating and scoring applications, setting requirements for 
ownership and control, and implementing measures to verify the eligibility of 
applicants. The rules also establish guidelines for using affidavits and other 
documentation to support claims of eligibility, ensuring that the process is both 
rigorous and accessible.  

By leveraging statutory authority under E2SSB 5080, the LCB aims to create a 
more inclusive cannabis industry that reflects the diversity of Washington State 
and provides meaningful opportunities for those who have been most affected by 
past cannabis laws. This rule making effort seeks to expand and improve the 
Social Equity in Cannabis Program, ensuring it effectively addresses the 
economic and social disparities faced by marginalized communities. The CR-101 
initiating rulemaking proceedings was filed on November 8, 2023, as WSR 23-
23-062. 

The proposed rules were developed in collaboration with representatives from 
LCB’s Licensing and Regulation Division and LCB policy and rules team and was 
also supported by the LCB Research Program in gathering and analyzing data 
from community feedback. 
 
Reason Rulemaking is Needed 
 
Rulemaking is needed to implement Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill 
(E2SSB) 5080, (chapter 220, Laws of 2023), related to expanding and improving 
the Cannabis Social Equity Program. Modifications are required to WAC 314-55-
570 to align the current regulations with the changes made to statute by the 
legislation.  

 

Public Engagement 
 
To inform the first draft of these proposed rules, a survey was administered to 
applicants who participated under House Bill 2870, the legislation that initiated 
the first round of social equity applications. The survey aimed to gather applicant 
feedback on the application experiences, highlighting the difficulties of the 
process such as obtaining necessary documentation and understanding the 
withdrawal process. These insights garnered from this survey were instrumental 
in shaping the initial rule proposal.  
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Following this first survey, the initial draft of the scoring rubric was presented 
during a regularly scheduled board meeting, and input from the community on 
the proposal was provided during these open public meetings.  Additionally, a 
series of engagement sessions were held on May 15, and 22, 2024 provided 
stakeholders opportunities to engage LCB staff in discussions and ask questions 
related to the proposed rules. These sessions also provided a platform for 
stakeholders to discuss, critique and suggest further refinements to ensure the 
rules more effectively met the needs of potential applicants and aligned with the 
objectives of social equity.  
 
Insights from these discussions were crucial in developing the subsequent draft, 
which aimed to enhance inclusivity and fairness in the application process. Once 
feedback was evaluated and incorporated into the next draft of the proposed 
rules, an online survey accompanying a new draft was publicly disseminated and 
posted on the LCB’s website to facilitate feedback on the subsequent draft. The 
survey was open from July 11, 2024 until July 19, 2024.  
 
The proposed rule encompasses the community feedback by including detailed 
definitions and a clear, simplified, and transparent process for determining 
eligible applicants for the social equity program. The scoring rubric was refined to 
reduce barriers to entry and that targets individuals most impacted by the 
enforcement of cannabis prohibition policies; and provisions are added to 
enhance accessibility and economic opportunity, including allowing affidavits to 
demonstrate eligibility for specified criteria, an appeal process, and adjustments 
to license mobility requirements  
 
The ongoing refinement of rules shows LCB's commitment to an inclusive 
process for the Social Equity in Cannabis Program to address historical 
disparities in the industry. 
 
 

Description of Proposed Rule Changes 
 
Amendments to WAC 314-55-570 Social Equity in Cannabis Program: 
1. Definitions: Definitions are amended to enhance clarity, inclusivity, and 

conform with statute: “disproportionately impacted area,” “social equity plan,” 
“family member,” “median household income,” “preliminary letter of approval,” 
“social equity contractor” and “social equity program applicant. A new 
definition for social equity registrant was created and the definition for social 
equity applicant modified to distinguish two phases of the application process. 
A social equity registrant is an individual who has registered to be evaluated 
for qualification under the social equity criteria. A social equity applicant is an 
individual who has submitted an application for eligibility for the social equity 
program, has been evaluated and scored by the social equity contractor 
based on the scoring rubric, and received a preliminary letter of approval by 
the board.  
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2. Initial application process: The initial application process has been amended 
to provide for registration through an online portal to reduce barriers to entry 
associated with the eligibility screening for the social equity program, such as 
financial costs and compliance burden associated with applying for a 
business license through other state agencies before the social equity 
contractor scoring evaluation.  

3. Scoring Rubric: The scoring rubric is adjusted to focus on the four areas of 
qualification for the social equity program identified in E2SSB 5080. The 
scoring rubric criteria are modified to more equitably consider the obstacles 
encountered by candidates from marginalized communities, in response to 
feedback from the community advocating for a nuanced evaluation of 
qualifications and circumstances.  

4. License Mobility: Changes to the license mobility requirements involve 
allowing HB 2870 applicants who have not secured a location within 90 days 
after the closure of the 5080 application window to locate their license to a 
different county from its original allocation.  

5. Right to Appeal: Appeal rights are clearly established for applicants 
withdrawn or denied a license. 

6. Title Certificate Holders: The rule allows title certificate holders to reinstate 
their licenses under the social equity program with eligibility determination 
and relocation options, providing avenues for title certificate holders to re-
enter the market under social equity considerations reflecting public feedback 
on inclusivity and equitable access to licensing opportunities. 

7. Local Objection: Local jurisdictions can object to the location of proposed 
cannabis retail licenses based on preexisting ordinances limiting retail outlet 
density. The Board will give substantial weight to these objections. 

8. County Thresholds: E2SSB 5080 required the LCB to identify thresholds for 
the number of producer, processor, and retailer licenses in each county. The 
rule establishing the county thresholds will be evaluated every three years 
beginning in 2029 and will be published on the LCB’s website.  Established 
thresholds indicate the number of potentially viable licenses by county based 
on an analysis of market conditions and other relevant factors conducted by 
a third-party economist. 

9. Conflict of Interest: Conflict of interest safeguards were added to reduce risk 
of any preferential treatment between the third-party vendor and applicants or 
licensees.  
 

Estimated Costs of Compliance 
 
Chapter 19.85 RCW, the Regulatory Fairness Act, provides that agencies are 
required to consider costs imposed on businesses and costs associated with 
compliance with proposed rules unless an exemption is provided under the 
chapter 34.05 RCW, the Administrative Procedures Act.  
 
Specifically, RCW 19.85.025(3) provides that the Regulatory Fairness Act does 
not apply to the adoption of rule if the content of the rule is explicitly and 
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specifically dictated by statute (see RCW 34.05.310(4)(e)). These rules are 
explicitly authorized under RCW 69.50.335.  
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PROPOSED RULE MAKING 

CODE REVISER USE ONLY 
 

      

CR-102 (June 2024) 
(Implements RCW 34.05.320) 

Do NOT use for expedited rule making 

Agency: Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board 
☒ Original Notice 
☐ Supplemental Notice to WSR       
☐ Continuance of WSR       
☒ Preproposal Statement of Inquiry was filed as WSR 23-23-062 ; or 

☐ Expedited Rule Making--Proposed notice was filed as WSR      ; or 

☐ Proposal is exempt under RCW 34.05.310(4) or 34.05.330(1); or 

☐ Proposal is exempt under RCW      . 
Title of rule and other identifying information: (describe subject)  Title 314-55 WAC. Rule language is being proposed to 
WAC 314-55-570 to implement Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill (E2SSB) 5080, (chapter 220, Laws of 2023) to 
expand and improve the social equity in cannabis program, including revisions to the scoring and application process, county 
licensing thresholds, and local jurisdiction objections.   
Hearing location(s):   

Date: Time: Location: (be specific) Comment: 

September 11, 2024 10:00 A.M.   All public Board activity will be 
held in a "hybrid" environnment. 
This means that the public will 
have options for in-person or 
virtual attendance. The Board 
room headquarters building in  
Olympia (1025 Union Avenue, 
Olympia, WA 98504) will be open 
for in-person aattendance and 
trhe public may also login using a 
computer or a device, or call-in 
using a phone, to listen to the 
meeting through the Micrisoft 
Teams application. The publuc 
may provide verbal comments 
during the specified public 
comment and rules hearing 
segments. TVW also regularly 
airs these meetings. Please note 
that although the Boardroom will 
be staffed during a meeting, 
Board members and agency 
participants may continue to 
appear virtually.    

   For more information about Board meetings, please 
visit  https://lcb.wa.gov/Boardmeetings/Board_meeting
s 

 

Date of intended adoption: No earlier than September 25, 2024         (Note: This is NOT the effective date) 
Submit written comments to: Assistance for persons with disabilities: 

Name  Cassidy West, Policy and Rules Manager Contact  Anita Bingham, ADA Coordinator, Human Resources 

Address  PO Box 48030, Olympia WA 98504-3080 Phone  360-664-1739 

Email  rules@lcb.wa.gov Fax  360-664-9689 

Fax  360-704-5027 TTY       7-1-1 or 1-800-833-6388 

Other        Email  anita.bingham@lcb.wa.gov 

Beginning (date and time)   July 31, 2024, 12:00 PM Other        

https://lcb.wa.gov/boardmeetings/board_meetings
https://lcb.wa.gov/boardmeetings/board_meetings
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By (date and time)   September 11, 2024, 12:00 PM By (date)  September 4, 2024 

Purpose of the proposal and its anticipated effects, including any changes in existing rules:  The proposed rules are 
intended to expand and improve the Social Equity in Cannabis Program as directed by Engrossed Second Substitute Senate 
Bill 9E2SSB) 5080, chapter 220, Laws of 2023. This includes revising definitions, adjusting eligibility criteria, refining the 
application and scoring processes to ensure a more equitable distribution of cannabis licenses to individuals from 
communities impacted by previous Drug War policies.  The proposed rules modify WAC 314-55-570, as follows: 

1. Definitions: Definitions are amended to enhance clarity, inclusivity, and conform with statute: “disproportionately 
impacted area,” “social equity plan,” “family member,” “median household income,” “preliminary letter of approval,” 
“social equity contractor” and “social equity program applicant. A new definition for social equity registrant was created 
and the definition for social equity applicant modified to distinguish two phases of the application process. A social equity 
registrant is an individual who has registered to be evaluated for qualification under the social equity criteria. A social 
equity applicant is an individual who has submitted an application for eligibility for the social equity program, has been 
evaluated and scored by the social equity contractor based on the scoring rubric, and received a preliminary letter of 
approval by the board.  

2. Initial application process: The initial application process has been amended to provide for registration through an online 
portal to reduce barriers to entry associated with the eligibility screening for the social equity program, such as financial 
costs and compliance burden associated with applying for a business license through other state agencies before the 
social equity contractor scoring evaluation.  

3. Scoring Rubric: The scoring rubric is adjusted to focus on the four areas of qualification for the social equity program 
identified in E2SSB 5080. The scoring rubric criteria are modified to more equitably consider the obstacles encountered 
by candidates from marginalized communities, in response to feedback from the community advocating for a nuanced 
evaluation of qualifications and circumstances.  

4. License Mobility: Changes to the license mobility requirements involve allowing HB 2870 applicants who have not 
secured a location within 90 days after the closure of the 5080 application window to locate their license to a different 
county from its original allocation.  

5. Right to Appeal: Appeal rights are clearly established for applicants withdrawn or denied a license. 
6. Title Certificate Holders: The rule allows title certificate holders to reinstate their licenses under the social equity program 

with eligibility determination and relocation options, providing avenues for title certificate holders to re-enter the market 
under social equity considerations reflecting public feedback on inclusivity and equitable access to licensing 
opportunities. 

7. Local Objection: Local jurisdictions can object to the location of proposed cannabis retail licenses based on preexisting 
ordinances limiting retail outlet density. The Board will give substantial weight to these objections. 

8. County Thresholds: E2SSB 5080 required the LCB to identify thresholds for the number of producer, processor, and 
retailer licenses in each county. The rule establishing the county thresholds will be evaluated every three years 
beginning in 2029 and will be published on the LCB’s website.  Established thresholds indicate the number of potentially 
viable licenses by county based on an analysis of market conditions and other relevant factors conducted by a third-
party economist. 

9. Conflict of Interest: Conflict of interest safeguards were added to reduce risk of any preferential treatment between the 
third-party vendor and applicants or licensees.  

 

Reasons supporting proposal:  The amendments seek to address historical disparities within the cannabis industry by 
providing greater opportunities for those impacted by the enforcement of cannabis prohibition. The rules aim to foster 
economic inclusivity and social restoration. 
Statutory authority for adoption:  RCW 69.50.331, RCW 69.50.335, RCW 69.50.345 

Statute being implemented:    RCW 69.50.335, as amended by E2SSB 5080, (chapter 220, Laws of 2023)    

Is rule necessary because of a: 

Federal Law? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

Federal Court Decision? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

State Court Decision? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

If yes, CITATION:       

Agency comments or recommendations, if any, as to statutory language, implementation, enforcement, and fiscal 
matters: The agency recommends that these rules be implemented as proposed to fulfill the legislative intent of E2SSB 
5080, ensuring a robust and equitable social equity program. 
Name of proponent: (person or organization)          
Type of proponent:  ☐ Private.  ☒ Public.  ☐ Governmental. 

Name of agency personnel responsible for: 

Name Office Location Phone 
Drafting    Cassidy West, Policy and 
Rules Manager 1025 Union Avenue, Olympia, WA 98504 360-480-1238 
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Implementation  Rebecca Smith, Director of 
Licensing and Regulation 1025 Union Avenue, Olympia, WA 9850 360-664-1753 

Enforcement   Chandra Wax, Director of 
Enforcement and Education 1025 Union Avenue, Olympia, WA 9850 360-664-1726 

Is a school district fiscal impact statement required under RCW 28A.305.135? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

If yes, insert statement here: 
      

The public may obtain a copy of the school district fiscal impact statement by contacting: 
Name        

Address       
Phone        

Fax        

TTY        

Email        
Other        

Is a cost-benefit analysis required under RCW 34.05.328? 

☐  Yes: A preliminary cost-benefit analysis may be obtained by contacting: 
Name        

Address       
Phone        

Fax        

TTY        

Email        

Other        
☒  No:  Please explain: : A cost benefit analysis is not required under RCW 34.05.328 because the subject of the  
proposed rulemaking does not qualify as a significant legislative rule or other rule requiring a cost benefit analysis under  
RCW 34.05.328(5)(c) 

Regulatory Fairness Act and Small Business Economic Impact Statement 
Note: The Governor's Office for Regulatory Innovation and Assistance (ORIA) provides support in completing this part. 
(1) Identification of exemptions: 
This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, may be exempt from requirements of the Regulatory Fairness Act (see 
chapter 19.85 RCW). For additional information on exemptions, consult the exemption guide published by ORIA. Please 
check the box for any applicable exemption(s): 
☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW 19.85.061 because this rule making is being 
adopted solely to conform and/or comply with federal statute or regulations. Please cite the specific federal statute or 
regulation this rule is being adopted to conform or comply with, and describe the consequences to the state if the rule is not 
adopted. 
Citation and description:       

☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt because the agency has completed the pilot rule process 
defined by RCW 34.05.313 before filing the notice of this proposed rule. 
☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under the provisions of RCW 15.65.570(2) because it was 
adopted by a referendum. 
☒  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW 19.85.025(3). Check all that apply: 

☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(b) ☒ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(e) 
 (Internal government operations)  (Dictated by statute) 
☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(c) ☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(f) 
 (Incorporation by reference)  (Set or adjust fees) 
☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(d) ☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(g) 
 (Correct or clarify language)  ((i) Relating to agency hearings; or (ii) process 

   requirements for applying to an agency for a license 
or permit) 

☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW 19.85.025(4). (Does not affect small businesses). 
☒  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW    34.05.310(4)(e)   . 
Explanation of how the above exemption(s) applies to the proposed rule:   This rule proposal is exempt because it involves 
agency actions that are mandated by statute, implementing Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill (E2SSB 5080), chapter 

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=28A.305.135
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.328
https://www.oria.wa.gov/site/alias__oria/934/Regulatory-Fairness-Act-Support.aspx
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85&full=true
https://www.oria.wa.gov/Portals/_oria/VersionedDocuments/RFA/Regulatory_Fairness_Act/RFA-Exemptions.docx
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85.061
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.313
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=15.65.570
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85.025
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85.025
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220, Laws of 2023, to expand and improve the Social Equity in Cannabis Program, as described in RCW 69.50.331 and 
RCW 69.50.335   
(2) Scope of exemptions: Check one. 

☒  The rule proposal: Is fully exempt. (Skip section 3.) Exemptions identified above apply to all portions of the rule proposal. 
☐  The rule proposal: Is partially exempt. (Complete section 3.) The exemptions identified above apply to portions of the rule 
proposal, but less than the entire rule proposal. Provide details here (consider using this template from ORIA):         
☐  The rule proposal: Is not exempt. (Complete section 3.) No exemptions were identified above. 

(3) Small business economic impact statement: Complete this section if any portion is not exempt. 
If any portion of the proposed rule is not exempt, does it impose more-than-minor costs (as defined by RCW 19.85.020(2)) 
on businesses? 

☐  No  Briefly summarize the agency’s minor cost analysis and how the agency determined the proposed rule did not 
impose more-than-minor costs.     
☐  Yes Calculations show the rule proposal likely imposes more-than-minor cost to businesses and a small business 
economic impact statement is required. Insert the required small business economic impact statement here: 
      

 
The public may obtain a copy of the small business economic impact statement or the detailed cost calculations by 
contacting: 

Name        

Address        
Phone        

Fax        

TTY        

Email        

Other        
 
Date: July 31, 2024 

 

Name: David Postman 
 

Title: Chair 

Signature: 

 
 

https://www.oria.wa.gov/RFA-Exemption-Table
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WAC 314-55-570  Social equity in cannabis program.   

(1) Definitions. 

(a) "Disproportionately impacted area (DIA)" means a census  

tract within Washington state where community members were more 

likely to be impacted by the war on drugs. These areas are 

determined using a standardized statistical equation to identify 

areas of high unemployment, low income, and demographic 

indicators consistent with populations most impacted by the war 

on drugs, including areas with higher rates of arrest for drug 

charges. The board will provide maps to identify 

disproportionately impacted areas. The maps will reflect 

Censuscensus tracts from different time periods to account for 

gentrification. These areas are determined using a standardized 

statistical equation to identify areas in the top 15th percentile 

in at least two of the following demographic indicators of 

populations most impacted by the war on drugs: 

(i) The area has a high rate of people living under the 

federal poverty level; 

(ii) The area has a high rate of people who did not 

graduate from high school; 
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(iii) The area has a high rate of unemployment; or 

(iv) The area has a high rate of people receiving public 

assistance. 

(b) "Family member" means: 

(i) A biological, adopted, or foster child, a stepchild, a 

child's spouse, or a child to whom the social equity registrant, 

as defined in this subsection below,applicant stands in loco 

parentis (in place of the parent), is a legal guardian, or is a 

de facto parent, regardless of age or dependency status; 

(ii) Grandchild, grandparent, parent, or sibling of a child 

as defined in (b)(i) of this subsection; 

(iii) Spouse or domestic partner; 

(iv) Any individual who regularly resides in the 

registrant'sapplicant's home or where the relationship creates 

an expectation that the registrantapplicant care for the 

individualperson and that individual depends on the 

registrantapplicant for care, or that the individual carescare 

for the registrantapplicant and that the registrantapplicant 

depends on the individual for care. 
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(c) “Household "Median household income”" means the 

grossmost recent median household income forwithin the previous 

calendar year and includes the sumstate of the income received 

in the previous calendar yearWashington as calculated by all 

household members aged 15 years and older before taxes and 

deductionsthe United States Census Bureau. 

(d) "IndividualPerson" means a real human being, 

distinguished from a corporation, company, or other business 

entity. 

(e) "Median household income" means the median income for 

households in Washington for the previous calendar year, as 

determined by the United States Census Bureau.  

(f(e) "Preliminary letter of approval" means an approval 

letter issued to a social equity program applicant. The letter 

may be used for the purposes of applying for fundingsecuring a 

grant from the department of commerce and/or a location, and 

additional information necessary for continuing withother 

necessities to complete the licensing application process.  

(g) “Social equity registrant” means any individual or 

entity that registers to be evaluated for the social equity 



[ 4 ] 

program. Qualification is evaluated based on the registrant’s 

application materials submitted to the social equity contractor. 

If a registrant is deemed qualified for the social equity 

program and selected to move forward, the registrant becomes a 

social equity applicant, as defined in this subsection. 

(h) "Social equity program applicant" means an individual 

or an entity that receives a preliminary letter of approval to 

apply for the social equity licensing program.  

(i(f) "Social equity program applicant" means a person(s) 

who meets the requirements of the social equity program. 

(g) "Social equity contractor" means a third party 

responsible for reviewingto review and scoringscore social 

equity program applications to identify which applicants qualify 

to apply for a social equity license. 

(jh) "Social equity licensee" means an individuala person 

or entity that holds a social equity cannabis license or any 

individualperson or entity who is a true party of interest in a 

social equity in cannabis license as described in WAC 314-55-

035. 
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 (2) Registering for the social equity program. 

Registration through a designated portal is required prior to 

submitting application materials to the social equity 

contractor. If two or more individuals are registering as a 

single applicant, only one individual may fill out the 

registration form on behalf of the other individuals who are 

applying.    

(a) Registration window. The registration window(s) will be 

open for 30 calendar days. The board may reopen the registration 

window after conducting an evaluation that considers market 

demand, impacts related to license density, and availability of 

licenses. 

(3) Social equity application process. After the 

registration window closes, the (i) "Social equity plan" means a 

plan that addresses the following elements including, but not 

limited to: 

(i) A description of how issuing a cannabis retail license 

to the social equity applicant will meet social equity goals as 

described in statute; 
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(ii) The social equity contractor will provide the 

registrantapplicant's personal or family history with directions 

for submittingthe criminal justice system, including any 

offenses involving cannabis; and 

(iii) Business plans involving partnerships or assistance 

to organizations or residents with connections or contributions 

to populations with a history of high rates of enforcement of 

cannabis prohibition. 

(j) "Social equity title certificate holder" means a 

cannabis retail license title certificate holder that meets the 

requirements of a social equity program application materials 

and verification documents. applicant as determined by the 

social equity contractor, and is unable to open for business in 

the city or county where the cannabis retail license is located. 

(a) Submission requirements. Social equity program 

application materials must be submitted directly to the social 

equity contractor in the form, manner, and timeframe required by 

the social equity contractor. Application materials submitted 

after the specified timeframe will not be reviewed or scored. 
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Registrants are responsible for ensuring the application is 

complete, accurate, and successfully submitted. 

(4) Qualifying for the social equity program.(2) Social 

equity applicant requirements. 

(a) To qualifybe considered for the social equity program 

under this chapter and RCW 69.50.335, the criteria provided in 

this subsection following requirements must be met. Social 

equity applicants with the highest scores will be prioritized by 

the social equity contractor to proceed with the social equity 

license application process. The social equity contractor will 

provide the board with a list of the selected registrants that 

may move forward in the application process as an applicant.each 

applicant: 

(b) At least a) 51 percent ownership. An applicant must 

have 51% ownership and control by one or more individuals. Each 

individual comprising the 51% majority must meet at least two of 

the four qualifications below:  

(i) Qualification 1: Resided in a disproportionately 

impacted area (DIA), or controlling interest, in the applicant, 

must be held by a person, or persons, who has or have resided in 
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Washington state for six months prior to the application date, 

consistent with RCW 69.50.331, and meets at least two of the 

following qualifications: 

(i) Qualification 1: The social equity applicant or 

applicants have lived in a disproportionately impacted area in 

Washington state for a minimum of five years any time between 

1980 and 2010. Time spent living in a DIA does not need to be 

consecutive.; or 

(A) Proof of address documentation that may demonstrate 

currently living or having lived in a DIA, include, but are not 

limited to documents such as: Bank statements, lease agreements, 

home insurance or car policy, Federal or state tax returns that 

show the address for each year, utility bills, employment 

records, school records, voter registration. Any combination of 

documents may be utilized to demonstrate the qualification.   

(B) Affidavits may be used as a supplemental document to 

demonstrate the registrant meets the qualifications under 

(4)(a)(i) of this subsection, provided that the affidavit is 

accompanied by other documents. The social equity contractor 

reserves the right to verify the authenticity and accuracy of 
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the submitted affidavit and supporting documentation. Additional 

documentation or evidence may be requested to support the claims 

made in the affidavit. Failure to provide truthful information 

or to comply with the verification request may be considered a 

misrepresentation of fact, under WAC 314-55-050, WAC 314-55-073, 

or WAC 314-55-505. 

(ii) Qualification 2: Been arrestedThe social equity 

applicant or convicted for a cannabis offense, or family member 

of the registrantapplicant has been arrested or convicted forof 

a cannabis offense.  

(A) Documentation to demonstrate the qualification may 

include but are not limited to documents that contain details 

such as the date of the arrest; or conviction, the charges, and 

the law enforcement agency involved. Examples of documents may 

include, but are not limited to the following: arrest records 

from the agency that made the arrest, booking reports, bail 

papers, police reports or police logs, court documents (e.g., 

arrest warrants, charging documents, or minutes from the 

arraignment), criminal history records, news reports to 

establish the event, witness testimonies, online inmate locator 
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services for the family member, legal representation who can 

provide details about the arrest or conviction, court mandated 

community service paperwork, court mandated paperwork, or 

background checks. Any combination of documents may be utilized 

to demonstrate the qualification.   

(B) Affidavits may be used as a supplemental document to 

demonstrate an arrest or conviction was a cannabis offense 

provided that the affidavit is accompanied by court records that 

provide evidence of an arrest or conviction for a schedule 1 

drug offense. Court records include but are not limited to, 

arrest records, charging documents, plea agreements, court 

orders, or sentencing documents. The social equity contractor 

reserves the right to verify the authenticity and accuracy of 

the submitted affidavit and supporting documentation. Additional 

documentation or evidence may be requested to support the claims 

made in the affidavit. Failure to provide truthful information 

or to comply with the verification request may be considered a 

misrepresentation of fact, under WAC 314-55-050, WAC 314-55-073, 

or WAC 314-55-505. 
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(iii) Qualification 3: Had a The social equity applicant's 

household income in the year prior to submitting the application 

was less than the median household income within the state of 

Washington as determinedcalculated by the United States Census 

Bureau. 

(3) Social equity application process. 

(a) Application window. 

(i) The board will open the application window for the an 

initial period of 30 calendar year precedingdays. 

(ii) At its sole discretion, the date of board may reopen 

the application window: 

(A) After initial evaluation of applications is received 

and locations are still available; or 

(B) If additional allotments become available after the 

initial application window has closed pursuant to RCW 69.50.335. 

(b) Initial application requirements. 

(i) The social equity application must be submitted 

electronically through the department of revenue's business 

licensing online application system. 
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(A) Proof of household income documentation include, but 

are not limited to, documents such as: Federal tax return, W-2 

forms issued by an employer that shows annual wages and taxes 

withheld, 1099-NEC forms, bank statements showing consistent 

deposits, employer income verification letter stating your 

salary and terms of employment, unemployment benefits 

statements, court ordered agreements, annuity statements from an 

insurance company showing regular annuity payments, workers’ 

compensation letter from an employer or insurance company 

detailing workers’ compensation payments, profit or loss 

statements for self-employed individuals, a statement showing 

business income and expenses. Any combination of documents may 

be utilized to demonstrate the qualification.   

(iv) Qualification 4: Is both socially and economically 

disadvantaged as defined by the office of minority and women’s 

business enterprises.  

(A) Examples of documentation to demonstrate the 

qualification may include, but are not limited to, those 

identified by the office of minority and women’s business 
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enterprises for certification. Any combination of documents may 

be utilized to demonstrate the qualification.  

(4(ii) The social equity applicant must apply to the 

department of revenue's business licensing service within the 

30-day application window. All required information must be 

completed on the application and payment must be submitted 

within the 30-day application window for the application to be 

accepted. 

(iii) The social equity applicant, whether applying as a 

person, persons, or entity, may apply for a cannabis license 

only once during each application window described in subsection 

(4)(c) of this section. 

(iv) An application to reinstate the license of a social 

equity title certificate holder will not be considered a new 

social equity license application. The social equity title 

certificate holder may submit an application for a social equity 

license and an application to reinstate their existing license 

through the social equity program. 

(v) A location address is not required at the time of 

application. 



[ 14 ] 

(c) Social equity contractor review. The social equity 

contractor will request verifying documents  to determine 

eligibility.  The social equity contractor will determine which 

documentationOnce the application window is sufficient to 

demonstrate eligibility. closed, the social equity contractor 

will evaluate and prioritize all applications received within 

the 30-day application window. 

(a) Who is eligible to be scored: Scoring i) The social 

equity applicant must select one county where they wish to 

operate their business and notify the social equity contractor 

of their selection in the form and manner required by the social 

equity contractor will be . 

(ii) The social equity applicant must submit documentation 

verifying the eligibility requirements described in (c)(D)(viii) 

of this subsection to the social equity contractor in the form 

and manner required by the social equity contractor. 

(iii) Examples of documentation that may verify eligibility 

requirements include, but are not limited to each registrant who 

meet two out of the four required social equity program 

qualifications. : 
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(b) Scoring rubric. The(A) School records, rental 

agreements, utility bills, mortgage statements, loan documents, 

bank records, or tax returns that show the applicant's 

address(es), or a signed declaration that includes the 

applicant's address(es) indicating that the applicant resided in 

a DIA; or 

(B) The applicant's arrest or conviction records, or family 

member's arrest or conviction records and an affirmation of the 

familial relationship signed by the applicant and the family 

member; or 

(C) The applicant's tax returns demonstrating their income 

for the prior year; or 

(D) Any other documentation that verifies the eligibility 

requirements described in (c)(D)(viii) of this subsection. 

(iv) If additional materials are needed, the social equity 

applicant will receive a letter electronically from the social 

equity contractor directing the applicant to submit additional 

application materials directly to the social equity contractor. 

(v) The social equity applicant must submit complete and 

accurate additional application materials directly to the social 
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equity contractor within 15 business days of the date of the 

letter. It is the responsibility of the social equity applicant 

to comply with the application requirements in this section and 

ensure the application is complete, accurate, and successfully 

submitted to the social equity contractor. 

(vi) If the application is determined to be incomplete by 

the social equity contractor, the social equity applicant will 

be provided with 14 days to submit a complete application. The 

social equity contractor will score the application based on the 

materials submitted within the time frame. 

(vii) The social equity contractor will review the 

application materials, including the social equity plan provided 

by the social equity applicant to determine if the applicant 

meets the requirements of a social equity applicant. 

(viii) After the social equity contractor determines that 

the requirements have been met, the social equity contractor 

will prioritizescore social equity program registrants based 

onapplications using the belowfollowing scoring rubric criteria. 

The total score will be based on a cumulative total, adding 
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together the highest achieved score for each of the 7 

categoriesto prioritize social equity applicants: 

 

 Social Equity Application Scoring Rubric 

Category Eligibility Requirements Point Scale 

1) 

1. Lived in a 

disproportionately 

impacted area (DIA)  

1-5 years:   

 

6-10 years:  

 

11+ years:   

 

 

15 

 

 

20 

 

40 

 1a. How 

long have 

you lived in 

a DIA? 
5y -10y 

= 20 

points 
10 + 

years = 

40 

points 

40 

 2. Convicted 

of a drug 

offense? 

(Self) 

10 

2) 

a) Applicant arrested or 

convicted2a. Convicted of a cannabis 

drug- related offense. 

 

OR 

 

b) Applicant arrested or 

convicted of a non-cannabis 

drug-related offense.? (Self) 

40 

 

 

 

 

5 

 3. Convicted of a drug offense? (Family) 5 

3) 

a) Applicant’s family member 

arrested or convicted3a. Convicted of 

a cannabis drug-related offense. 

 

20 
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OR 

 

b) Applicant’s family member 

arrested or convicted of a non-

cannabis drug-related offense.? 

(Family) 

 

5 

4) 

4. If you were convicted of a 

cannabis offense, what type of 

sentence did you receive?: 

a) Fine:   = 10 points 

b) Served Probation or Home 

Confinement:  probation = 20 points 

c) Confined to home = 40 points 

Served time in jail or 

prison:   = 80 points 

 

 

 

10 

 

30 

 

80 

 5. Did you or your family member's incarceration keep 

you from getting employment? 
5 

 6. Did you lose your home or ability to purchase a home 

or rent a home as a result of your convictions or arrests? 
5 

5) 

7. Is your household 

income less than 

the median 

household income 

within the state of 

Washington as 

calculated by the 

U.S.United States Census 

Bureau?   

 

3040 

6) 

a)8. Did you own or 

operate a medical 

cannabis dispensary 

or collective 

garden, licensed as 

a business, prior 

to July 1, 2016?   

(10 points)? 

 

OR 

 

b) or 

Did you own and operate 

a medical cannabis 

dispensary or 

collective garden 

licensed as a 

business in a DIA?  

10 

 

 

  

 

 

25 

30 in a 

DIA 
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(30 points)? 

7) 

Did you apply, 

qualify, and 

receive a score 

during the Social 

Equity application 

window under HB2870 

but did not move 

forward to the 

application 

process? 

9. Have you held or do you 

currently hold 51 percent 

majority/controlling interest of a 

state cannabis (marijuana) retailer 

license? 
No = 10 points 

Yes = 0 points 

1510 

  

Total 

Maximum 

Points 

250310 

points 

(c) Preliminary score. Upon initial assessment of the 

social equity program application materials, the social equity 

contractor will provide the registrant with a preliminary score, 

along with a comprehensive explanation of the score detailing 

the points allocated for each criterion. 

(i) The registrant may submit additional documentation to 

potentially improve the final score. Documentation must be 

submitted in the form and manner specified by the social equity 
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contractor no later than 21 calendar days after being provided 

the preliminary score.  

(d) Final score. Prior to issuing the final score, the 

social equity contractor may adjust the registrant’s preliminary 

score based on a review of any additional documentation 

provided. The social equity contractor will notify registrants 

and qualified social equity applicants of the final score and 

include a detailed explanation of the scoring decision. 

(e) Prioritization. Qualified registrants with highest 

final scores will be prioritized by the social equity contractor 

to be included on the list of social equity applicants who are 

selected to apply for a social equity license.  

(f) Double-blind lottery. If a tie should occur among 

qualified registrants with identical scores, a double-blind 

lottery will be used to prioritize the social equity applicants 

who may proceed with applying for a social equity license. The 

double-blind lottery will be conducted by a third-party 

contractor who is separate from the social equity contractor 

reviewing and scoring the application.  
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(g) Conflict of interest. It is a conflict of interest and 

violation of this chapter if the social equity contractor, the 

third-party contractor conducting the double-blind lottery, or 

nor its employees of any contractorshall benefit from any social 

equity license or licenses granted under this section. Any 

conflicts of interest between a contractor and applicant or 

cannabis licensee may as a result in the denial of an 

application or a revocation of the cannabis license. of their 

review. 

(5d)(i) Board review notification.  

(a) Preliminary letter of approval. Social equity 

applicants that are scored highest and prioritized by the social 

equity contractor within the county selected by the social 

equity applicant will be processed by the board and provided 

with a preliminary letter of approval. Only qualified applicants 

who receive a preliminary letter of approval from the board may 

apply for a social equity license. 

(b) Withdrawal letter. The board will issue(ii) In the 

event of a withdrawal letter notifying registrantstie, the board 

will use a double blind lottery conducted by an independent 
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third party to identify the application(s) that will be 

processed. 

(e) Preliminary letter of approval. Once the social equity 

applications that will be processed are not identified as 

described in this section, eligible tosocial equity applicants 

will be issued a preliminary letter of approval. 

(4) Additional provisions. 

(a) Time restrictions. There are no time restrictions for a 

social equity applicant to select and secure a location. 

(b) Ownership changes. Social equity applicants may not 

make ownership changes to an application after the application 

has been reviewed, scored, and prioritized by the social equity 

contractor. 

(c) Social equity applicants may apply for a social equity 

license once per application window. If a social equity 

applicant applies more than once, the board will accept only the 

first application. 

(d) License mobility. Social equity licenses that are 

currently designated to specific cities may be located anywhere 
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within the county in which the city is located. However, the 

license may not be transferred outside of that county. 

(e) Qualifying for the social equity program will not 

result in or guarantee cannabis business license approval. 

Social equity applicants must meet all license qualifications in 

WAC 314-55-077 and this chapter to receive a license. 

(f) License transfer and assumption. Licenses awarded under 

this section may not be transferred or assumed within the first 

year of the license being issued. Licenses awarded under this 

section may only be transferred to or assumed by individuals or 

groups of individuals who meet the definition of a social equity 

program applicant for a period of five years from the date of 

the initial license was approved. 

(5) Social equity title certificate holders. A title 

certificate holder that meets the requirements of a social 

equity program applicant as determined by the social equity 

contractor may reinstate their retail cannabis license anywhere 

within the county that they hold their title certificate. 

(6) Application withdrawal. The board will withdraw a 

social equity application if: 
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(ia) The social equity program application or additional 

materials are determined to be incomplete or incorrect by the 

social equity contractor; 

(iib) The social equity program application materials are 

not timely received by the social equity contractor in a timely 

manner; 

(iiic) The social equity registrantapplicant is not 

qualified forselected to continue with the licensing application 

process; or 

(d) The social equity applicant(s) requests withdrawal of 

the social equity program based on the determination made by 

application at any time in the social equity contractor; 

(iv) The social equity registrant is deemed qualified for 

the social equity program but did not score high enough to be 

prioritized, based on the score provided by the social equity 

contractor or the social equity registrant was not selected in a 

lottery to determine which registrants could move forward.  

(v) The social equity registrant makes a voluntary request 

to the board, in writing, to voluntarily withdraw the social 

equity program application being reviewed and scored by the 
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social equity contractor.application process. The social equity 

applicant(s) must request withdrawal in writing. The voluntary 

withdrawal of a social equity program application does not 

result in a hearing right. 

(6) Social equity license application. Once the board 

issues the preliminary letter of approval, selected applicants 

may submit social equity license application materials to the 

board. Qualifying as a social equity applicant does not 

guarantee the issuance of a social equity license. 

(a) Licensing requirements. To qualify for a social equity 

license, applicants must meet the licensing requirements 

provided in this chapter, RCW 69.50.331, and RCW 69.50.335.  

(b) Location and financing. There are no time restrictions 

for when a social equity applicant must select and secure a 

location and/or financing. 

(c) County threshold. The board will establish license 

thresholds for each county to ensure there is an adequate amount 

of access to licensed sources of cannabis, cannabis 

concentrates, usable cannabis, and cannabis-infused products to 

discourage purchases from the illegal market. The board shall 
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conduct a license threshold determination every three years, 

beginning July 1, 2029. In making its determination, the board 

shall consider market conditions, economic trends, demographics, 

and other relevant factors. County thresholds will be publicly 

posted and updated every three years and will be accessible to 

all stakeholders and the general public via the internet. 

(d) License mobility. Effective 90 days after the license 

application window closes in 2025, social equity applicants, who 

applied under chapter 236, Laws of 2020, and are unable to 

secure a location in the county where the license is allocated, 

may locate the initial license location to any city, town, or 

county in the state of Washington. 

(e) Local ordinance. The board will substantially consider 

an objection from an incorporated city or town, or county for a 

proposed location of a social equity retail license if an 

ordinance limiting retail outlet density is in effect in the 

area prior to the board receiving the license application. 

(f) License transfer and assumption. Social equity licenses 

awarded under this section may not be transferred or assumed 

within the first year of the license being issued. Once 
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permitted, social equity licenses may only be transferred to or 

assumed by an individual(s) who qualifies for the social equity 

program based on the qualification requirements in place at the 

time of the initial licensure and for a period of at least 5 

years from the date the license was initially issued.  

(g) Appeals. An applicant or licensee may request an 

administrative hearing to contest the withdrawal, denial, 

nonrenewal, or revocation of a license pursuant to chapter 34.05 

RCW. A request for a hearing must be made in writing and 

received by the board no later than 20 days after the date the 

notification of withdrawal, denial, nonrenewal, or revocation 

was mailed to the applicant or licensee.  

(7) Title certificate holders. A “Title Certificate Holder” 

means a licensee who is unable to open for business in the city 

or county where the cannabis retail license is located due to a 

ban or moratorium.  

(a) Title certificate holders may reinstate their existing 

cannabis license anywhere in the county where the license was 

originally allocated.  

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=34.05
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(b) Title certificate holders may reinstate their existing 

license under the social equity program, effective 90 days after 

the license application window closes in 2025 and may relocate 

the title certificate privilege for an initial license location 

to any city, town, or county in Washington state. To reinstate a 

license under the social equity program, title certificate 

holders  must register and submit application materials to the 

social equity contractor for an eligibility determination. 

Scoring by the social equity contractor is not required as part 

of eligibility determination.  

(i) Prior to submitting application materials to the board 

to reinstate the license under the social equity program, the 

title certificate holders must have an established business 

entity structure that has been approved by the board.  

(ii) An application to reinstate a license and application 

for a social equity license must be submitted to the board.  

(iii) Neither a new location for the retail license in the 

county or financing are required at the time of the application 

to reinstate an existing cannabis license. 
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(8) Social equity plan reimbursement. All cannabis 

licensees with an active license may submit a social equity 

plan, as defined in RCW 69.50.101, to the board for a one-time 

reimbursement that equals the cost of the licensee's annual 

cannabis license renewal fee one per entity. The board will 

reimburse the licensee no later than 30 calendar days after the 

social equity plan has been received and verified.  

(a) Reimbursements may only be provided to licenses that 

are currently operational, and not in the process of assumption, 

acquisition, or discontinuation of business activities.  

(b) Social equity applicants or those who hold a social 

equity license are not required to pay a license renewal fee.  

[Statutory Authority: RCW 69.50.335, 69.50.336, 69.50.342, and 

2022 c 16. WSR 22-21-058, § 314-55-570, filed 10/12/22, 

effective 11/12/22.] 

 



 

Findings from the Social Equity (HB 2870) Applicant Experience Survey.  

Overview: Applicants from the HB 2870 Social Equity Program completed an anonymous, online survey 

about their overall experience with the application process. This survey was sent via email and was 

available from February 8 to February 23, 2024. This survey was developed in collaboration with the 

Licensing Division, Social Equity Program, Policy and Rules Teams, Communications, Public Health and 

Education, and Research Program. For full survey results, see the dashboard here. 

Sample: There were 73 individuals who consented to participate in this survey, representing 15% of all 

HB 2870 applicants. Of the 73 survey respondents, 29% received a preliminary letter of approval. Less 

than one-quarter of respondents stated they had applied as part of a group application.  

Application Cost: On average, survey respondents reported spending $1,570 in total to apply for the 

Social Equity Program. Although most participants spent between $0 and $5,000, two people reported 

spending $15,000 and $20,000 respectively.  

Application Assistance: More than half of all respondents (57%) received assistance in completing their 

application. Relative to those whose applications were withdrawn, those who received a preliminary letter 

of approval had higher rates of application assistance with lawyers (14% vs 6%) and current licensees 

(14% vs 8%).  

Application Process: There were three steps within the application process that were identified to be 

particularly difficult. These included (1) obtaining documents to verify eligibility, (2) understanding why 

their application was withdrawn, and (3) getting questions answered by LCB. On average, survey 

respondents who received a preliminary letter of approval rated LCB instructions as clearer and LCB 

information as more helpful relative to respondents whose applications were withdrawn. Most applicants 

(61%) indicated they had enough time to complete the application.  

Obtaining Documents: There were two documents that appeared exceedingly difficult to obtain, 

specifically documentation showing loss of housing due to cannabis (39% said impossible; 32% said 

difficult) and loss of employment due to cannabis (36% said impossible; 36% said difficult). Documents 

that were identified as easiest to obtain included tax returns (79% said easy to obtain), bank records 

(73%), loan documents (68%), mortgage statements (59%) address records (59%), arrest/conviction 

records showing cannabis as offense for family (59%) or self (56%), and utility bills (54%). In general, 

those who had a preliminary letter of approval were able to obtain more documents than those whose 

applications were withdrawn.  

Communication Preference: Survey respondents indicated they generally wish to provide feedback 

through surveys and meetings (in-person or virtual). Most people rated emails, websites, and 

engagement sessions as best ways to receive information. However, the finding that emails are a best 

way to contact people should be interpreted with caution as emails were used as the recruitment method 

for this survey.  

 

Conclusions: 

• Those who received a preliminary letter of approval generally had (1) more access to lawyers and 

licensees for application assistance, (2) increased ability to obtain documents to verify eligibility, and 

(3) a better understanding with respect to LCB rule input and instructions. It is unclear why these 

group differences emerged. One possibility is that those who received a preliminary approval 

generally had more resources to complete the application. Another possibility is these applicants met 

more eligibility requirements, and thus had documentation more readily available. A third is that those 

with approved applications may have more retrospective optimism to the process given they were 

successful applicants. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.powerbigov.us%2Flinks%2F_DR6ZMs6xs%3Fctid%3D11d0e217-264e-400a-8ba0-57dcc127d72d%26pbi_source%3DlinkShare&data=05%7C02%7Csarah.okey%40lcb.wa.gov%7C5fbae66e9beb4b78038d08dc3897c916%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638447471771344373%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=b%2B%2FNpcSyqLEIhLz4TTQbRUirIIuQQRkz6el2213OyZ4%3D&reserved=0


 

• Although providing documentation to verify eligibility was a particularly difficult part of the process, 

there were many documents relatively easy to obtain. Revising the scoring rubric to consider 

documents that are more readily available will reduce barriers for entry. 

• Only 15% of applicants responded to our email request to provide feedback. Of those who did provide 

feedback, they expressed difficulty receiving answers to their questions and obtaining information 

from LCB. Given this, it will be critical to further examine how LCB can increase effective 

communication with stakeholders moving forward.  

• The frequent rates of assistance and money spent by applicants highlight the arduous process of 

applying for the Social Equity Program. Providing resources for assistance (technical, legal, etc.) may 

further reduce barriers to entry.  

• Importantly, many areas for growth are actively being explored within LCB. For example, work related 

to clarifying rule language, revising the eligibility rubric, distributing information to stakeholders in 

alternative ways (e.g., blogs), and developing resources for application assistance are underway. 

Results from this survey will further elucidate ways to strengthen future application processes and the 

Social Equity Program as a whole.  
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An analysis was commissioned by the LCB and Whitney 

Economics was contracted to provide both data and 

insights pursuant to these laws.  Below are some of  

the findings.

Retail Licensure
• �There are 473 cannabis retail licenses issued by LCB. 

In 2023, Washington retailers sold $1.22 billion in 

cannabis products.1

• �By 2030-2035, 634 retail licenses across Washington 

are estimated to be economically viable. 

• �While opportunities exist in the retail sector in the 

2025 – 2026 timeframe, they are more limited in 

scope and must be examined on a county-by- 

county basis. 

• �There was between 50% - 55% legal consumer 

participation. Described differently, between 45% 

- 47% of the total demand was satisfied via illicit 

channels.2 This is a lower number than previous 

reports provided to the LCB due to differences in 

the methodological approaches and the number of 

consumers in the market.

• �If greater legal participation is achieved, there will be an 

increased demand for additional retail outlets sooner.3

• �If there was 100% legal participation by consumers 

(zero illicit demand) there would be a maximum 

potential of 793 retail licenses at any given time.  

This is considered the theoretical maximum in terms 

of licensure. Most states achieve between 80%-85% 

legal participation once their markets have matured. 

Therefore, the actual number of viable licenses to 

support legal demand will be lower than this maximum. 

Producer Licensure
• �In 2034-2035, there is an estimated demand for 

891 thousand square feet that can be allocated to 

various producers depending on license type. The 

total market demand is the total amount of cultivated 

output required to support all cannabis product types 

Flower, pre-rolls, edibles, tinctures, etc.4

• �Current total supply capacity is 2.6 million pounds.  

In 2024, total supply requirements (Cultivated 

output) are 612 thousand pounds. This means that  

all supply required to satisfy the legal demand  

would only require producers to operate at less  

than 30% capacity.5

• �Oversupply is a key driver in declining prices. This 

is impacting producer profitability, but is good for 

consumer conversions into the legal market.

In 2012, the state of Washington legalized cannabis for adult-use purposes. 
It authorized the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board (LCB) to 
develop and deploy a cannabis regulatory program. A lot has changed 
since 2012 and now 40 states have deployed a medical cannabis 
regulatory program of which 24 are also adult-use. As the market has 
changed, so too have the views of consumers, regulators and legislators. 
In order to keep pace with the changing environment, the Washington 
legislature passed RCW 69.50.335 and RCW 69.50.345 into law and the 
LCB was tasked with developing thresholds for licensure and to focus 
these thresholds at the county level.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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• �With the saturation of supply, opportunities for 

additional licensure in producer/cultivation sectors  

are limited or non-existent. Additional licenses would 

only lead to more excess supply.

Processor Licensure
• �In 2034-2035, 1,782 to 3,340 processor licenses 

in Washington are estimated to be economically 

viable. This includes such businesses as edible 

manufacturers, tinctures, balms, vapes and other non-

flower oriented “derivative” products. 

• �Processor licenses are a large opportunity for 

greater participation in the cannabis industry. With 

low barriers to entry and an abundance of both 

biomass supply and consumer demand, there is 

significant opportunity for processors and product 

manufacturing.

• �Processors and product manufacturers are mostly 

made up of smaller businesses, so this opens up an 

entire sector for innovation and product development. 

This is a highly favorable sector for applicants 

regardless of size.

Overall, in Washington
• �The key to increasing license demand in all  

areas is to drive more legal participation. This  

will, in turn, open up opportunities for greater 

operator participation.

• �There is limited economic viability opportunities  

for retail licenses in 2024 and 2025. There are  

569 licenses allocated by the LCB, but not all will  

be needed until the 2027/2028 timeframe. If greater 

legal participation is achieved, there will be an 

increased demand for additional retail outlets sooner.

• �In terms of producer licenses, Washington is 

oversupplied. Theoretically, the total market  

with 100% legal participation requires only 1.1  

million pounds. 

• �Processors are an important sector in the cannabis 

industry. This license type has the largest number 

of economically viable licenses through 2035. This 

is because processors have stable prices, are not 

as dependent on scale, and have more predictable 

revenues. There is a demographic shift in consumer 

demand in favor of derivative products (such as 

beverages), with 50% and 55% of all retail revenues 

coming from derivative products.6

• �Some focus by LCB to establish some guardrails 

related to the expansion of licenses is required, 

but overall the LCB has managed the industry well, 

especially considering it was the first to legalize.  

The below chart shows the estimated forecasted demand for cannabis licenses in Washington. For reference, 

there are currently 473 retail licenses, 1,039 processor licenses (with most attached to a producer license as well), 

and a total supply capacity of 2.6 million pounds from producers.

Note:

Producer demand is defined in terms of pounds of output, given the different variety of license types.

Processor forecasted licenses assumes 500 pounds of cultivated output per processing license.

Retail license forecast assumes a TEV (Threshold of Economic Viability) of $2.5 million per licensee

Source: LCB, Whitney Economics

Projected Number of Cannabis 
Licenses To Be Economically Viable 

Estimated Demand for 
Producer (pounds)

Processors Retail

5-Year Forecast (2029) 835 thousand pounds 1,670 595 

10-Year Forecast (2034) 891 thousand pounds 1,782 634 

Whitney Economics would like to thank the LCB for this opportunity to provide our expertise.

Beau Whitney, Chief Economist, Whitney Economics
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OBJECTIVE

The objective of this report is to examine the level and extent of cannabis 
licensure at cultivation, processing and retail levels in the state of 
Washington, in order to assess whether additional licenses issued 
would be economically viable at each level. The analysis is broken  
down at state and county levels.

Pursuant to RCW 69.50.335, the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis 
Board (LCB) was asked to adopt rules establishing a threshold of the 
number of retail, producer, and processor licenses that can be located in 
each county. Pursuant to RCW 69.50.345, the LCB was asked to adopt 
rules establishing the maximum number of retail cannabis licenses for 
each county. As such, this report determines the appropriate number of 
licenses for retail, producers, and processor licenses through 2035. 
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INTRODUCTION

Regulating cannabis is not easy and determining the 

appropriate number and type of cannabis licenses 

is very complex. The two most common approaches 

by legislatures and regulators are to either offer an 

unlimited number of licenses, or to restrict the number 

of licenses either based on population or other (in 

some cases, arbitrary) metrics. 

As one of the first states to deploy statewide legal 

adult-use cannabis, Washington has long been used 

as a basis of comparison by other states. Washington 

took a different approach to cannabis licensing, limiting 

the number of retail licenses (The application window 

was open for only a limited amount of time after both 

I-502 in 2012 and SB-5052 in 2021-2022 and has not 

been re-opened), while largely keeping cultivation and 

processing licenses unlimited. Meanwhile, the state’s 

cannabis market has evolved, and so has policy. In 

2022, the Washington legislature tasked the Liquor and 

Cannabis Board (LCB) to assess the potential markets 

at a county level, and develop a methodology whereby 

licenses of all classifications could be allocated at that 

county level. 
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State vs. Federal Dynamic
There are billions of dollars of demand for cannabis 

in the United States, and yet only a minority of the 

demand is satisfied via legal, regulated markets. Of the 

$105 billion in U.S. Total Market Demand (TAM)7 only 

$28.8 billion was satisfied through legal channels that 

are regulated by the states.8 Cannabis remains illegal at 

the federal level in the U.S. Despite its illegality, state-

based regulatory programs have been established in 

40 states for medical purposes, with 24 also allowing 

for sales of cannabis for adult-use purposes. Given this 

state versus federal dynamic, the cannabis industry 

does not operate like other regulated industries. As 

such, cannabis operators are not afforded a broad set 

of federally sanctioned benefits including bankruptcy 

protection and common business tax deductions. 

Also, as a result of federal cannabis prohibition, typical 

agencies in charge of data collection are not collecting 

data on the cannabis industry. Federal agencies that 

aren’t collecting cannabis data include the Bureau of 

Labor and Statistics, the Department of Census and 

the Bureau of Economic Analysis. Without public data, 

policy makers and regulators are challenged when 

attempting to make informed, data-driven decisions.

Market Distortions
In addition to the lack of data collection, the federal 

illegality also creates distortions in the marketplace. For 

example, cannabis operators often find it difficult to obtain 

banking services, basic financial services, and even 

insurance. Cannabis operators also cannot participate in 

interstate commerce, because all cannabis produced in 

a given state system must remain in that state. Without 

a system of interstate commerce, there will be limits 

to growth and to expansion opportunities. Cannabis 

operators are also taxed heavily at the federal level, which 

puts an undue burden on operators operating on razor 

thin margins. States have also added a heavy layer of 

regulatory compliance onto cannabis operators. The cost 

of compliance is very high in most cases. It is no surprise 

that in a recent survey on business conditions, cannabis 

operators reported that only 24% of operators nationally 

were profitable. While inputs from Washington on the 

survey were limited, this trend appears to also hold true for 

Washington operators.⁹

Three Kinds of Cannabis State Market: 
Mature, Ramping and Emerging
Despite many obstacles, the U.S. market continues to 

grow. The source of national growth is coming from newer 

emerging states. For perspective, states in our national 

analysis are broken out into three categories: 1) Mature 

states, 2) Ramping state markets, and 3) Emerging  

state markets. 

1. Mature state markets have deployed legal programs 

and have converted a majority of the total potential 

demand into the legal marketplace. The state of 

Washington would be considered a mature  

state market.

2. Ramping state markets are states that have deployed 

legal regulatory programs but are still in the process of 

converting consumers away from the illicit market and into 

the legal one. Ramping states tend to be the source of the 

largest amount of growth and are the largest contributors 

to growth from 2024 through 2030 and beyond.

3. Emerging state markets are those that have just 

recently deployed a legal program, but is still in its first 

few years of operation. Emerging states tend to have 

large amounts of demand remaining supported by illicit 

suppliers. In recent years, mature markets have seen a 

general decline in their overall markets, or whose growth 

has leveled off. Emerging states are still experiencing 

growth as they continue to convert consumers into their 

legal systems. 

Even with this set of complex market conditions, the 

total legal revenues associated with cannabis sales  

in the U.S. totaled $28.8 billion in 2023. Legal U.S. 

cannabis retail sales were an average of $2.4 billion 

per month. This was an increase from $26.1 billion the 

year before.10

U.S. CANNABIS MARKET UPDATE
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Since its legalization of cannabis in 2012, Washington 

has established itself as a major cannabis market. 

Washington ranks 14th overall in terms of total 

addressable market (This number is based on the 

number of consumers in the state).11 National statistics 

rank Washington 9th overall in the number of 

consumers based in 2022.12 At $1.2 billion in sales in 

2023, Washington ranked 10th in total legal sales.13

From a revenue perspective, the Washington market 

is roughly split between flower sales (47.5%) and 

derivative product sales (52.5%).14

Washington has issued approximately 2,498 active 

cannabis licenses for producers, processors, retailers 

and distributors. These licenses represent more than 

4% of all U.S. cannabis licenses. Washington also 

employs more than 18,700 workers, out of the 440,445 

total workers in the U.S. legal cannabis industry.15 With 

over $1.2 billion in sales, and such strong employment, 

the Washington cannabis market is a strong driver of 

economic activity in the state.16

WASHINGTON STATE CANNABIS MARKET UPDATE
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KEY ELEMENTS THAT DETERMINE SUCCESS OR 
FAILURE IN A STATE REGULATORY SYSTEM

Just because a regulated adult-use or medical market 

is deployed does not guarantee the success of the 

program. There are several key factors that influence 

the level of success a regulatory program will have. 

Each factor influences another, so striking a balance 

between the elements is challenging. Despite the fact 

that many new or emerging states look to previous 

roll-outs for guidance, no one model has emerged as 

the one to duplicate exactly. Each regulatory program 

has strengths and weaknesses and is unique. Price, 

structure, supply and access determine the success of 

a roll out, and are the four key factors of the analysis in 

this report.

Price of cannabis relative to the illicit market – 

Consumers are extremely cost conscious when it 

comes to making a purchasing decision. Regular 

consumers are savvy enough to know the differences 

in price in the legal and illicit channels. If the difference 

in price is too great, where illicit prices are lower than 

legal, the pace of conversion by consumers into the 

legal channel will slow considerably.

Regulatory structure – Regulatory structure plays a 

role in the success or failure of a program, since it can 

influence the amount of access a consumer may have 

to cannabis products or the amount of supply available. 

Regulations can also influence the potential success of 

the licensees. Maintaining a healthy group of licensees 

is a major challenge for regulators. If licensees are 

not profitable, or face operational challenges, the 

regulators may unintentionally create externalities, 

such as diversion, that may exacerbate public safety 

related issues.

Supply of cannabis – Supply plays a major role in 

the success of a regulated market. If there is too little 

supply, prices will remain elevated, and consumer 

participation in the legal market will slow. If the supply 

is in excess, prices will fall, which increases legal 

consumer participation, but if prices fall too much, it 

may result in a lack of profitability, economic stress and 

poor decisions by operators when it comes to diversion 

and public safety.

Consumer access to cannabis – Consumer access 

helps to reduce the influence of the illicit market and 

helps drive legal participation. Consumers will drive up 

to 30 minutes to purchase cannabis products legally, 

however if they have to travel too far, legal participation 

declines.17 The more access a consumer has, then 

better economic opportunities there are for the entire 

cannabis supply chain.18 

The key is to incentivize consumer conversions INTO the legal market. 
Without access to legal cannabis, the choice is already made.
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THE INFLUENCE OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS

The Influence of Local Regulations
City and county rules and regulations can have a 

profound impact on the success or failure of a cannabis 

operation. In some instances, city and county ordinances 

can eliminate an opportunity entirely.19 Currently there 

are both cities and counties that prohibit cannabis 

sales or operations in Washington. The impact of 

opting out of allowing cannabis cannot be overstated. 

By opting out of legal cannabis, counties and cities 

are not allowing its citizenry access to legal, tested 

and regulated cannabis products. Without access, 

consumers are forced to purchase through illicit 

channels, in addition, cities and counties are opting  

out of generating additional economic opportunities 

that extend beyond the mere sale of cannabis. The 

 lack of access was mentioned as a primary reason  

for consumers purchasing from the illicit market.20

Opting Out Also Leads to Additional  
Public Safety Risks
Driving consumers into the illicit market is just one 

issue relating to opting out. In addition, there are 

increased public safety issues that result from the lack 

of access. For example in a study from the National 

Institute of Health (NIH), in states where there is access 

to legal cannabis, prescriptions for opioids decline 11%21 

and opioid related deaths decline 24.8%.22 Providing 

access may help address the issue of opioid use 

while at the same time have the potential to reduce 

health care expenditures by the cities, counties  

and state.

It is Critical to Remain Vigilant on  
Reducing Youth Usage
Research on the impact of cannabis on drug use and 

the impacts of legalization is still an area that requires 

further research. In some instances, research results 

from one study may contradict another. Research 

related to the impact of legalization on youth usage 

is incredibility important in order to ascertain the 

effectiveness of regulatory prevention policies.  

Recent AMA Research on Youth Usage  
and Propensity to Use
In a report published by the American Medical 

Association (AMA),23 access to legal cannabis results 

in a decrease in youth usage. The report indicated that 

passage of recreational cannabis laws (RCL) “was not 

associated with adolescents’ likelihood or frequency of 

cannabis use,” the analysis found, “although negative 

total effect estimates indicated significantly lowered 

use following RCL.” Nor were increases associated 

with the launch of recreational cannabis retail sales 

(RCR). “Results,” the study concludes, “suggest that 

legalization and greater control over cannabis markets 

have not facilitated adolescents’ entry into substance 

use.” Over time, it seems adult-use marijuana laws led 

to lower odds of any cannabis use. “Each additional 

year of RCL,” the study says, “was associated with 8% 

higher odds of zero cannabis use (lower likelihood 

of any use), with non-significant total estimates.” So, 

the benefit of opting into providing legal cannabis in 

a regulated market is that may reduce youth usage 

and issues associated with opioid use as well. While 

cannabis legalization is by no means a panacea, the 

economic and public safety benefits support many 

public policy objectives that extend beyond the 

simple issue of providing access to legal cannabis.

Prohibition Through Legalization. 
Local zoning and licensing laws can influence or 

even prevent cannabis operators from establishing 

a business. It is important that there is a balance 

maintained between state regulations and local 

controls. Opt-out is often considered an opt-in to the 

illicit market. It is imperative that when establishing 

policy at one level, lawmakers consider the business 

environment and impacts at other levels as well. If 

these important considerations are ignored, policy 

changes may result in unintended consequences 

such as economic stress on operators, disincentivizing 

consumer participation, increased illicit diversion, and 

failure to meet public policy objectives related to social 

equity and public safety. The more difficult a city or 
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county makes it for businesses to operate, the less 

legal participation there is. The analysis in this report 

does not adjust for cities and counties that currently 

have moratoriums in place. 

Collaboration Between States, Counties and 
Municipalities is Crucial for Success
Collaboration between cities, counties and state 

regulators is critically important from a public policy 

perspective. It is equally important for states to 

understand the federal environment as well. Despite 

the federal illegality of cannabis, cities, counties, states 

and the federal government all must be aware of the 

impact each group is having on cannabis operators, 

or otherwise they can have a negative impact on the 

businesses, which, in turn can negatively impact other 

public policy objectives related to illicit activity, public 

safety, protection of the youth and addressing social 

justice issues. Cannabis is a local issue, so while acting 

locally one must think globally as well.
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The retail sector is critically important to any cannabis 

supply chain, because it provides consumers with 

access to cannabis products, it is a source of significant 

economic activity, and retailers generate significant 

amounts of business and tax revenue. 

• �Overall, the revenues in the retail sector account  

for roughly 59.3% of the entire U.S. cannabis  

value chain.24

• �U.S. retailers averaged $2.5 million per year in 

revenue.25

• �Several states had retail averages in excess of $10 

million, while others were at or below $1 million.26

• �Washington retailers averaged $2.6 million ranking 

23rd out of the 38 states with some form of legal 

access.27 It is somewhat coincidental that Washington 

retail averages mirror the U.S. national average for 

retail sales per store.

Retailers Pay Significant Federal Taxes
While it is a significant source of economic activity, the 

retail sector also pays the most in terms of business 

taxation, particularly at the federal level. Due to the 

federal illegality of cannabis, cannabis operators are 

not permitted to claim many deductions off of their 

federal tax liability. As a result, cannabis retailers often 

experience an effective tax rate in excess of 70%. In 

a recent study conducted by Whitney Economics, the 

overall cannabis industry paid in excess of $2.12 billion 

in federal taxes in 2022 as a result of the federal tax 

code 280E limiting standard business deductions. Of 

this amount, $1.81 billion was paid by retailers.28 

How do Federal Taxes Impact  
Retail Licensees?
Federal taxes can make or break the profitability of a 

cannabis company, and particularly at the retail level. If 

a retailer falls behind on tax payments, there are very 

few tools available to catch back up. Retailers cannot 

simply raise prices to make up the difference, since so 

much will be taxed. Also, typical financial instruments 

are not available to cannabis operators, since banks 

are reluctant to make loans. The loans that are  

made are often high interest loans, with rates in  

the range of 25% - 35%.29 With higher interest rates  

and fewer lenders, access to capital has made it 

difficult for cannabis operators to start-up or fund 

ongoing operations. This situation can lead to 

economic distress, loss of business, or desperate 

actions taken by the retail operators.

How Much Do Retailers Need to Generate  
to Remain Viable?
Considering the cost structure of a cannabis retailer, 

the highest costs to run the business are product 

acquisition, labor and federal taxes. In order to cover 

additional costs of doing business such as rent, health 

care, security, compliance, etc. A retailer needs to 

generate approximately $2.5 million per year in order 

to remain viable.30 Smaller operators in rural parts of 

the U.S. require approximately $1.6 million per year as 

they require less labor. This does not mean to imply 

that if a business generates revenues below this 

threshold, that they will immediately go out of business. 

However, the farther below this level of revenue, the 

greater the propensity for business failure, diversion of 

products and other illicit activities. Whitney Economics 

uses this Threshold of Economic Viability (TEV) as its 

guiding principle in determining the number of licenses 

in a given market. A more aggressive analysis is also 

included in this report, but these more aggressive 

models are more viable in rural areas than in the more 

densely populated counties.

RETAIL CANNABIS LICENSES IN WASHINGTON
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Chart: Determinants in the Threshold of 
Economic Viability
Description: This chart examines some of the main 

components of determining the threshold of economic 

viability by county. It examines sales, product acquisition 

costs, labor, federal taxes, additional costs (Rent, Debt 

Service, Insurance, Compliance, etc). The model also 

incorporates roughly $100,000 of additional expenses 

that are required throughout the year.

The key here is that it takes a minimum amount of 

revenue for a retailer to be viable and sustain its 

operations. If a retailer dips below this threshold, it can 

still operate, but not in the long run. The operator may 

have to cut expenses, or make a decision to operate 

in both the illicit and legal markets in order to avoid 

business failure. The TEV is an indicator of how close is 

the operators to economic distress.

Source: Whitney Economics

Washington Sales per 
Month

TEV Sales Product 
acquisition 
costs

Labor 
units

Per capita 
Income by 
county

Labor Cost 280E 
Taxes

Remainder Additional 
Expenses

Remainder - 
addtl

Adams $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $47,933 $479,330 $239,400 $421,270 $302,917 $118,353 

Asotin $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,340 $543,400 $258,300 $428,300 $313,631 $114,669 

Benton $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,454 $544,540 $258,300 $427,160 $313,807 $113,353 
Chelan $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,685 $626,850 $283,500 $439,650 $327,613 $112,037 
Clallam $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $55,566 $555,660 $258,300 $416,040 $315,519 $100,521 

Clark $230,000 $2,760,000 $1,380,000 10 $65,522 $655,220 $289,800 $434,980 $332,264 $102,716 

Columbia $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,566 $625,660 $283,500 $440,840 $327,430 $113,410 

Cowlitz $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,630 $546,300 $258,300 $425,400 $314,078 $111,322 

Douglas $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $49,114 $491,140 $239,400 $409,460 $304,735 $104,725 

Ferry $180,000 $2,160,000 $1,080,000 10 $44,144 $441,440 $226,800 $411,760 $296,516 $115,244 

Franklin $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,072 $460,720 $233,100 $416,180 $299,768 $116,412 

Garfield $215,000 $2,580,000 $1,290,000 10 $58,112 $581,120 $270,900 $437,980 $320,005 $117,975 

Grant $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $48,963 $489,630 $239,400 $410,970 $304,503 $106,467 

Grays Harbor $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,878 $468,780 $233,100 $408,120 $301,009 $106, 46 

Island $230,000 $2,760,000 $1,380,000 10 $65,564 $655,640 $289,800 $434,560 $332,329 $102,231 

Jefferson $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,898 $628,980 $283,500 $437,520 $327,941 $109,579 

King $350,000 $4,200,000 $2,100,000 10 $113,819 $1,138,190 $441,000 $520,810 $413,424 $107,386 

Kitsap $240,000 $2,880,000 $1,440,000 10 $68,198 $681,980 $302,400 $455,620 $336,951 $118,669 

Kittitas $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $55,076 $550,760 $258,300 $420,940 $314,765 $106,175 

Klickitat $200,000 $2,400,000 $1,200,000 10 $53,305 $533,050 $252,000 $414,950 $311,755 $103,195 

Lewis $200,000 $2,400,000 $1,200,000 10 $52,769 $527,690 $252,000 $420,310 $310,929 $109,381 

Lincoln $200,000 $2,400,000 $1,200,000 10 $51,953 $519,530 $252,000 $428,470 $309,673 $118,797 

Mason $195,000 $2,340,000 $1,170,000 10 $51,375 $513,750 $245,700 $410,550 $308,500 $102,050 

Okanogan $195,000 $2,340,000 $1,170,000 10 $49,552 $495,520 $245,700 $428,780 $305,692 $123,088 

Pacific $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,498 $464,980 $233,100 $411,920 $300,424 $111,496 

Pend Oreille $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $48,892 $488,920 $239,400 $411,680 $304,393 $107,287 

Pierce $220,000 $2,640,000 $1,320,000 10 $59,986 $599,860 $277,200 $442,940 $323,174 $119,766 

San Juan $290,000 $3,480,000 $1,740,000 10 $89,744 $897,440 $365,400 $477,160 $372,958 $104,202 

Skagit $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,915 $629,150 $283,500 $437,350 $327,967 $109,383 

Skamania $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,472 $624,720 $283,500 $441,780 $327,285 $114,495 

Snohomish $240,000 $2,880,000 $1,440,000 10 $69,010 $690,100 $302,400 $447,500 $338,201 $109,299 

Spokane $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,223 $542,230 $258,300 $429,470 $313,451 $116,019 

Stevens $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,750 $467,500 $233,100 $409,400 $300,812 $108,588 

Thurston $215,000 $2,580,000 $1,290,000 10 $59,697 $596,970 $270,900 $422,130 $322,446 $99,684 

Wahkiakum $195,000 $2,340,000 $1,170,000 10 $50,372 $503,720 $245,700 $420,580 $306,955 $113,625 

Walla Walla $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $55,436 $554,360 $258,300 $417,340 $315,319 $102,021 

Whatcom $215,000 $2,580,000 $1,290,000 10 $58,993 $589,930 $270,900 $429,170 $321,362 $107,808 

Whitman $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,672 $466,720 $233,100 $410,180 $300,692 $109,488 

Yakima $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $49,266 $492,660 $239,400 $407,940 $304,969 $102,971 
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The Key to Retail Success is Competitive 
Pricing and Incentivizing Consumers to 
Participate Legally
Demand that changes significantly due to changes 

in price is defined in economics as elastic. Demand 

that does not change very much when prices change is 

defined as inelastic. Cannabis consumers are very price 

sensitive. Therefore, the demand is considered elastic. 

Given how sensitive consumers are to pricing changes, 

price and pricing strategy, including taxation, can play a 

key role in incentivizing consumers to participate legally.

Digging into Demand Elasticity
Previous economic and academic models on pricing 

sensitivity assumed a high level of addiction and limited 

product substitutes, leading to the conclusion that 

cannabis consumers would pay nearly any price to 

acquire cannabis products31 and is therefore inelastic. 

While the potential addictive nature of cannabis is 

outside the scope of this report and requires further 

research, data on consumer participation gathered 

by Whitney Economics and other researchers 

indicate that consumers are very price sensitive and 

that substitute products could be found via the illicit 

market. Therefore, demand have been proven to be 

quite elastic. The demand elasticity has been affirmed 

by studies from NIH.32 Once these two assumptions 

were addressed, it was concluded that demand is 

highly elastic, meaning the higher the price, the lower 

the demand. Whitney Economics has set the industry 

standard for cannabis demand elasticity at between 

-2.1 to -2.4, where any number greater than -1.0 is 

considered elastic. As a result, the key to consumer 

participation is keeping prices low (relative to the illicit 

channel) and providing consumers with access.

Chart: Top reasons consumers did not buy legally
Description: This chart is a summary of the University of Waterloo report to the LCB on why consumers do not 

purchase cannabis in the legally regulated retail stores in Washington.

Higher prices and less convenience 

led the list of reasons buyers said they 

chose to buy cannabis illegally last 

year, with 18% of respondents citing 

each of those categories.  

(Source: Retail — and illicit — cannabis markets endure; med-
ical in 'dire straits' - Salish Current (salish-current.org) also 
data from University of Waterloo – Washington 2022 Canna-
bis Report (May 2023) University of Waterloo – Washington 
2022 Cannabis Report (May 2023) - HAMMOND D, CORSETTI 
D, FATAAR F, IRANIPARAST M, DANH HONG D, BURKHALTER 
R. INTERNATIONAL CANNABIS POLICY STUDY - WASHING-
TON 2022 SUMMARY. MAY 2023.) The chart was used as it 
summarized the data better visually.
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Current Status of Retail Licenses  
in Washington
At the time of this report, there were 473 active 

retail licenses issued by LCB. Not all of these were 

operational, as some are in jurisdictions that have 

some form of restriction on cannabis businesses. The 

retail license grouping generated over $1.22 billion in 

cannabis sales in the state.33 There was between 53% 

and 55% legal participation by consumers in 2023. 

(Please see appendix 3 - Methodology) In addition, 

there were also sales on tribal lands, which are not 

included in this analysis. Washington ranks 23rd 

Nationally in Average Revenue per Retailer.34
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Maximum Potential Retail Licenses  
in Washington
The maximum potential for licenses in Washington, 

and by county, assumes that there is 100% consumer 

participation and that there are no illicit sales. This 

is the upper bound for licenses. Most states peak at 

roughly 80% - 85% legal consumer participation.35 

Other states may appear to have greater than this 

amount, and the percentage is influenced upward by 

canna tourism.

License Issuance Should Consider Licensee 
Health in Addition to Legal Participation
The number of potential retailers is determined by 

balancing the total number of consumers in a market 

and how much they spend, against the number of 

retailers needed to support them. Retailers require 

a minimum threshold of revenue in order to cover 

the cost of their operations, as well as federal 

taxation. Licensee health is equally as important at 

incentivizing consumer legal participation. If there are 

too few retailers, prices will remain high, consumers 

will not have adequate access and legal consumer 

participation will slow. If there are too many retailers, 

they will not have enough revenue to be sustainable 

in the long run. Knowing the upper bound is critical in 

determining where the balance lies.

From a theoretical perspective, 793 is the 
maximum number of retail licenses that 
the state of Washington could support 
assuming all sales were made from the 
legal market. Given most states achieve 
between 80%-85% legal participation, 
retail licenses issued would be less than 
this amount and would cap out at roughly 
630 - 650 retail licenses.

From a county-to-county perspective, there are 

opportunities to add licenses. A chart on the number 

per county is listed in the below. The chart below 

examines the total number of additional licenses a 

county could potentially issue, assuming that there are 

no illicit sales. This is the upper bound for cannabis 

retail licensure.

Chart: Total Current Retail Licenses
Description: This chart lists the number of licenses issued for retail in Washington as of 04/03/2024. While there 

are additional licenses allocated and some that are banned in counties, this chart is intended to show how many 

licenses that are currently active by the LCB at the county level.

Source: Whitney Economics

Washington 473 Retail Licenses

Adams 2 Grays Harbor 10 Pierce 32

Asotin 3 Island 7 San Juan 3

Benton 4 Jefferson 6 Skagit 18

Chelan 8 King 104 Skamania 2

Clallam 10 Kitsap 20 Snohomish 50

Clark 17 Kittitas 6 Spokane 33

Columbia 1 Klickitat 2 Stevens 7

Cowlitz 13 Lewis 4 Thurston 21

Douglas 3 Lincoln 3 Wahkiakum 2

Ferry 1 Mason 9 Walla Walla 3

Franklin 3 Okanogan 9 Whatcom 25

Garfield 0 Pacific 3 Whitman 7

Grant 10 Pend Oreille 1 Yakima 11
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Given that there is a delta between the number of 

licenses issued (473) and the total number of license 

potential (793), there is an opportunity to add more 

licensees at the retail level. The number of new 

licenses though will be dependent upon how quickly 

the legal consumer participation grows. It will also 

depend upon whether or not the city or county will 

allow a cannabis business to operate.

Washington’s Retail Licensing Model
Most state markets tend to deploy licenses based on 

certain metrics, such as population. Others choose to 

issue unlimited licenses. Both licensure models can 

create distortions in the marketplace. For example, too 

many licenses can impact the health of the business 

and profitability, and too few can result in slower 

conversions due to lack of access. Deploying licenses 

that are in line with the demand allows for a predictable 

process, is transparent and will enable a healthy 

business operator.

Based on a survey deployed in 2022, a majority 

(49.1%) of the general public in Washington felt that the 

number of cannabis retail outlets was “about right”, 

while 25.0% of survey respondents thought there were 

already too many. The issuance of new retail licenses 

in a controlled manner can help maintain the current 

sentiment, and help educate others that the market 

may in fact be underserved.36 

Chart: Maximum Number of Retail Licenses for Washington
Description: This chart lists the total maximum number of retail licenses by county assuming all cannabis demand is 

satisfied via legal channels. Any additional license issuance would be greater than the demand in the market.

Washington 793 Max Potential

Adams 2 Grays Harbor 10 Pierce 103

Asotin 3 Island 10 San Juan 2

Benton 24 Jefferson 4 Skagit 14

Chelan 9 King 168 Skamania 1

Clallam 10 Kitsap 29 Snohomish 86

Clark 55 Kittitas 6 Spokane 65

Columbia 0 Klickitat 3 Stevens 6

Cowlitz 13 Lewis 10 Thurston 35

Douglas 5 Lincoln 1 Wahkiakum 1

Ferry 1 Mason 9 Walla Walla 7

Franklin 12 Okanogan 5 Whatcom 27

Garfield 0 Pacific 3 Whitman 6

Grant 12 Pend Oreille 2 Yakima 31

Chart: Summary of University Report for LCB on Perception of Retail Saturation
Description: This chart, taken directly from the University of Waterloo LCB report on cannabis examines consumer 

perception on if there are enough stores in their community.

Citation: University of Waterloo – Washington 2022 Cannabis Report (May 2023) HAMMOND D, CORSETTI D, FATAAR F, IRANIPARAST M, DANH HONG D, BURKHALTER R.  
INTERNATIONAL CANNABIS POLICY STUDY - WASHINGTON 2022 SUMMARY. MAY 2023.

Source: Whitney Economics

Policy_Store: Do you feel the number of marijauna stores in your community is... 

Policy Store Frequency % 95% CI

Too low 248 7.9 6.8 9.0

About right 1536 49.1 47.1 51.1

Too high 783 25.0 23 26.7

Don't know 520 16.6 15.1 18.1

Refuse to answer 45 1.4 0.9 2.0

Total 3131 100.0
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Washington Current Licensed  
Retailers

Difference:  
Current Licenses vs. Forecast

473 Negative means more viable  
licenses needed

2024 Retail Forecasted Licenses 436 37 

2025 Retail Forecasted Licenses 476 (3)

2026 Retail Forecasted Licenses 515 (42)

2027 Retail Forecasted Licenses 555 (82)

2028 Retail Forecasted Licenses 595 (122)

2029 Retail Forecasted Licenses 595 (122)

2030 Retail Forecasted Licenses 634 (161)

2031 Retail Forecasted Licenses 634 (161)

2032 Retail Forecasted Licenses 634 (161)

2033 Retail Forecasted Licenses 634 (161)

2034 Retail Forecasted Licenses 634 (161)

2035 Retail Forecasted Licenses 634 (161)

Potential - Upper Bound (MAX) 793 (320)

In 2023, the number of licenses issued at the retail 

level was mostly in line with demand coming from legal 

participation. However, by 2025 and 2026, there will 

be too few licenses. This delta is forecasted to grow 

throughout the decade. By identifying this demand for 

new licenses now, it will give the legislature time to also 

develop policy to help new and existing licensees to  

be successful.

At a high level, Washington should support more retail 

licenses beginning in 2026. It is important to recruit 

new applicants now as it will take time to identify a 

business location, secure enough funding and obtain 

the appropriate permits. This process is quite lengthy 

and can take between 1 – 2 years to complete.

Chart: Current active licenses versus future demand
Description: This chart examines the current total number of licenses issued in Washington and then compares 

that to the total number that are forecasted in the future. The forecast is based on the level of legal participation 

that is anticipated for each year through 2035. Any negative number (in red parenthesis) is considered an 

opportunity to issue more licenses. (A definition of legal participation is listed in the glossary).

Source: Whitney Economics
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Chart: Forecasted Retail License Amounts by County (2024 – 2035)
Description: This chart forecasts the number of licenses for each county in a given year. The forecast considers 

the amount of legal participation, total revenue and then estimates the number of viable retail licenses that would 

support the demand. The issuance of licenses greater than forecast may impact the viability of the other licensees. 

(For more information on how to calculate license amounts, please see appendix) This retail license projection is 

based on the Threshold of Economic Viability assuming 10 employees.

Jurisdiction Current 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 473 436 476 515 555 595 595 634 634 634 634 634 634

Adams 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Asotin 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Benton 4 13 14 16 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19

Chelan 8 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Clallam 10 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Clark 17 30 33 36 39 41 41 44 44 44 44 44 44

Columbia 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cowlitz 13 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11

Douglas 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Ferry 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Franklin 3 6 7 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grant 10 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10

Grays Harbor 10 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Island 7 5 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8

Jefferson 6 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

King 104 92 101 109 117 126 126 134 134 134 134 134 134

Kitsap 20 16 18 19 21 22 22 24 24 24 24 24 24

Kittitas 6 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5

Klickitat 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Lewis 4 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Lincoln 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mason 9 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Okanogan 9 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Pacific 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Pend Oreille 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Pierce 32 57 62 67 72 77 77 82 82 82 82 82 82

San Juan 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Skagit 18 8 9 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11

Skamania 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Snohomish 50 47 52 56 60 65 65 69 69 69 69 69 69

Spokane 33 36 39 43 46 49 49 52 52 52 52 52 52

Stevens 7 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Thurston 21 19 21 22 24 26 26 28 28 28 28 28 28

Wahkiakum 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Walla Walla 3 4 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Whatcom 25 15 16 18 19 20 20 22 22 22 22 22 22

Whitman 7 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Yakima 11 17 18 20 21 23 23 24 24 24 24 24 24

436 476 515 555 595 595 634 634 634 634 634 634
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Rural Counties May be Able to Add More 
Licenses Sooner Due to Lower Labor 
Requirements
When assessing the number of viable licenses 

to support demand in Washington, a threshold 

of economic viability (TEV) used assumed 10 full 

time employees (FTE) per retailer. This is based on 

surveys of cannabis retailers across the U.S. Whitney 

Economics uses this Threshold of Economic Viability 

(TEV) as its guiding principle in determining the number 

of licenses in a given market. A more aggressive 

analysis is also included in the appendix of this report 

that uses 5 FTE. By employing a fewer number of 

workers and having less labor costs, the TEV is also 

lowered, which increases the number of potentially 

viable licenses. However, these more aggressive 

models are more applicable in rural areas than in the 

more densely populated counties. 

Retail Licenses in Washington - Summary
The cities, counties and state can work together, 

balancing the demand for cannabis with an appropriate 

level of access. Then, they can expand that access as 

more consumers participate through legal cannabis 

channels. This will enable the state to maintain public 

policy objectives, provide a healthier environment for 

operators, reduce illicit diversions, and take advantage 

of the economic opportunities that cannabis offers in 

counties throughout the state.  The key is not to grow 

too fast, nor so slow that consumers choose illicit 

participation over legal.
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PRODUCER LICENSING ANALYSIS (CULTIVATION)

Cultivators Sell into Two Main Channels
In the case of cannabis economics, it all starts with the 

plant. Cultivation is the key to understanding the entire 

industry. There are two paths that cultivated output 

can take. It can go directly to retailers in the form of 

flower and pre-rolled cannabis joints, or it can go to 

processors who then extract the essential oils out of 

the plant’s biomass. Once the oil has been separated 

from the plant matter, it can then be productized 

into a variety of products that have different delivery 

mechanisms. These are called derivative products. 

Cannabis flower and pre-rolled ‘joint’ demand make  

up between 45% - 50% of the total retail sales revenue, 

while derivative products such as vaporizers, edibles 

and tinctures make up the rest.37

It is a Tough Market for Cultivators
While they are important to the industry, cultivators 

tend to be at the whim of both nature and the 

consumer. Cultivators have the least power in the 

supply chain, particularly when there is excess 

cultivation capacity. A state’s regulatory structure 

can also determine the fate of cannabis cultivators’ 

profitability.  The producer sector is the one sector 

often overlooked by regulators when it comes to 

limiting licenses. This leads to oversupply issues. Due 

to federal illegality of cannabis, if a company fails in this 

space, there is no safety net. A failed business results 

in personal wealth destruction. If there is too much 

capacity or too much output, the market can easily  

be oversupplied. This hurts cultivators. 

Many Factors Influence Business Success 
and Failure
If supply is greater than demand, prices will fall. If 

prices fall too much, cultivators will not be profitable 

and may make poor choices when faced with survival 

decisions. Typically, in markets that have excess supply, 

prices will fall until they reach a point where producers 

can no longer decrease prices further due to costs.  

There are instances where panicked producers sell 

into the illicit market in order to backfill their revenue 

and remain in business. In a period of falling prices, 

consumer participation in the legal market accelerates.  

The cannabis cultivation sector should be measured 

by the amount of capacity and capacity utilized, rather 

than the number of licenses. In the cultivation sector, it 

is necessary to monitor different indicators, like price 

per pound and total capacity per capita.

Determining the Level of Cultivated Output 
to Support the Demand
Before delving into the amount of capacity that has 

been licensed and assessing the opportunities for 

licensure, it is important to understand the level 

of demand for the cultivated output. The level of 

demand is based on the total number of consumers 

in the state or county. It also considers per capital 

consumption. An analysis published in 2022 on the 

total supply of cannabis in the U.S.38 showed that the 

amount of per capita supply that will satisfy consumer 

demand is remarkably similar regardless of which 

state the consumer is in. The amount of per capita 

supply needed to satisfy demand in a given market 

is measured by examining how much was produced 

(Cultivated) and sold through directly to consumers or 

to processors and how many consumers purchased 

that output, regardless of product type. In the case 

of Washington, the per capita supply was multiplied 

by the total number of consumers in order to get the 

total potential supply (1.11 million pounds) and the total 

potential supply was multiplied by the level of legal 

participation forecasted each year to provide yearly 

cultivated output demand projections from  

2024 – 2035.

Current Status of Cannabis Cultivation 
Licensing in Washington
There are currently 986 active producer and producer 

processor licenses in Washington.  The total capacity 

associated with this level of licensure is 2.61 million 

pounds of cultivated output (See calculations in 

the appendix). We are examining this from a supply 

capacity perspective, instead of from the number 

of licenses issued, due to the fact the size of a 

producer operation can vary based upon its tier. The 
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total demand, assuming that all 100% of the market 

is satisfied via legal channels, is 1.11 million pounds. 

Therefore, there is 1.50 million pounds of excess 

capacity assuming full capacity utilization. The entire 

market (illicit and legal) can be supported with less than 

45% of current capacity utilization. 

Normal Capacity Utilization
Cultivators are savvy enough to modulate their supply 

to market conditions.  If prices are too low, they will 

only plant what they need to cover expenses for the 

year. These are not uncommon ratios across the United 

States when it comes to balancing cannabis supply 

relative to legal demand. This actually shows the extent 

of the potential overage. Given the fact that not all of 

the demand is supplied via legal channels, the current 

annual legal demand could be supported through 

2035 with a capacity utilization of 30% - 35%. The 

lower the capacity, the greater risk there is to producer 

profitability. Based on previous LCB statements in 

202240, cultivators ran on the average at 50%  

capacity utilization.

Despite Nimble Farmers’ Best Efforts, 
Overages Still Happen
When overages occur, it means that there is greater 

supply than demand. This leads to falling prices and 

economic distress for the farmers. When cycles of 

excess supply occur, producers are nimble enough 

to adjust their planting schedules in response. That is 

supported by the recent LCB comments (2022) that 

producers were only utilizing roughly 50% of their 

capacity. However, given the level of the overage, 

prices are predicted to continue to fall. In a period of 

rising input costs (Labor, electricity, interest rates, etc.), 

producers may struggle with profitability. This is one 

reason why a majority of the producers (84.2%) are also 

cannabis processors.41

Maximum Potential for Supply
The maximum potential for supply in Washington, 

and by county, assumes that there is 100% consumer 

participation and that there are no illicit sales. Maximum 

potential for supply is the upper bound for licensed 

capacity. Currently, if fully utilized, Washington has 

2.6 million pounds of licensed capacity and 1.1 million 

pounds of demand. Therefore, the state currently has 

too much supply. 

Chart: Output per square foot by grow type
Description: Each grow type (Indoor, Outdoor or Greenhouse (Both)) has different output for each square foot of 

canopy. The estimates in this chart are provided by Resource Innovation Institute (RII).39 RII tracks output per square 

foot for producers across the country in their “Power Score” tool. Given that this is national data, RII estimates per 

square foot can be used for estimates regardless of region or state. Some state regulators mandate that each 

producer log in their output data into the RII tool. They also track electricity and water consumption in the tool.

For simplicity’s sake and conservatism, Whitney Economics used the outdoor output of 0.101 pounds per square 

foot for Washington licensees that were designated as “Both” rather than assume the designation of both implied it 

was a greenhouse.

Grow Type Output /sq ft

Indoor 0.432

GH 0.217

Outdoor 0.101
Source: Resource Innovation institute

Jurisdiction Current Licensed Capacity Potential - Upper Bound 
(MAX) Current vs Potential

Washington 2,610,639 1,113,484  1,497,155  (Excess)
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In some states, like Colorado, if capacity is not fully 

utilized and that the producer cannot prove that they 

have demand for 75% - 85% of their output, then 

regulators are empowered to reduce the amount 

of licensed canopy of that operator. In the case of 

Washington, they have already exceeded the upper 

bound. This means that there are no economically 

viable opportunities for the issuance of additional 

cultivation licenses

Washington’s Cultivation Licensing Model
The current supply capacity in Washington can meet 

the legal demand for cannabis through 2035. The  

chart below examines the amount of supply forecasted  

to meet legal demand for all cannabis products 

(Flower, trim, derivative products, etc) and lists the  

total supply that could be produced at various levels  

of capacity utilization. 

Chart: Supply Output Scenarios (based on utilization rates)  
vs. Forecasted Demand in 2024
Description: This chart examines the amount of supply in pounds that is forecasted to meet the 2024 legal  

demand in the state. It then examines how much capacity needs to be utilized in order to meet that demand. 

Although excess supply can present economic challenges for producers, many remain in the market with the hope 

of full federal legalization or hoping that federal reform will open up the national market.

Current Supply 
Capacity Licensed

20%  
Utilization

30% 
Utilization

40% 
Utilization

50% 
Utilization

60%  
Utilization

70% 
Utilization

80% 
Utilization

90%  
Utilization

Supply Based  
on Utilization ---> 2,610,639 522,128 783,192 1,044,256 1,305,319 1,566,383 1,827,447 2,088,511 2,349,575 

2024 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

612,416 
2024 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2025 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

668,090 
2025 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2026 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

723,765 
2026 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2027 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

779,439 
2027 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2028 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

835,113 
2028 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2029 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

835,113 
2029 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2030 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

890,787 
2030 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2031 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

890,787 
2031 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2032 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

890,787 
2032 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2033 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

890,787 
2033 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2034 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

890,787 
2034 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

2035 Supply 
Forecast based 
on Demand

890,787 
2035 

demand 
covered

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Excess 
Supply if 
Utilized

Source: Whitney Economics
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Chart: Supply vs. Demand
Description: This chart examines the total capacity by county and then lists the total amount of supply forecasted 

each year that will meet the demand for all products. Supply is defined as cultivated output, since the output can be 

used in multiple products, besides flower and pre-rolls.

Washington  
county

Active 
Producer 
Licenses 
in 2024

Total 
Supply 

Capacity 
2024

Demand 
2024

Estimated 
Demand 

2025

Estimated 
Demand 

2026

Estimated 
Demand 

2027

Estimated 
Demand 

2028

Estimated 
Demand 

2029 

Estimated 
Demand 

2030

Estimated 
Demand 

2031

Estimated 
Demand 

2032

Estimated 
Demand 

2033

Estimated 
Demand 

2034

Estimated 
Demand 

2035

Washington 
State

986 2,610,639 612,416 668,090 723,765 779,439 835,113 835,113 890,787 890,787 890,787 890,787 890,787 890,787 

Adams 36 82,268 1,362 1,486 1,610 1,734 1,858 1,858 1,981 1,981 1,981 1,981 1,981 1,981 

Asotin 1 864 1,786 1,948 2,110 2,273 2,435 2,435 2,597 2,597 2,597 2,597 2,597 2,597 

Benton  41 123,212 15,606 17,025 18,444 19,863 21,281 21,281 22,700 22,700 22,700 22,700 22,700 22,700 

Chelan 3 4,947 6,249 6,817 7,386 7,954 8,522 8,522 9,090 9,090 9,090 9,090 9,090 9,090 

Clallam 14 36,936 6,493 7,083 7,673 8,263 8,854 8,854 9,444 9,444 9,444 9,444 9,444 9,444 

Clark 14 74,466 40,021 43,659 47,298 50,936 54,574 54,574 58,213 58,213 58,213 58,213 58,213 58,213 

Columbia  1 518 325 355 384 414 443 443 473 473 473 473 473 473 

Cowlitz 20 52,392 8,600 9,382 10,164 10,946 11,727 11,727 12,509 12,509 12,509 12,509 12,509 12,509 

Douglas 21 59,237 3,273 3,571 3,868 4,166 4,463 4,463 4,761 4,761 4,761 4,761 4,761 4,761 

Ferry  2 3,504 599 653 708 762 816 816 871 871 871 871 871 871 

Franklin 0 0 6,806 7,425 8,044 8,662 9,281 9,281 9,900 9,900 9,900 9,900 9,900 9,900 

Garfield  0 0 179 195 212 228 244 244 260 260 260 260 260 260 

Grant 88 218,645 7,237 7,895 8,553 9,211 9,869 9,869 10,527 10,527 10,527 10,527 10,527 10,527 

Grays 
Harbor

30 117,949 6,106 6,662 7,217 7,772 8,327 8,327 8,882 8,882 8,882 8,882 8,882 8,882 

Island  10 19,824 7,191 7,845 8,499 9,152 9,806 9,806 10,460 10,460 10,460 10,460 10,460 10,460 

Jefferson  8 11,850 2,951 3,219 3,487 3,755 4,023 4,023 4,292 4,292 4,292 4,292 4,292 4,292 

King 44 104,242 185,507 202,371 219,235 236,099 252,964 252,964 269,828 269,828 269,828 269,828 269,828 269,828 

Kitsap 13 33,722 22,311 24,339 26,368 28,396 30,424 30,424 32,453 32,453 32,453 32,453 32,453 32,453 

Kittitas  7 20,336 3,656 3,988 4,321 4,653 4,985 4,985 5,318 5,318 5,318 5,318 5,318 5,318 

Klickitat  11 22,952 1,857 2,026 2,195 2,364 2,533 2,533 2,701 2,701 2,701 2,701 2,701 2,701 

Lewis  4 15,552 6,439 7,024 7,609 8,195 8,780 8,780 9,365 9,365 9,365 9,365 9,365 9,365 

Lincoln  16 49,823 865 943 1,022 1,101 1,179 1,179 1,258 1,258 1,258 1,258 1,258 1,258 

Mason 32 92,163 5,359 5,847 6,334 6,821 7,308 7,308 7,795 7,795 7,795 7,795 7,795 7,795 

Okanogan 112 259,513 3,332 3,635 3,937 4,240 4,543 4,543 4,846 4,846 4,846 4,846 4,846 4,846 

Pacific 12 41,477 1,974 2,153 2,333 2,512 2,692 2,692 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 

Pend Oreille  4 6,388 1,115 1,217 1,318 1,420 1,521 1,521 1,622 1,622 1,622 1,622 1,622 1,622 

Pierce 61 192,449 71,598 78,107 84,616 91,125 97,634 97,634 104,143 104,143 104,143 104,143 104,143 104,143 

San Juan 3 3,877 1,576 1,720 1,863 2,006 2,149 2,149 2,293 2,293 2,293 2,293 2,293 2,293 

Skagit  24 62,203 10,210 11,138 12,066 12,994 13,923 13,923 14,851 14,851 14,851 14,851 14,851 14,851 

Skamania 3 6,367 978 1,066 1,155 1,244 1,333 1,333 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 

Snohomish 82 220,527 65,548 71,506 77,465 83,424 89,383 89,383 95,342 95,342 95,342 95,342 95,342 95,342 

Spokane 100 260,796 42,472 46,333 50,194 54,055 57,916 57,916 61,777 61,777 61,777 61,777 61,777 61,777 

Stevens 30 64,774 3,683 4,018 4,353 4,688 5,023 5,023 5,357 5,357 5,357 5,357 5,357 5,357 

Thurston  57 159,144 23,509 25,646 27,784 29,921 32,058 32,058 34,195 34,195 34,195 34,195 34,195 34,195 

Wahkiakum  1 2,121 378 412 447 481 515 515 550 550 550 550 550 550 

Walla Walla 4 8,080 4,829 5,268 5,707 6,146 6,586 6,586 7,025 7,025 7,025 7,025 7,025 7,025 

Whatcom  51 105,528 18,472 20,151 21,830 23,509 25,189 25,189 26,868 26,868 26,868 26,868 26,868 26,868 

Whitman 9 16,271 3,572 3,896 4,221 4,546 4,871 4,871 5,195 5,195 5,195 5,195 5,195 5,195 

Yakima 17 55,723 18,392 20,064 21,736 23,408 25,080 25,080 26,752 26,752 26,752 26,752 26,752 26,752 

Source: Whitney Economics, LCB
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Cultivation Licenses in  
Washington - Summary
Excess supply is a common issue in state cannabis 

markets throughout the U.S. How cannabis farmers 

react to the oversupply will be a challenge for 

regulators. Investment interest in producer licenses 

becomes a challenge in this environment, as the cost 

of capital and risks are too much for many producers to 

bear. The total amount of supply estimated to support 

the market can be met with less than 40% of the total 

capacity. Any further issuance of licenses would only 

exacerbate the excess and make things harder for 

cultivators. The lack of available financing, weighed 

against the risks, combined with market conditions 

would lead to business failures.

Output per License Type and Tier
If there is an instance in the future whereby a balance 

has been achieved the below chart can serve as 

a guide to determine output expectations by the 

applicant and how much of the available capacity 

would be licensed. Each additional cultivation license 

application must be reviewed on a case-by-case 

basis to determine if the additional capacity meets or 

exceeds the forecasted demand.

Lbs/sq ft Grow Type Tier 1 Sq ft 
(Min)

Tier 1 sq ft 
(Max)

Tier 2 Sq ft 
(Min)

Tier 2 sq ft 
(Max)

Tier 3 Sq ft 
(Min)

Tier 3 sq ft 
(Max)

In General Capacity Per Tier 0 4,000 4,001 10,000 10,001 30,000 

0.432 Indoor Pounds of Capacity 0 1,728 1,728 4,320 4,320 12,960 

0.217 Greenhouse Pounds of 
Capacity 0 868 868 2,170 2,170 6,510 

0.101 Outdoor Pounds of Capacity 0 404 404 1,010 1,010 3,030 

Lbs/sq ft Grow Type Tier 1 Sq ft 
(Min)

Tier 1 sq ft 
(Max)

Tier 2 Sq ft 
(Min)

Tier 2 sq ft 
(Max)

Tier 3 Sq ft 
(Min)

Tier 3 sq ft 
(Max)

For LCB 

Report
Capacity Per Tier 0 4,000 4,001 10,000 10,001 30,000 

0.432 Indoor Pounds of Capacity 0 1,728 1,728 4,320 4,320 12,960 

0.101 "Both" Pounds of Capacity 0 404 404 1,010 1,010 3,030 

0.101 Outdoor Pounds of Capacity 0 404 404 1,010 1,010 3,030 

Source: Whitney Economics, LCB
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Background
Processing is an important sector in the cannabis 

industry from an economic perspective, and it is 

often overlooked. The cannabis processing sector is 

important because it serves consumer demand that is 

not flower or pre-roll related. Processors work with the 

raw material plant matter, remove the cannabinoid oils 

from the plant matter and then use the oils to produce 

other products. Derivative products from processed 

materials make up roughly half of the entire legal 

sales revenue in the state of Washington.42

Processors have Stable Prices, More 
Predictable Revenues and Experience  
Less Elasticity
While the price of cannabis flower may fluctuate 

in times of oversupply or undersupply, prices for 

processed goods are relatively stable. Consumers who 

are very price sensitive when it comes to cannabis 

flower (high demand elasticity) are not as sensitive to 

price when it comes to derivative products. As a result, 

businesses that are built around processed goods tend 

to be more stable and predictable.

Processors are Not as Dependent  
Upon Scale  
Another aspect of processed cannabis goods is 

that product manufacturers in the space are not as 

dependent upon scale as other sectors. It may be their 

choice to scale, but profitability can be gleaned in a 

single batch. As a result, this opens the door for many 

small businesses in the cannabis industry and this is an 

area of opportunity for increased licensure. To a certain 

extent, those who do their consumer research can 

identify an opportunity and develop a quality product 

that resonates with consumers. Market analysis, 

creativity and innovation can allow a new processor 

to introduce successful products into the marketplace. 

As such, they can develop a business and be quite 

successful as a processor. 

Processing is a Quality Opportunity for  
Small Businesses
Processors can develop a niche and be successful. 

Success stories include small businesses selling a balm 

for pain, instead of vapes or gummies.  For example, 

if a company produces a balm that may help a certain 

condition, such as pain or inflation and brings that 

product to market, they can satisfy the demand without 

having to invest millions of dollars into a manufacturing 

company. This is an example of how a small amount of 

cannabis supply can generate economic opportunities 

for smaller businesses.

Market Opportunities are Based on Available 
Supply of Raw Materials and Seasonality
The only real limit to the ability to support consumer 

demand is the availability of raw plant material, or of 

extracted oils. Businesses do not need a lot of raw 

material to make a product. Typically, the raw material 

has a lower amount of THC and a little oil can go a long 

way.  The availability of raw materials is seasonal. As 

such prices can fluctuate from a low in the fall (when 

outdoor harvests occur in high volume) and a high price 

in the spring and summer (When a majority of excess 

biomass has already been consumed). Processors must 

be aware of their cost structure and plan accordingly. 

Data Is Key To Making Informed Business 
And Regulatory Decisions
From a regulatory perspective, states must monitor 

and report the prices of biomass on a regular basis 

so that new and existing licensees can have the data 

they need to make informed decisions. Monitoring 

prices can also help identify regulatory issues when 

raw material prices get too high, thereby inviting 

existing operators to import cheaper raw materials 

from the illicit market in what is called reverse 

diversion. Regulators will need to monitor input prices 

(dashboard) and processor yields to avoid biomass 

from illegally entering the market.

CANNABIS PROCESSING LICENSES  
IN WASHINGTON
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Current Status
The number of licenses currently issued and active 

is 1,039.43 Because it takes so little raw material to 

generate enough oil to make viable, sellable retail 

products, licenses in this section are based on the  

total amount of the potential available supply.  

The processing sector produces products that make 

up roughly 50% - 55% of all of the retail sales in the 

state.44 There are processors in nearly every county in 

the state that will allow them and there is ample room 

to increase the numbers in each county.

Maximum Potential for Processor Licenses
This section has two ranges of licenses. The first 

assumes 250 pounds of potential per license. It 

assumes that for every pound of flower there is one 

pound of raw material biomass (Trim) available for 

processors / product manufacturers. It also assumes 

a higher yield of 20% usable oil and a higher 

concentration of THC from the extracted oil. With a 

greater yield there is more oil to support processing 

businesses. As such, approximately 4,450 total licenses 

are potentially available. This is the maximum amount, 

given that it assumes 100% of the market is supported 

by legal sale.

Processing and product manufacturing is the one area of the market  
where fewer restrictions on licensure and license numbers is appropriate.

Chart: Legal Sales Breakdown: Flower versus Derivatives
Description: This chart examines the percentage of sales in Washington that was flower or biomass versus 

derivative products (Edibles, concentrates, tinctures, etc) It shows that derivative products make up the majority of 

the retail sales in Washington.

Processors are not Dependent upon 
Proximity to Consumers
Processors are not as dependent on jurisdiction as 

are retailers. They can get their raw materials from any 

other county. There is ample supply. Most producers 

(84.2%) also have a processing license. This is to 

ensure there is a source of inexpensive raw material 

supply and that there are multiple revenue streams 

to protect against fluctuations in producer prices. 

Processors support a large diverse population  

of consumers. 

Processed goods are also more shelf stable, so once products are  
produced, they retain their value over a longer period of time than flower.

Retail Sales Breakdown % of Washington Sales

Flower / Pre-Rolls 47.49%

Derivative Products 52.51%

Concentrates 38.63%

Edibles 12.54%

Others 1.34%

Source: LCB
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In this second model, there is an assumption of 500 

pounds per license. It assumes that for every pound 

of flower there is one pound of raw material biomass 

(Trim) available for processors / product manufacturers. 

It also assumes a lower yield of 10% usable oil and 

a lower concentration of THC from the extracted 

oil. Given there is less oil available to support the 

market, there are fewer opportunities for licenses, 

but regardless of which model is used, there is a max 

potential of between 1,188 and 3,415 additional licenses 

that can be issued.

Chart: Processing Licenses Issued vs. Max Potential Assuming 250 Pounds of Cultivated 
Output Per Processor
Description: Depending upon the product, a processor, in this sense, a product manufacturer, can be quite 

successful even with 250 pounds of biomass that is processed. This chart looks at how many additional licenses 

could be issued

Chart: Processing Licenses Issued vs. Max Potential Assuming 500 Pounds of Cultivated 
Output Per Processor
Description: This chart looks at how many additional licenses could be issued if the amount of biomass per 

processor/product manufacturer is increased to 500 pounds. There is still a lot of upside potential to issue licenses.

Cannabis process is the one sector where there is ample room for more businesses to 
enter the market, and more opportunities for small or minority owned enterprises.

Washington Cannabis Processor Licensing Models
Conservatively (based on 500 lbs of potential supply per license), most counties can add additional licensees.

Jurisdiction Current Licenses Issued Potential - Upper Bound 
(MAX) Current vs Potential

Washington 1,039 4,454 (3,415)

Jurisdiction Current Licenses Issued Potential - Upper Bound 
(MAX) Current vs Potential

Washington 1,039 2,227 (1,188)

Source: Whitney Economics

Source: Whitney Economics
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Chart: Current Number of Processor Licenses vs. Forecasted  
Demand for Licenses 2024 – 2035
Description: This chart examines the opportunities for additional licenses based on the forecasted demand for 

licenses from 2024 – 2035. A red number in parenthesis indicated an opportunity to issue more licenses.

Washington Current Licensed Processors Gap to Current Licenses

Assumes 500lb/license 1039 Negative means more viable  
licenses needed

2024 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1225 (186)

2025 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1336 (297)

2026 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1448 (409)

2027 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1559 (520)

2028 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1670 (631)

2029 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1670 (631)

2030 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2031 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2032 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2033 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2034 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2035 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

Potential - Upper Bound (MAX) 2227 (1,188)

Assuming a model of 250 pounds of potential supply 

per licensee, opportunities exist in every county to add 

more licenses. Once those licenses are up and running, 

it is the business strategy of the operator and quality of 

products that will determine the success of the venture.

Source: Whitney Economics
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Washington Current Licensed Processors Gap to Current Licenses

Assumes 250lb/license 1039 Negative means more viable licenses 
needed

2024 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 2450 (1,411)

2025 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 2672 (1,633)

2026 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 2895 (1,856)

2027 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3118 (2,079)

2028 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3340 (2,301)

2029 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3340 (2,301)

2030 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2031 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2032 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2033 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2034 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2035 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

Potential - Upper Bound (MAX) 4454 (3,415)

Chart: Current Number of Processor Licenses vs. Forecasted  
Demand for Licenses 2024 – 2035
Description: This chart examines the opportunities for additional licenses based on the forecasted demand for 

licenses from 2024 – 2035. A red number in parenthesis indicated an opportunity to issue more licenses

Source: Whitney Economics
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Chart: Number of Processor Licenses by County and by Year Assuming 500 Pounds of 
Cultivated Supply
Description: This chart looks at how many processor licenses could be supported each year by county. It is 

important to note that some opportunities for licensure may not be available in counties with moratoriums in place.

Jurisdiction Current 
Licenses 
Issued

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 1,039 1,225 1,336 1,448 1,559 1,670 1,670 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 

Adams 22 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Asotin 1 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Benton 35 31 34 37 40 43 43 45 45 45 45 45 45 

Chelan 6 12 14 15 16 17 17 18 18 18 18 18 18 

Clallam 12 13 14 15 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Clark 14 80 87 95 102 109 109 116 116 116 116 116 116 

Columbia 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Cowlitz 24 17 19 20 22 23 23 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Douglas 23 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Ferry 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Franklin 0 14 15 16 17 19 19 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Grant 75 14 16 17 18 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Grays 
Harbor

29 12 13 14 16 17 17 18 18 18 18 18 18 

Island 12 14 16 17 18 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Jefferson 12 6 6 7 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 

King 82 371 405 438 472 506 506 540 540 540 540 540 540 

Kitsap 20 45 49 53 57 61 61 65 65 65 65 65 65 

Kittitas 7 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Klickitat 9 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Lewis 5 13 14 15 16 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Lincoln 16 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Mason 35 11 12 13 14 15 15 16 16 16 16 16 16 

Okanogan 93 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Pacific 17 4 4 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Pend Oreille 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Pierce 77 143 156 169 182 195 195 208 208 208 208 208 208 

San Juan 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Skagit 25 20 22 24 26 28 28 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Skamania 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Snohomish 96 131 143 155 167 179 179 191 191 191 191 191 191 

Spokane 102 85 93 100 108 116 116 124 124 124 124 124 124 

Stevens 27 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Thurston 61 47 51 56 60 64 64 68 68 68 68 68 68 

Wahkiakum 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Walla Walla 4 10 11 11 12 13 13 14 14 14 14 14 14 

Whatcom 62 37 40 44 47 50 50 54 54 54 54 54 54 

Whitman 7 7 8 8 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Yakima 16 37 40 43 47 50 50 54 54 54 54 54 54 

1,225 1,336 1,448 1,559 1,670 1,670 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 

Source: Whitney Economics
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Chart: Number of Processor Licenses by County and by Year Assuming 250 Pounds of 
Cultivated Supply
Description: This chart looks at how many processor licenses could be supported each year by county

Jurisdiction Current 
Licenses 
Issued

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 1,039 2,450 2,672 2,895 3,118 3,340 3,340 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 

Adams 22 5 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Asotin 1 7 8 8 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Benton 35 62 68 74 79 85 85 91 91 91 91 91 91 

Chelan 6 25 27 30 32 34 34 36 36 36 36 36 36 

Clallam 12 26 28 31 33 35 35 38 38 38 38 38 38 

Clark 14 160 175 189 204 218 218 233 233 233 233 233 233 

Columbia 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Cowlitz 24 34 38 41 44 47 47 50 50 50 50 50 50 

Douglas 23 13 14 15 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Ferry 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Franklin 0 27 30 32 35 37 37 40 40 40 40 40 40 

Garfield 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Grant 75 29 32 34 37 39 39 42 42 42 42 42 42 

Grays 
Harbor

29 24 27 29 31 33 33 36 36 36 36 36 36 

Island 12 29 31 34 37 39 39 42 42 42 42 42 42 

Jefferson 12 12 13 14 15 16 16 17 17 17 17 17 17 

King 82 742 809 877 944 1,012 1,012 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 

Kitsap 20 89 97 105 114 122 122 130 130 130 130 130 130 

Kittitas 7 15 16 17 19 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Klickitat 9 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Lewis 5 26 28 30 33 35 35 37 37 37 37 37 37 

Lincoln 16 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Mason 35 21 23 25 27 29 29 31 31 31 31 31 31 

Okanogan 93 13 15 16 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Pacific 17 8 9 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Pend Oreille 3 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Pierce 77 286 312 338 365 391 391 417 417 417 417 417 417 

San Juan 3 6 7 7 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

Skagit 25 41 45 48 52 56 56 59 59 59 59 59 59 

Skamania 3 4 4 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Snohomish 96 262 286 310 334 358 358 381 381 381 381 381 381 

Spokane 102 170 185 201 216 232 232 247 247 247 247 247 247 

Stevens 27 15 16 17 19 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Thurston 61 94 103 111 120 128 128 137 137 137 137 137 137 

Wahkiakum 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Walla Walla 4 19 21 23 25 26 26 28 28 28 28 28 28 

Whatcom 62 74 81 87 94 101 101 107 107 107 107 107 107 

Whitman 7 14 16 17 18 19 19 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Yakima 16 74 80 87 94 100 100 107 107 107 107 107 107 

Source: Whitney Economics
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Processing Licenses in  
Washington - Summary
Processed materials make up almost half of the legal 

cannabis sales in Washington. Criteria for success 

in this sector is different than in others. Quality 

products that fill a niche can be equally as successful 

as large-scale manufacturers. Barriers to entry do 

not necessarily require large amounts of capacity 

or capital investment. Innovation and a reliable 

source of raw material supply is key to success in 

a processing business. The health of a processing 

business is not dependent on scale as much as 

business acumen and running a disciplined operation. 

With a large number of potential licenses that can 

be offered, the economic opportunities are strong. 

The economic impact that these businesses can 

have on a local community justifies more licenses. 

Similar to cultivated supply though, a processor / 

product manufacturer can supply not only the county, 

but the entire state. With this in mind, the value of the 

processor license from a county perspective is more  

in the economic impact than having supply closer to 

the consumer. 
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Based on the analysis of the current and future 

demand and supply in Washington, here is a series of 

recommendations:

1) �Do not issue additional producer licenses until the 

supply capacity is more in line with the demand that 

is based on legal consumer participation

2) �If producer licenses are forfeited, there may be an 

opportunity to reallocate the license at a lower tier or 

smaller canopy

3) �Issue retail licenses in underserved counties sooner 

rather than later assuming there is no moratorium. 

If there is a moratorium, then prepare for license 

issuance in case the ban is lifted. Either way, it will 

take time to identify locations, receive funding and 

acquire permits. Since this can take years and the 

number of licenses in demand is increasing, issuing 

licenses so that they are available when demanded 

is a disciplined approach

4) �If retail licenses are based on the lower bound TEV 

values, be sure that the lower levels of employment 

are in line with the county and locations they serve

5) �Establish publicly available data on dashboards to 

assess pricing in the market for raw materials in 

addition to retail products and monitor the inputs 

going into processors in addition to the output. 

This will help both regulators to assess potential 

diversion and help operators make informed, data-

driven decisions. 

6) �Develop dashboards to provide additional clarity on 

supply and demand at different levels of licensure.

7) �Develop a campaign to educate and articulate 

the opportunities in the processing and product 

manufacturing sectors. 

8) �Product manufacturing is where the greatest 

economic opportunities are for future applicants.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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Developing and deploying a regulatory program in a 

nascent cannabis market is never easy.  Washington 

was a pioneer in this regard.  As the industry has 

evolved over the past 10 years, it is important for the 

regulatory structure to evolve as well. It is appropriate 

to have discussions on how many viable licenses are 

appropriate to be issued by the LCB at this time.

As part of this exercise, issues of oversupply and 

potential access were identified. Each sector must be 

examined separately, as there is no one-size-fits-all 

strategy that fits every sector. Retail licenses should be 

assessed and adjusted based on economic viability. 

Producer/cultivation licenses should be assessed on 

capacity and utilization. Processing licenses can be 

based on supply and innovation. The sector with the 

greatest opportunity in Washington is processing, 

which has the greatest demographic demand, and 

accounts for a significant percentage of the overall 

state revenues.

CONCLUSION
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Q: There is a lot of discussion about federal 
taxation. Would Washington be more 
concerned about the state tax rather than 
federal taxation?

A: Both actually. The federal tax impacts the health 

of the businesses, whereas the state tax impacts the 

level of legal participation. Consumers are price sensitive, 

so higher state taxes slow down the level of legal 

participation.

Q: On page 21, the producer license section 
discusses oversupply. Why would a market 
be oversupplied. Is this not a function of 
how much demand there is from consumers, 
processors or retailers?

A: Typically, there is usually a balance between supply 

and demand. If there is too much supply a business 

may choose to reduce the supply or else find new 

markets in order to increase demand. However, in the 

cannabis industry, suppliers have limited opportunities 

to increase demand. They cannot advertise, nor ship 

to other states. In addition, cultivators need to produce 

some amount of cultivation in order to cover costs. 

In the analysis, it shows that even if every cultivator 

produced at roughly 30% capacity, the state would still 

be over supplied.

Q: Why did this analysis include estimates 
with those that were 18 years and older? I 
thought it was illegal to consume cannabis if 
one was younger than 21?
NOTE: Neither the LCB nor Whitney Economics 

condone the illegal use of cannabis, particularly by 

individuals under the age of 21.

A: It is true that it is illegal to purchase or consumer 

cannabis if one is younger than 21 years old. However, 

the 18 and older demographic is used for a number  

of reasons.

1) �Demographic data is most commonly quoted with 

age groups of 18 years and older.

2) �Data from the SAMHSA, NIH, U.S. Census, Washington 

State and other public entities use this standardized 

tracking for this demographic. This is common 

for both the Bureau of Census, BLS and Office 

of Economic Analysis in the U.S. as well as by 

international organization such as the U.N.

3) �Most publications on cannabis usage rates are 

based on surveys that are 18 – 24 months old. An 

18 year-old survey taker, for example, is likely to be 

older than 21 at the time of this analysis. It is also 

notable, that Washington allows for medical patients 

below the age of 21 to participate in the legal 

regulated system.

4) �The use of uniformly formatted data, is meant 

to serve as an apples-to-apples comparison of 

multiple data sources, rather than trying to reconcile 

the differences between data sets. It is the most 

commonly accessible and credible data sets. 

5) �This is to ensure there is commonality between  

data sources.

Q: What are the differences between 
limited and unlimited licenses?

A: There are several significant differences between 

limited and unlimited licenses

Unlimited licenses:
Unlimited licenses in a cannabis regulatory program 

offer the benefits of including as many people as 

possible in the program that qualify. The characteristic 

of an unlimited licensed state is that there is generally 

too much supply than the state’s cannabis consumers 

can handle. The oversupply of cannabis tends to lead 

to sharply declining prices, lower profits for licensees 

and economic stress. With economic stress there may 

be a tendency towards diversion. It also can lead to an 

APPENDIX 1: 

FAQ – Frequently Asks Questions
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excess of delinquent payments from vendor to vendor, 

creating cash flow issues. On the other hand, the lower 

prices result in greater legal participation by price 

sensitive consumers. Legal participation is a key 

public policy objective.

Limited licenses:
States that limit the number of licenses have the 

opposite effect when compared to unlimited license 

states. The number of licenses issues is capped at 

certain levels and tends to remained fixed in number. 

Quite often, the caps are set in an arbitrary manner and 

without data analysis to support them. There are fewer 

suppliers than in unlimited states and as a result, there 

is generally less supply. States that put caps on retail 

licenses restricts the access of cannabis by consumers. 

With limited access and limited supply, limited license 

states tend to have higher prices. While higher prices 

are beneficial for the licensees, higher prices tend to 

slow the pace of consumers converting from the illicit 

market into the legal market. So, while the health of 

the operators may be good, in states with license 

caps, some of the other policy objectives (ex. Legal 

participation) may not be met to their fullest.

Q: Which approach is better, limited 
licenses or unlimited licenses?

A: The key question here is how does a regulatory 

agency develop a program that ensures licensees have 

the best opportunity to remain viable. Many regulators 

and policy makers take an either/or approach to the 

cannabis license structures. They either deploy a 

limited license structure or an unlimited one. Most of 

the time it is out of their hands as structure are often 

mandated legislatively. In instances where regulators 

have the flexibility on their license strategy, more and 

more regulators are beginning to consider a right 

sizing approach, where the number of licenses issued 

depends upon the market dynamics. In this approach, 

over supply is limited, the health of the licensee is 

considered and the level of legal participation is 

maximized to the extent of the taxation level. Right 

sizing achieves public policy objectives, because it 

incentivizes consumer to participate legally and there 

is less incentive for diversions related to economic 

distress. Right sizing can be done at the state level, or, 

in this case at the county level.

Q: Where did you get your data and how do 
you know it is reliable?

A: Much of the data contained in this report is from 

publicly available entities, such as the LCB, Washington 

State Department of Revenue, Cannabis regulators 

from all 40 states, the National Institute of Health and 

the American Medical Association. Other data have 

been produced and published in reports from Whitney 

Economics. In many ways, given that there are so few 

economists producing research on cannabis, Whitney 

Economics has been the first to produce the models 

and has set the standard for the rest of the industry. 

The reliability of the data comes from the fact that the 

forecasts have proven to be highly accurate over time. 

As an example, the Whitney Economics 2023 forecast 

to U.S. legal cannabis revenue came in at 98.6% 

accurate when compare to the actual sales publish 

by state regulators. In addition, Whitney Economics 

attempts to triangulate its data with other known 

sources when available so as to ensure its accuracy.

Q: Are you taking into consideration bans 
and moratoriums in local jurisdictions?

A: In this analysis, the projections on the number of 

potentially viable licensees at the county level does not 

consider moratoriums. Therefore, as future applicants, 

operators or regulators it is always important to check 

with local jurisdictions about their cannabis policy

Q: How do you determine changes  
across time in both legal and illicit  
market participation?

A: Whitney Economics has analyzed all 40 states for 

the amount of revenues derived from legal cannabis 

for each year of the existence of their legal program. 

Whitney Economics has also calculated the total 

addressable market (TAM), which is the total amount of 

demand regardless of illicit or legal. TAM is a function 

of the total numbers of consumers multiplied by the 

average amount spent by consumers. By keep the TAM 

pegged to the population, then the legal participation 

is simply the legal sales divided by the TAM. Any thing 

that is not derived from legal sales is illicit. 

After analyzing the changes over time of revenue in 

each state, patterns arise that show what levels of 

legal participation occurs in year 1, 2, 3 etc. This is 
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very consistent from state to state. After adjusting 

for minor differences based on license structure and 

taxation, it is straightforward to predict how much legal 

participation should occur in any given year. This is the 

approach used for Washington.

Q: Why is legal participation so low in this 
report. It has been reported as much higher 
elsewhere?

A: In business and economics, it is standard practice 

to estimate market share by assessing the total 

available market and subsequently how much of 

the total market has been captured. As such, this 

analysis estimated the percent of legal participation 

by comparing the amount of total legal sales with the 

total addressable market (TAM). Specifically, Whitney 

Economics first determined the TAM (See appendix) 

and then divided the total legal sales44 by the TAM. The 

Washington TAM is $2.33 billion and the total sales45 

was $1.22 billion. The difference is $1.11 billion, which 

is the 52.7% of legal participation as determined by 

Whitney Economics.

Notably, there are other ways to estimate legal 

participation. For example, the International Policy on 

Cannabis assessed legal participation using a self-

report questionnaire. In that survey, 1,348 out of 3,131 

cannabis consumers were asked “Overall, how much of 

the marijuana that you used in the past 12 months was 

purchased from a LEGAL/AUTHORIZED source?” and 

respondents reported they perceived that 91% of their 

cannabis products was legally purchased.

This explanation is meant to highlight the nuances 

in different methodology, that is survey data vs. 

economic estimates. Both approaches are important 

to better understand the extent to which the illicit 

market operates in Washington. However, given that 

the outcome of this analysis is focused on economic 

viability, Whitney Economics has chosen to use the 

methodology most frequently used by economists. 

Moreover, the methodology used in this report has 

previously been deployed to forecast the total legal 

sales in the U.S., and in 2023 the forecast accuracy 

using these methods was 98.6%.

Q: How do you determine the total 
economic viability (TEV)? What factors go 
into this?

A: There is a minimum amount of revenue a retailer 

needs to cover all of its expenses and taxes in a given 

year. When a retailer generates revenue below this 

level, it may be able to operate, but cuts may have 

to be made and this creates economic distress and 

may lead to poor decision-making illicit activity or 

business failure. There are several factors that go into 

the TEV value including average wages in an area, 

labor costs, product acquisition cost estimates, federal 

taxation, payroll taxes, health care expenditures, 

average rental rates, property insurance, debt service 

amounts, regulatory license fees, and fees to obtain 

bank accounts. In addition, a small average monthly 

operating amount for general and administrative 

expenses.
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Q: Why do you think 10 employees is a 
better estimate than 5 employees?

A: Whitney Economics has deployed a series of surveys 

to business operators in the cannabis industry. The 

average number of retail employees across the U.S. is 

10 FTE (Full Time Employee Equivalent) . This number 

has also been used in our jobs report that we produce 

each year and is triangulated, when possible, with state 

departments of labor. 5 employees are suboptimal in 

larger population centers because it limits the number 

of hours an operation can remain open and generating 

revenue. Having only 5 employees does not imply that 

a retailer cannot operate, it simply limits its economic 

potential. An operation with 5 employees in a more 

rural area may be more successful than a similar 

business in an urban area.

Q: What should local jurisdictions take from 
this report?

A: Local jurisdiction can glean many things from this 

report. But two key messages stand out. 

1) �Using this report, local jurisdictions can understand 

how many more new licenses can be absorbed by 

the market in a viable manner

2) �That there are economic opportunities and 

tradeoffs that extend beyond the mere existence 

of a cannabis licensee in the jurisdiction and the 

impacts that moratoriums and bans are having on 

the economy.

Q: What are some key vocabulary that is 
important to know for this report?

A: A glossary of terms is provided in the appendix 

below this one.

Q: What does legal participation mean?

A: Legal participation is the amount of total sales that 

are done via legal channels. It attempts to ascertain the 

extend of consumer involvement in the market. Legal 

participation is simply the legal sales divided by the 

TAM. Anything that is not derived from legal sales is 

considered illicit. 



© WHITNEY ECONOMICS, LLC. 2024   •   503.724.3084   •   WHITNEYECONOMICS.COM  41

This section defines some of the terms used in  

this report.

LCB – This is the state agency in charge of regulating 

cannabis in Washington

Producer license – A producer license allows an 

operator to legal grow cannabis in Washington as a 

licenses

Processing license – A processing licenses allows an 

operator to legally transform cannabis plant matter 

into extracted oils or to produce product manufactured 

goods that can then be sold via licensed retail stores

Retail license – A retail license allows for an operator 

to legally purchase cannabis products from the legal 

suppliers and to sell these products to consumers in 

licensed retail facilities

Canopy – Canopy is the amount of growing capacity 

used for the cultivation of cannabis plants. This 

is typical the amount of flowering capacity and is 

measured in square footage

Legal participation – Legal participation examines the 

amount of total legal sales and divides it by the total 

market value of cannabis. The ratio is then described 

as the percentage of legal sales.

Maximum Potential – The examines the total number 

of viable licenses necessary in Washington to meet the 

total demand assuming no illicit sales occur. This is also 

referred to as the upper bound in licenses.

Threshold of Economic Viability (TEV) – This is the 

lowest amount of revenue necessary to maintain the 

long term viability of a licensee. While operators may 

continue to operate below this threshold, they cannot 

do so in the long run, without coming under economic 

duress.

280E – This is a federal IRS tax policy that limits 

the deductions related to federal taxes. With the 

limited number of deductions, the effective tax rates, 

especially for retailers, can be in excess of 70%.

Elasticity – The price elasticity of demand is a 

measure of the percentage change in demand for a 

product based on the percentage of change in price. 

Simply put, it is a measure of how demand responds 

to a change in price. A value greater than 1.0 or less 

than -1.0 indicates the demand is sensitive to pricing 

changes, whereas a value between -1.0 and 1.0 

indicates that there less sensitivity to changes in price. 

Cannabis, based on Whitney Economics analysis has a 

demand elasticity of -2.1 to -2.4. indicating that demand 

changes significantly when there is a change in price.

APPENDIX 2: 

Glossary of Terms
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APPENDIX 4:  

Methodology

Market Factors that Help Shape the License 
Structure
In order to ascertain the number of licenses that would 

be viable at each step in the cannabis value chain, 

there are a few items that need to be considered.

• �The Demand – This is the amount of cannabis that 

has been consumed in the past and is forecasted to 

be consumed in the future. This was defined in terms 

of cannabis products, cannabis output requirements 

or cannabis revenues. This data is available and 

tracked by LCB

• �The Supply – This is the amount of cultivated output 

produced over a given period and is also the amount 

of capacity that has been licensed. This was used 

to ascertain how much supply is available to meet 

the demand. If there is too much supply capacity or 

output, then no additional licenses are recommended, 

if there is not enough, then the current supply capacity 

will help define how much more is needed.

• �The number of consumers in an area – The number 

of consumers was determined by federal surveys. 

It was also be derived other ways. The number of 

consumers in an area determined how much potential 

demand there is as well as how much supply will be 

needed.

• �The level of consumption by the consumers – This is 

defined by how much cultivated output is consumed 

per capita. This was calculated by examining the 

number of consumers participating in the legal 

program, how much inventory was available and 

how much was left over at the end of a period. The 

difference is the amount of consumption. Per capita 

consumption helps define the requirements for supply 

capacity.

• �The number of consumers participating in the 

legal regulatory marketplace – This is defined as 

legal participation. Legal participation is important 

as it is a key public policy objective. The goal is to 

maximize the legal of legal consumer participation by 

incentivizing the consumer to participate.

• �The projected growth in the market – This can be 

calculated various ways, but it is an estimation of how 

much additional demand there will be for the market 

to support.

• �The number of current licenses issued in an area – 

Knowing the number of licenses issued, will help 

define how many more or less are needed to  

support the market.

• �The average revenues per license types - This was 

ascertained via surveys, via regulatory or via seed to 

sale data. There is a minimum threshold of economic 

viability in terms of revenues, particularly at the  

retail level.

Here is how it works
1. �The key to determining the number of viable licenses 

is initially knowing how much demand there is in total 

and how much demand there is currently supported.

2. �The second key is to assess how much supply there 

is. This is both installed capacity and how much that 

capacity is utilized

3. �Once the supply and demand are estimated, then it 

comes down to access. Retailers need a minimum 

amount of revenue per store to remain viable, 

whereas consumers need access within a 30 – 40 

minutes radius of where they live. The farther the 

drive, the less likely the consumer will participate 

legally.

4.� The rest is a math equation.

There are nuances to this. That is where the analysis 

comes in.
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The Math: How to Calculate Key Indicators 
Used in Assessing License Thresholds
Note: This methodology can be applied to the state 

level or the county level. This report focused primarily 

on licenses at the county level.

HOW TO CALCULATE DEMAND POTENTIAL

1. �Find a reliable source for demographic data. W.E. 

tends to use census data on population by state

2. �Determine the total number of citizens 18 years or 

older in a given area (state, county, city, region)

3. �Divide by 3. This is the total number of cannabis 

consumers in that area. This is also known as the 

total addressable market. 

	ɏ The division by 3 is used based on the fact that 
most mature markets peak in the range of 33% 
- 37% of adult-use population have consumed 
cannabis in the past year (Source: SAMSHA)

How to calculate the supply potential
1. �Obtain a breakdown of all license types for 

cultivation. Different producer licenses have different 

allowable canopy (Sq ft)

2. �Calculate the total square feet for each license type 

(Indoor, outdoor, greenhouse, etc)

3. �To calculate the total output POTENTIAL multiply 

each license type as follows:

	ɏ a. �For Indoor: 0.432 lbs / sq ft

	ɏ b. �For Greenhouse: 0.217 lbs / sq ft 
(Note: 0.101 was used for licenses designated as “both)

	ɏ c. �For Outdoor:  0.101 lbs / sq ft

	ɏ d. Source: Resource Innovation Institute

4. �Add the total output of each license type up. This is 

your total output potential

How to calculate the utilized capacity
1. �This data was provided by LCB.

2. �Multiply each licensee type by the output potential 

and then by the utilization rate

3. �Utilization rate can be calculated by comparing 

the amount of capacity licensed versus the actual 

amount of canopy used.

4. �Amount canopy used / amount licensed =  

utilization rate

How to calculate to total potential supply 
necessary to meet demand.
1. �Determine total # of consumers in the area (based on 

Census data and usage rates – SAMHSA / Whitney 

Economics)

2. �Multiply by per capita consumption amount – (This 

is based on proprietary modelling by Whitney 

Economics assessing the total amount of cultivated 

output in multiple markets and how much of that 

output was consumed by cannabis users regardless 

of consumption type – flower, vapes, edibles, etc)

How to calculate the total sales potential
1. �Determine total number of consumers in an area 

(based on Census data and usage rates – SAMHSA / 

Whitney Economics)

2. �Multiple by a per capita spending rate (This is the 

average per capita spending that was determined 

by analyzing average basket sizes, surveys of 

consumers on spending)

3. �This calculates the total POTENTIAL sales (Also 

known at Total Addressable Market or TAM)

4. �Note: This may be periodically adjusted to adjust for 

general pricing declines and changes in consumer 

spending patterns.

	ɏ a. �Example: Massachusetts in 2023 experienced 
flat YoY revenues, but saw product volumes 
increase.

How to calculate the percentage of  
legal sales
1. �Determine total sales potential

2. �Subtract total legal sales as reported by the regulator

3. �Result is the amount of illicit sales

4. �The percentage is then calculated by dividing legal 

sales by total sales potential

5. �The result should be a number less than one

	ɏ a. Legal / Potential = Percentage of legal sales
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Calculating the percentage of legal supply
1. �Determine the total supply potential (Based on

capacity or utilization)

2. �Multiply by the percentage of legal sales

Or
1. �Determine the total number of consumers

2. Multiply by the percentage of total legal sales

3. �Multiply 1 and 2 by the per capita consumption

Determining the total retail outlets 
necessary to meet demand
1. �Determine to existing total legal sales

2. �Examine forecasted year over year (YoY) growth

3. �Determine future sales forecast. This is based on

the future levels of legal participation

4. �Divide future sales forecast by $2.5 million (Min.

amount to remain healthy and viable)

5. �This gives a rough outline to be used as guidance

for further analysis

Determining Maximum Retail potential
1. �Determine the total number of consumers in an

area

2. �Multiply by the per capita spending

3. �Divide by $2.5 million

4. �This is the upper bound of an area for retail

Determining the level of cultivation 
(producer) potential – (Note this is based 
on pounds rather than licenses)
1.  Based upon the per capita supply estimates, 

calculate the total amount of supply already 

licensed

2.  This can be done by multiplying the license types 
in a given area (State or county) by the average 
output per square foot of each grow type (Indoor, 
Greenhouse, Outdoor). This is based on canopy

3. �Compare the amount of total supply recommended

to support the demand to the amount of cultivation

output capacity already licensed

4. �The difference is the amount of pounds of

additional capacity available to be licensed

Determining the Level of Cultivated Output 
to Support the Demand
The level of demand is based on the total number of 

consumers in the state or county. It also considers 

per capital consumption. An analysis published in 

2022 on the total supply of cannabis in the U.S. 

(Source: U.S. Cannabis Supply Report – Whitney, July 

2022) showed that the amount of per capita supply 

that will satisfy consumer demand is remarkably 

similar regardless of which state the consumer is in. 

The amount of per capita supply will satisfy demand 

in a given market is measured by examining how 

much was produced (Cultivated) and sold through 

directly to consumers or to processors and how 

many consumers purchased that output, regardless 

of product type. In the case of Washington, the per 

capita supply was multiplied by the total number of 

consumers in order to get the total potential supply 

(1.11 million pounds) and the total potential supply 

was multiplied by the level of legal participation 

forecasted each year to provide yearly cultivated 

output demand projections from 2024 – 2035.

Determining the number of producer 
licenses – (Based on output capabilities 
of applicants)
1. �Once the amount of additional capacity is available

to be licensed, review each license application for

its grow type (indoor, greenhouse, outdoor) and the

amount of canopy requested

2. �Multiply the canopy requested by the amount of

output per square foot model by grow type

3. �If the amount of output projected by the applicant

is less than the potential in a county, then licensure

can move forward.

4. �Note: It is very important when it comes to supply

that the entire state be assessed for its output,

before allocations can be made at the county level.
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Determining the number of processing 
licenses – (Based on output capacity of 
producers)
1. �Determine the output capacity in the state and 

counties in pounds

2. �Divide the number of pounds either by 250 or 500 

(Upper and lower bounds). This will determine 

maximum potential licenses

3. �Compare the number of potential licenses by the 

number of licenses already issued by LCB

4. �The different between those numbers will be the 

number of potential licenses

5. �The number of licenses per year can be 

ascertained by using the amount of legal demand 

(Based on legal participation rates) each year and 

dividing by 250 or 500

6. �Note: It is very important when it comes to  

supply that the entire state be assessed for its 

output, before allocations can be made at the 

county level.
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APPENDIX 5: 

CHARTS AND GRAPHS

This section includes charts referenced in the body of this report

Chart: Forecasted Retail License Amounts by County (2024 – 2035)
Description: This chart forecasts the number of licenses for each county in a given year. The forecast considers 

the amount of legal participation, total revenue and then estimates the number of viable retail licenses that would 

support the demand. The issuance of licenses greater than forecast may impact the viability of the other licensees. 

(For more information on how to calculate license amounts, please see appendix)

Jurisdiction Current 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 473 436 476 515 555 595 595 634 634 634 634 634 634

Adams 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Asotin 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Benton 4 13 14 16 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19

Chelan 8 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Clallam 10 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Clark 17 30 33 36 39 41 41 44 44 44 44 44 44

Columbia 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cowlitz 13 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11

Douglas 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Ferry 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Franklin 3 6 7 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grant 10 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10

Grays Harbor 10 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Island 7 5 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8

Jefferson 6 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

King 104 92 101 109 117 126 126 134 134 134 134 134 134

Kitsap 20 16 18 19 21 22 22 24 24 24 24 24 24

Kittitas 6 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5

Klickitat 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Lewis 4 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Lincoln 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mason 9 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Okanogan 9 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Pacific 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Pend Oreille 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Pierce 32 57 62 67 72 77 77 82 82 82 82 82 82

San Juan 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Skagit 18 8 9 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11

Skamania 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Snohomish 50 47 52 56 60 65 65 69 69 69 69 69 69

Spokane 33 36 39 43 46 49 49 52 52 52 52 52 52

Stevens 7 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Thurston 21 19 21 22 24 26 26 28 28 28 28 28 28

Wahkiakum 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Walla Walla 3 4 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Whatcom 25 15 16 18 19 20 20 22 22 22 22 22 22

Whitman 7 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Yakima 11 17 18 20 21 23 23 24 24 24 24 24 24

436 476 515 555 595 595 634 634 634 634 634 634

Source: LCB (Licenses), Whitney Economics (Forecasted number of retail licenses by year)
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Chart: Retail License Current vs. Forecasted License Demand Deficits
Description: This chart compares the number of current licenses versus the number of licenses forecasted through 

2035. It then lists how many additional licenses would be viable. A number in red indicates that the current licenses 

are insufficient to meet future demand and that more could be issued by LCB

Jurisdiction Current

Upper bound 
(Assumes 

all demand 
supported in 
legal stores, 
zero illicit)

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 473 (320) 37 (3) (42) (82) (122) (122) (161) (161) (161) (161) (161) (161)

Adams 2 (0) 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Asotin 3 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Benton 4 (20) (9) (10) (12) (13) (14) (14) (15) (15) (15) (15) (15) (15)

Chelan 8 (1) 3 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Clallam 10 (0) 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Clark 17 (38) (13) (16) (19) (22) (24) (24) (27) (27) (27) (27) (27) (27)

Columbia 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Cowlitz 13 (0) 6 5 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Douglas 3 (2) 0 (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Ferry 1 (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Franklin 3 (9) (3) (4) (5) (5) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6)

Garfield (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Grant 10 (2) 3 3 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grays Harbor 10 (0) 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Island 7 (3) 2 1 1 0 (0) (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Jefferson 6 2 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

King 104 (64) 12 3 (5) (13) (22) (22) (30) (30) (30) (30) (30) (30)

Kitsap 20 (9) 4 2 1 (1) (2) (2) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4)

Kittitas 6 0 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Klickitat 2 (1) 0 0 0 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Lewis 4 (6) (2) (2) (3) (3) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4)

Lincoln 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Mason 9 0 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Okanogan 9 4 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Pacific 3 (0) 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pend Oreille 1 (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Pierce 32 (71) (25) (30) (35) (40) (45) (45) (50) (50) (50) (50) (50) (50)

San Juan 3 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Skagit 18 4 10 9 9 8 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Skamania 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Snohomish 50 (36) 3 (2) (6) (10) (15) (15) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)

Spokane 33 (32) (3) (6) (10) (13) (16) (16) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)

Stevens 7 1 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Thurston 21 (14) 2 0 (1) (3) (5) (5) (7) (7) (7) (7) (7) (7)

Wahkiakum 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Walla Walla 3 (4) (1) (1) (2) (2) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3)

Whatcom 25 (2) 10 9 7 6 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Whitman 7 1 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Yakima 11 (20) (6) (7) (9) (10) (12) (12) (13) (13) (13) (13) (13) (13)

Statewide 
Delta by year 

---->
37 (3) (42) (82) (122) (122) (161) (161) (161) (161) (161) (161)

Source: LCB (Licenses), Whitney Economics (Forecasted number of retail licenses by year)



© WHITNEY ECONOMICS, LLC. 2024   •   503.724.3084   •   WHITNEYECONOMICS.COM  49

Chart: Forecasted Retail License Amounts by County (2024 – 2035)  
Based on TEV with 10 Employees
Description: This chart forecasts the number of licenses for each county in a given year. The forecast considers 

the amount of legal participation, total revenue and then estimates the number of viable retail licenses that would 

support the demand. The issuance of licenses greater than forecast may impact the viability of the other licensees. 

(For more information on how to calculate license amounts, please see appendix). This retail license projection is 

based on the Threshold of Economic Viability assuming 10 employees.

Source: LCB (Licenses), Whitney Economics (Forecasted number of retail licenses by year)

Jurisdiction Current 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 473 436 476 515 555 595 595 634 634 634 634 634 634

Adams 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Asotin 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Benton 4 13 14 16 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19

Chelan 8 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Clallam 10 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Clark 17 30 33 36 39 41 41 44 44 44 44 44 44

Columbia 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cowlitz 13 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11

Douglas 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Ferry 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Franklin 3 6 7 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grant 10 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10

Grays Harbor 10 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Island 7 5 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8

Jefferson 6 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

King 104 92 101 109 117 126 126 134 134 134 134 134 134

Kitsap 20 16 18 19 21 22 22 24 24 24 24 24 24

Kittitas 6 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5

Klickitat 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Lewis 4 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Lincoln 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mason 9 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Okanogan 9 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Pacific 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Pend Oreille 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Pierce 32 57 62 67 72 77 77 82 82 82 82 82 82

San Juan 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Skagit 18 8 9 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11

Skamania 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Snohomish 50 47 52 56 60 65 65 69 69 69 69 69 69

Spokane 33 36 39 43 46 49 49 52 52 52 52 52 52

Stevens 7 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Thurston 21 19 21 22 24 26 26 28 28 28 28 28 28

Wahkiakum 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Walla Walla 3 4 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Whatcom 25 15 16 18 19 20 20 22 22 22 22 22 22

Whitman 7 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Yakima 11 17 18 20 21 23 23 24 24 24 24 24 24

436 476 515 555 595 595 634 634 634 634 634 634
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Chart: Retail Opportunity with a Lower Threshold of Economic Viability (TEV) Value
Description: In some instances, especially in rural areas, less labor is needed for a retailer to be viable. This chart 

reduces the amount of labor in the model from 10 FTE to 5 FTE and then calculates the number of forecasted viable 

retail licenses by year. Not all counties can support this model, but those than can appear to have opportunities for 

additional licensure. Future applicants must be aware of the risks of potential saturation. 

Source: LCB (Licenses), Whitney Economics (Forecasted number of retail licenses by year)

Jurisdiction Current Potential 
- Upper 
Bound 
(MAX)

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 473 1369 722 753 821 890 958 1027 1027 1095 1095 1095 1095 1095 1095

Adams 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3

Asotin 3 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Benton 4 35 19 19 21 23 25 26 26 28 28 28 28 28 28

Chelan 8 15 8 8 9 10 11 11 11 12 12 12 12 12 12

Clallam 10 14 7 8 8 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11

Clark 17 90 48 50 54 59 63 68 68 72 72 72 72 72 72

Columbia 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Cowlitz 13 22 11 12 13 14 15 16 16 17 17 17 17 17 17

Douglas 3 9 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7

Ferry 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Franklin 3 16 8 9 10 10 11 12 12 13 13 13 13 13 13

Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grant 10 19 10 10 11 12 13 14 14 15 15 15 15 15 15

Grays 
Harbor 10 13 7 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11

Island 7 16 9 9 10 11 11 12 12 13 13 13 13 13 13

Jefferson 6 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4

King 104 391 206 215 235 254 274 293 293 313 313 313 313 313 313

Kitsap 20 54 29 30 33 35 38 41 41 43 43 43 43 43 43

Kittitas 6 9 5 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Klickitat 2 5 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4

Lewis 4 16 8 9 9 10 11 12 12 13 13 13 13 13 13

Lincoln 3 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mason 9 14 7 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11

Okanogan 9 9 5 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Pacific 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Pend 
Oreille 1 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Pierce 32 129 68 71 78 84 91 97 97 103 103 103 103 103 103

San Juan 3 4 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Skagit 18 23 12 13 14 15 16 17 17 18 18 18 18 18 18

Skamania 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Snohomish 50 159 84 88 96 104 112 120 120 128 128 128 128 128 128

Spokane 33 112 59 62 67 73 78 84 84 90 90 90 90 90 90

Stevens 7 8 4 5 5 5 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7

Thurston 21 59 31 33 36 39 42 45 45 48 48 48 48 48 48

Wahkiakum 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Walla Walla 3 11 6 6 7 7 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9

Whatcom 25 49 26 27 29 32 34 36 36 39 39 39 39 39 39

Whitman 7 9 5 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Yakima 11 31 16 17 18 20 21 23 23 24 24 24 24 24 24
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Chart: Retail Opportunity with a Lower Threshold of Economic Viability (TEV) Value (Deficits)
Description: This chart examines the license potential of a retail operation with only 5 employees versus the 

industry standard 10. There is an immediate need for licenses, but the limited staff may not be able to generate the 

higher revenues necessary to sustain the operation in the long term. This chart compares the current number of 

licenses versus the number of licenses forecasted through 2035. It lists the differences between current licenses 

and forecasted licenses. A number in red indicates that the current licenses are insufficient to meet future demand 

and that more could be issued by LCB

Jurisdiction Current Maximum 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 473 (896) (249) (280) (348) (417) (485) (554) (554) (622) (622) (622) (622) (622) (622)

Adams 2 (1) 0 0 0 (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Asotin 3 (1) 1 1 0 0 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Benton 4 (31) (15) (15) (17) (19) (21) (22) (22) (24) (24) (24) (24) (24) (24)

Chelan 8 (7) (0) (0) (1) (2) (3) (3) (3) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4)

Clallam 10 (4) 3 2 2 1 0 (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Clark 17 (73) (31) (33) (37) (42) (46) (51) (51) (55) (55) (55) (55) (55) (55)

Columbia 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cowlitz 13 (9) 2 1 (0) (1) (2) (3) (3) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4)

Douglas 3 (6) (2) (2) (2) (3) (3) (3) (3) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4)

Ferry 1 (1) 0 0 0 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Franklin 3 (13) (5) (6) (7) (7) (8) (9) (9) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10)

Garfield (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Grant 10 (9) (0) (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (4) (5) (5) (5) (5) (5) (5)

Grays Harbor 10 (3) 3 3 2 1 1 0 0 (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Island 7 (9) (2) (2) (3) (4) (4) (5) (5) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6)

Jefferson 6 1 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 

King 104 (287) (102) (111) (131) (150) (170) (189) (189) (209) (209) (209) (209) (209) (209)

Kitsap 20 (34) (9) (10) (13) (15) (18) (21) (21) (23) (23) (23) (23) (23) (23)

Kittitas 6 (3) 1 1 1 0 (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Klickitat 2 (3) (0) (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)

Lewis 4 (12) (4) (5) (5) (6) (7) (8) (8) (9) (9) (9) (9) (9) (9)

Lincoln 3 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Mason 9 (5) 2 2 1 0 (0) (1) (1) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)

Okanogan 9 0 4 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Pacific 3 (2) 0 0 0 (0) (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Pend Oreille 1 (2) (0) (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Pierce 32 (97) (36) (39) (46) (52) (59) (65) (65) (71) (71) (71) (71) (71) (71)

San Juan 3 (1) 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Skagit 18 (5) 6 5 4 3 2 1 1 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Skamania 2 (0) 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Snohomish 50 (109) (34) (38) (46) (54) (62) (70) (70) (78) (78) (78) (78) (78) (78)

Spokane 33 (79) (26) (29) (34) (40) (45) (51) (51) (57) (57) (57) (57) (57) (57)

Stevens 7 (1) 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Thurston 21 (38) (10) (12) (15) (18) (21) (24) (24) (27) (27) (27) (27) (27) (27)

Wahkiakum 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Walla Walla 3 (8) (3) (3) (4) (4) (5) (5) (5) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6)

Whatcom 25 (24) (1) (2) (4) (7) (9) (11) (11) (14) (14) (14) (14) (14) (14)

Whitman 7 (2) 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

Yakima 11 (20) (5) (6) (7) (9) (10) (12) (12) (13) (13) (13) (13) (13) (13)

Statewide 
Delta by 
year ---->

(249) (280) (348) (417) (485) (554) (554) (622) (622) (622) (622) (622) (622)

Source: LCB (Licenses), Whitney Economics (Forecasted number of retail licenses by year)



© WHITNEY ECONOMICS, LLC. 2024   •   503.724.3084   •   WHITNEYECONOMICS.COM  52

Chart: Determinants in the Threshold of Economic Viability
Description: This chart examines some of the main components of determining the threshold of economic viability 

by county. It examines sales, product acquisition costs, labor, federal taxes, additional costs (Rent, Debt Service, 

Insurance, Compliance, etc). The model also incorporates roughly $100,000 of additional expenses that occur 

throughout the year.

The key here is that it takes a minimum amount of revenue for a retailer to be viable and sustain its operations. 

If a retailer dips below this threshold, it can still operate, but not in the long run. The operator may have to cut 

expenses, or make a decision to operate in both the illicit and legal markets in order to avoid business failure. The 

TEV is an indicator of how close is the operators to economic distress.

Source: Whitney Economics

Washington Sales per 
Month

TEV Sales Product 
acquisition 
costs

Labor 
units

Per capita 
Income by 
county

Labor Cost 280E 
Taxes

Remainder Additional 
Expenses

Remainder - 
addtl

Adams $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $47,933 $479,330 $239,400 $421,270 $302,917 $118,353 

Asotin $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,340 $543,400 $258,300 $428,300 $313,631 $114,669 

Benton $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,454 $544,540 $258,300 $427,160 $313,807 $113,353 
Chelan $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,685 $626,850 $283,500 $439,650 $327,613 $112,037 
Clallam $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $55,566 $555,660 $258,300 $416,040 $315,519 $100,521 

Clark $230,000 $2,760,000 $1,380,000 10 $65,522 $655,220 $289,800 $434,980 $332,264 $102,716 

Columbia $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,566 $625,660 $283,500 $440,840 $327,430 $113,410 

Cowlitz $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,630 $546,300 $258,300 $425,400 $314,078 $111,322 

Douglas $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $49,114 $491,140 $239,400 $409,460 $304,735 $104,725 

Ferry $180,000 $2,160,000 $1,080,000 10 $44,144 $441,440 $226,800 $411,760 $296,516 $115,244 

Franklin $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,072 $460,720 $233,100 $416,180 $299,768 $116,412 

Garfield $215,000 $2,580,000 $1,290,000 10 $58,112 $581,120 $270,900 $437,980 $320,005 $117,975 

Grant $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $48,963 $489,630 $239,400 $410,970 $304,503 $106,467 

Grays Harbor $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,878 $468,780 $233,100 $408,120 $301,009 $107,111 

Island $230,000 $2,760,000 $1,380,000 10 $65,564 $655,640 $289,800 $434,560 $332,329 $102,231 

Jefferson $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,898 $628,980 $283,500 $437,520 $327,941 $109,579 

King $350,000 $4,200,000 $2,100,000 10 $113,819 $1,138,190 $441,000 $520,810 $413,424 $107,386 

Kitsap $240,000 $2,880,000 $1,440,000 10 $68,198 $681,980 $302,400 $455,620 $336,951 $118,669 

Kittitas $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $55,076 $550,760 $258,300 $420,940 $314,765 $106,175 

Klickitat $200,000 $2,400,000 $1,200,000 10 $53,305 $533,050 $252,000 $414,950 $311,755 $103,195 

Lewis $200,000 $2,400,000 $1,200,000 10 $52,769 $527,690 $252,000 $420,310 $310,929 $109,381 

Lincoln $200,000 $2,400,000 $1,200,000 10 $51,953 $519,530 $252,000 $428,470 $309,673 $118,797 

Mason $195,000 $2,340,000 $1,170,000 10 $51,375 $513,750 $245,700 $410,550 $308,500 $102,050 

Okanogan $195,000 $2,340,000 $1,170,000 10 $49,552 $495,520 $245,700 $428,780 $305,692 $123,088 

Pacific $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,498 $464,980 $233,100 $411,920 $300,424 $111,496 

Pend Oreille $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $48,892 $488,920 $239,400 $411,680 $304,393 $107,287 

Pierce $220,000 $2,640,000 $1,320,000 10 $59,986 $599,860 $277,200 $442,940 $323,174 $119,766 

San Juan $290,000 $3,480,000 $1,740,000 10 $89,744 $897,440 $365,400 $477,160 $372,958 $104,202 

Skagit $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,915 $629,150 $283,500 $437,350 $327,967 $109,383 

Skamania $225,000 $2,700,000 $1,350,000 10 $62,472 $624,720 $283,500 $441,780 $327,285 $114,495 

Snohomish $240,000 $2,880,000 $1,440,000 10 $69,010 $690,100 $302,400 $447,500 $338,201 $109,299 

Spokane $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $54,223 $542,230 $258,300 $429,470 $313,451 $116,019 

Stevens $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,750 $467,500 $233,100 $409,400 $300,812 $108,588 

Thurston $215,000 $2,580,000 $1,290,000 10 $59,697 $596,970 $270,900 $422,130 $322,446 $99,684 

Wahkiakum $195,000 $2,340,000 $1,170,000 10 $50,372 $503,720 $245,700 $420,580 $306,955 $113,625 

Walla Walla $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 10 $55,436 $554,360 $258,300 $417,340 $315,319 $102,021 

Whatcom $215,000 $2,580,000 $1,290,000 10 $58,993 $589,930 $270,900 $429,170 $321,362 $107,808 

Whitman $185,000 $2,220,000 $1,110,000 10 $46,672 $466,720 $233,100 $410,180 $300,692 $109,488 

Yakima $190,000 $2,280,000 $1,140,000 10 $49,266 $492,660 $239,400 $407,940 $304,969 $102,971 
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Chart: Examples of “Additional Expenses”
Description: Additional expenses used the TEV model are rent, insurance, debt service, bank account expenses, 

payroll taxes. These are by no means all inclusive, that is why the model also includes roughly $100,000 per 

operator for miscellaneous expenses not captured here.

Source: Whitney Economics

Washington Rent Rent 
Compare

Payroll 
Taxes (FICA)

Health Care Insurance 
$7170/employee 
($5898 employer only)

Property 
Insurance

Debt 
Service

State 
Business 
Taxes

Regulatory 
License

Bank 
Account

Adams $90,000 $68,400 $73,816.82 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,739 $1,381 $6,000 

Asotin $90,000 $73,800 $83,683.60 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,587 $1,381 $6,000 

Benton $90,000 $73,800 $83,859.16 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,587 $1,381 $6,000 

Chelan $90,000 $81,000 $96,534.90 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,717 $1,381 $6,000 

Clallam $90,000 $73,800 $85,571.64 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,587 $1,381 $6,000 

Clark $90,000 $82,800 $100,903.88 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $13,000 $1,381 $6,000 

Columbia $90,000 $81,000 $96,351.64 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,717 $1,381 $6,000 

Cowlitz $90,000 $73,800 $84,130.20 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,587 $1,381 $6,000 

Douglas $90,000 $68,400 $75,635.56 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,739 $1,381 $6,000 

Ferry $90,000 $64,800 $67,981.76 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,174 $1,381 $6,000 

Franklin $90,000 $66,600 $70,950.88 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,456 $1,381 $6,000 

Garfield $90,000 $77,400 $89,492.48 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,152 $1,381 $6,000 

Grant $90,000 $68,400 $75,403.02 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,739 $1,381 $6,000 

Grays Harbor $90,000 $66,600 $72,192.12 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,456 $1,381 $6,000 

Island $90,000 $82,800 $100,968.56 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $13,000 $1,381 $6,000 

Jefferson $90,000 $81,000 $96,862.92 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,717 $1,381 $6,000 

King $90,000 $126,000 $175,281.26 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $19,782 $1,381 $6,000 

Kitsap $90,000 $86,400 $105,024.92 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $13,565 $1,381 $6,000 

Kittitas $90,000 $73,800 $84,817.04 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,587 $1,381 $6,000 

Klickitat $90,000 $72,000 $82,089.70 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,304 $1,381 $6,000 

Lewis $90,000 $72,000 $81,264.26 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,304 $1,381 $6,000 

Lincoln $90,000 $72,000 $80,007.62 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,304 $1,381 $6,000 

Mason $90,000 $70,200 $79,117.50 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,021 $1,381 $6,000 

Okanogan $90,000 $70,200 $76,310.08 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,021 $1,381 $6,000 

Pacific $90,000 $66,600 $71,606.92 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,456 $1,381 $6,000 

Pend Oreille $90,000 $68,400 $75,293.68 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,739 $1,381 $6,000 

Pierce $90,000 $79,200 $92,378.44 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,434 $1,381 $6,000 

San Juan $90,000 $104,400 $138,205.76 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $16,391 $1,381 $6,000 

Skagit $90,000 $81,000 $96,889.10 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,717 $1,381 $6,000 

Skamania $90,000 $81,000 $96,206.88 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,717 $1,381 $6,000 

Snohomish $90,000 $86,400 $106,275.40 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $13,565 $1,381 $6,000 

Spokane $90,000 $73,800 $83,503.42 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,587 $1,381 $6,000 

Stevens $90,000 $66,600 $71,995.00 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,456 $1,381 $6,000 

Thurston $90,000 $77,400 $91,933.38 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,152 $1,381 $6,000 

Wahkiakum $90,000 $70,200 $77,572.88 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,021 $1,381 $6,000 

Walla Walla $90,000 $73,800 $85,371.44 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $11,587 $1,381 $6,000 

Whatcom $90,000 $77,400 $90,849.22 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $12,152 $1,381 $6,000 

Whitman $90,000 $66,600 $71,874.88 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,456 $1,381 $6,000 

Yakima $90,000 $68,400 $75,869.64 $58,980 $12,000 $50,000 $10,739 $1,381 $6,000 
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Chart: Determinants in the Threshold of Economic Viability (Lower TEV)
Description: This chart examines some of the main components of determining the threshold of economic 

viability by county. It examines sales, product acquisition costs, labor, federal taxes, additional costs (Rent, 

Debt Service, Insurance, Compliance, etc). The model also incorporates roughly $100,000 of additional 

expenses that are occur throughout the year. The one difference in this TEV is that labor is reduced from 10 

employees to 5 employees.

Source: Whitney Economics

Washington Sales per 
Month

TEV Sales 
(Lower)

Product 
acquisition 
costs

Labor 
units

Per capita 
Income by 
county

Labor Cost 280E 
Taxes

Remainder Additional 
Expenses

Remainder - 
addtl

Adams $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $47,933 $239,665 $157,500 $352,835 $232,844 $119,991 

Asotin $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $54,340 $271,700 $163,800 $344,500 $238,060 $106,440 

Benton $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $54,454 $272,270 $163,800 $343,930 $238,148 $105,782 
Chelan $140,000 $1,680,000 $840,000 5 $62,685 $313,425 $176,400 $350,175 $245,051 $105,124 
Clallam $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $55,566 $277,830 $163,800 $338,370 $239,004 $99,366 

Clark $145,000 $1,740,000 $870,000 5 $65,522 $327,610 $182,700 $359,690 $247,518 $112,172 

Columbia $140,000 $1,680,000 $840,000 5 $62,566 $312,830 $176,400 $350,770 $244,960 $105,810 

Cowlitz $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $54,630 $273,150 $163,800 $343,050 $238,284 $104,766 

Douglas $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $49,114 $245,570 $157,500 $346,930 $233,754 $113,176 

Ferry $120,000 $1,440,000 $720,000 5 $44,144 $220,720 $151,200 $348,080 $229,644 $118,436 

Franklin $120,000 $1,440,000 $720,000 5 $46,072 $230,360 $151,200 $338,440 $231,129 $107,311 

Garfield $135,000 $1,620,000 $810,000 5 $58,112 $290,560 $170,100 $349,340 $241,247 $108,093 

Grant $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $48,963 $244,815 $157,500 $347,685 $233,638 $114,047 

Grays Harbor $120,000 $1,440,000 $720,000 5 $46,878 $234,390 $151,200 $334,410 $231,749 $102,661 

Island $145,000 $1,740,000 $870,000 5 $65,564 $327,820 $182,700 $359,480 $247,551 $111,929 

Jefferson $140,000 $1,680,000 $840,000 5 $62,898 $314,490 $176,400 $349,110 $245,215 $103,895 

King $205,000 $2,460,000 $1,230,000 5 $113,819 $569,095 $258,300 $402,605 $288,098 $114,507 

Kitsap $150,000 $1,800,000 $900,000 5 $68,198 $340,990 $189,000 $370,010 $249,861 $120,149 

Kittitas $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $55,076 $275,380 $163,800 $340,820 $238,627 $102,193 

Klickitat $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $53,305 $266,525 $163,800 $349,675 $237,263 $112,412 

Lewis $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $52,769 $263,845 $163,800 $352,355 $236,851 $115,504 

Lincoln $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $51,953 $259,765 $163,800 $356,435 $236,222 $120,213 

Mason $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $51,375 $256,875 $157,500 $335,625 $235,495 $100,130 

Okanogan $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $49,552 $247,760 $157,500 $344,740 $234,091 $110,649 

Pacific $120,000 $1,440,000 $720,000 5 $46,498 $232,490 $151,200 $336,310 $231,457 $104,853 

Pend Oreille $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $48,892 $244,460 $157,500 $348,040 $233,583 $114,457 

Pierce $140,000 $1,680,000 $840,000 5 $59,986 $299,930 $176,400 $363,670 $242,973 $120,697 

San Juan $175,000 $2,100,000 $1,050,000 5 $89,744 $448,720 $220,500 $380,780 $267,865 $112,915 

Skagit $140,000 $1,680,000 $840,000 5 $62,915 $314,575 $176,400 $349,025 $245,228 $103,797 

Skamania $140,000 $1,680,000 $840,000 5 $62,472 $312,360 $176,400 $351,240 $244,887 $106,353 

Snohomish $150,000 $1,800,000 $900,000 5 $69,010 $345,050 $189,000 $365,950 $250,487 $115,463 

Spokane $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $54,223 $271,115 $163,800 $345,085 $237,970 $107,115 

Stevens $120,000 $1,440,000 $720,000 5 $46,750 $233,750 $151,200 $335,050 $231,651 $103,399 

Thurston $140,000 $1,680,000 $840,000 5 $59,697 $298,485 $176,400 $365,115 $242,750 $122,365 

Wahkiakum $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $50,372 $251,860 $157,500 $340,640 $234,722 $105,918 

Walla Walla $130,000 $1,560,000 $780,000 5 $55,436 $277,180 $163,800 $339,020 $238,904 $100,116 

Whatcom $135,000 $1,620,000 $810,000 5 $58,993 $294,965 $170,100 $344,935 $241,926 $103,009 

Whitman $120,000 $1,440,000 $720,000 5 $46,672 $233,360 $151,200 $335,440 $231,591 $103,849 

Yakima $125,000 $1,500,000 $750,000 5 $49,266 $246,330 $157,500 $346,170 $233,871 $112,299 
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Chart: Supply vs. Demand
Description: This chart examines the total capacity by county (Pounds of capacity) and then lists the total amount 

of supply forecasted each year that will meet the demand for all products. Supply is defined as cultivated output, 

since the output can be used in multiple products, besides flower and pre-rolls.

Washington  
county

Active 
Producer 
Licenses 
in 2024

Total 
Supply 

Capacity 
2024

Demand 
2024

Estimated 
Demand 

2025

Estimated 
Demand 

2026

Estimated 
Demand 

2027

Estimated 
Demand 

2028

Estimated 
Demand 

2029 

Estimated 
Demand 

2030

Estimated 
Demand 

2031

Estimated 
Demand 

2032

Estimated 
Demand 

2033

Estimated 
Demand 

2034

Estimated 
Demand 

2035

Washington 
State

986 2,610,639 612,416 668,090 723,765 779,439 835,113 835,113 890,787 890,787 890,787 890,787 890,787 890,787 

Adams 36 82,268 1,362 1,486 1,610 1,734 1,858 1,858 1,981 1,981 1,981 1,981 1,981 1,981 

Asotin 1 864 1,786 1,948 2,110 2,273 2,435 2,435 2,597 2,597 2,597 2,597 2,597 2,597 

Benton  41 123,212 15,606 17,025 18,444 19,863 21,281 21,281 22,700 22,700 22,700 22,700 22,700 22,700 

Chelan 3 4,947 6,249 6,817 7,386 7,954 8,522 8,522 9,090 9,090 9,090 9,090 9,090 9,090 

Clallam 14 36,936 6,493 7,083 7,673 8,263 8,854 8,854 9,444 9,444 9,444 9,444 9,444 9,444 

Clark 14 74,466 40,021 43,659 47,298 50,936 54,574 54,574 58,213 58,213 58,213 58,213 58,213 58,213 

Columbia  1 518 325 355 384 414 443 443 473 473 473 473 473 473 

Cowlitz 20 52,392 8,600 9,382 10,164 10,946 11,727 11,727 12,509 12,509 12,509 12,509 12,509 12,509 

Douglas 21 59,237 3,273 3,571 3,868 4,166 4,463 4,463 4,761 4,761 4,761 4,761 4,761 4,761 

Ferry  2 3,504 599 653 708 762 816 816 871 871 871 871 871 871 

Franklin 0 0 6,806 7,425 8,044 8,662 9,281 9,281 9,900 9,900 9,900 9,900 9,900 9,900 

Garfield  0 0 179 195 212 228 244 244 260 260 260 260 260 260 

Grant 88 218,645 7,237 7,895 8,553 9,211 9,869 9,869 10,527 10,527 10,527 10,527 10,527 10,527 

Grays 
Harbor

30 117,949 6,106 6,662 7,217 7,772 8,327 8,327 8,882 8,882 8,882 8,882 8,882 8,882 

Island  10 19,824 7,191 7,845 8,499 9,152 9,806 9,806 10,460 10,460 10,460 10,460 10,460 10,460 

Jefferson  8 11,850 2,951 3,219 3,487 3,755 4,023 4,023 4,292 4,292 4,292 4,292 4,292 4,292 

King 44 104,242 185,507 202,371 219,235 236,099 252,964 252,964 269,828 269,828 269,828 269,828 269,828 269,828 

Kitsap 13 33,722 22,311 24,339 26,368 28,396 30,424 30,424 32,453 32,453 32,453 32,453 32,453 32,453 

Kittitas  7 20,336 3,656 3,988 4,321 4,653 4,985 4,985 5,318 5,318 5,318 5,318 5,318 5,318 

Klickitat  11 22,952 1,857 2,026 2,195 2,364 2,533 2,533 2,701 2,701 2,701 2,701 2,701 2,701 

Lewis  4 15,552 6,439 7,024 7,609 8,195 8,780 8,780 9,365 9,365 9,365 9,365 9,365 9,365 

Lincoln  16 49,823 865 943 1,022 1,101 1,179 1,179 1,258 1,258 1,258 1,258 1,258 1,258 

Mason 32 92,163 5,359 5,847 6,334 6,821 7,308 7,308 7,795 7,795 7,795 7,795 7,795 7,795 

Okanogan 112 259,513 3,332 3,635 3,937 4,240 4,543 4,543 4,846 4,846 4,846 4,846 4,846 4,846 

Pacific 12 41,477 1,974 2,153 2,333 2,512 2,692 2,692 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 

Pend Oreille  4 6,388 1,115 1,217 1,318 1,420 1,521 1,521 1,622 1,622 1,622 1,622 1,622 1,622 

Pierce 61 192,449 71,598 78,107 84,616 91,125 97,634 97,634 104,143 104,143 104,143 104,143 104,143 104,143 

San Juan 3 3,877 1,576 1,720 1,863 2,006 2,149 2,149 2,293 2,293 2,293 2,293 2,293 2,293 

Skagit  24 62,203 10,210 11,138 12,066 12,994 13,923 13,923 14,851 14,851 14,851 14,851 14,851 14,851 

Skamania 3 6,367 978 1,066 1,155 1,244 1,333 1,333 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 1,422 

Snohomish 82 220,527 65,548 71,506 77,465 83,424 89,383 89,383 95,342 95,342 95,342 95,342 95,342 95,342 

Spokane 100 260,796 42,472 46,333 50,194 54,055 57,916 57,916 61,777 61,777 61,777 61,777 61,777 61,777 

Stevens 30 64,774 3,683 4,018 4,353 4,688 5,023 5,023 5,357 5,357 5,357 5,357 5,357 5,357 

Thurston  57 159,144 23,509 25,646 27,784 29,921 32,058 32,058 34,195 34,195 34,195 34,195 34,195 34,195 

Wahkiakum  1 2,121 378 412 447 481 515 515 550 550 550 550 550 550 

Walla Walla 4 8,080 4,829 5,268 5,707 6,146 6,586 6,586 7,025 7,025 7,025 7,025 7,025 7,025 

Whatcom  51 105,528 18,472 20,151 21,830 23,509 25,189 25,189 26,868 26,868 26,868 26,868 26,868 26,868 

Whitman 9 16,271 3,572 3,896 4,221 4,546 4,871 4,871 5,195 5,195 5,195 5,195 5,195 5,195 

Yakima 17 55,723 18,392 20,064 21,736 23,408 25,080 25,080 26,752 26,752 26,752 26,752 26,752 26,752 

Source: Whitney Economics, LCB
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Chart: Difference Between Current Supply Capacity vs.  
Demand by County (2024 – 2035)
Description: This Chart examines how much current supply capacity a county has licensed and the difference 

between the capacity and the forecasted demand. A negative number in red indicates that there is less supply 

capacity than demand, but given that other counties can have excesses and can supply all counties, then there are 

limited opportunities (none) to add capacity at this level of legal participation

Jurisdiction Current 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 2,610,639 1,998,223 1,942,549 1,886,874 1,831,200 1,775,526 1,775,526 1,719,852 1,719,852 1,719,852 1,719,852 1,719,852 1,719,852 

Adams 82,268 80,906 80,782 80,658 80,534 80,410 80,410 80,286 80,286 80,286 80,286 80,286 80,286 

Asotin 864 (922) (1,084) (1,246) (1,409) (1,571) (1,571) (1,733) (1,733) (1,733) (1,733) (1,733) (1,733)

Benton 123,212 107,606 106,187 104,768 103,349 101,931 101,931 100,512 100,512 100,512 100,512 100,512 100,512 

Chelan 4,947 (1,302) (1,870) (2,438) (3,006) (3,575) (3,575) (4,143) (4,143) (4,143) (4,143) (4,143) (4,143)

Clallam 36,936 30,443 29,853 29,262 28,672 28,082 28,082 27,492 27,492 27,492 27,492 27,492 27,492 

Clark 74,466 34,444 30,806 27,168 23,530 19,891 19,891 16,253 16,253 16,253 16,253 16,253 16,253 

Columbia 518 193 164 134 105 75 75 45 45 45 45 45 45 

Cowlitz 52,392 43,792 43,010 42,228 41,446 40,664 40,664 39,883 39,883 39,883 39,883 39,883 39,883 

Douglas 59,237 55,964 55,666 55,369 55,071 54,773 54,773 54,476 54,476 54,476 54,476 54,476 54,476 

Ferry 3,504 2,906 2,851 2,797 2,742 2,688 2,688 2,634 2,634 2,634 2,634 2,634 2,634 

Franklin 0 (6,806) (7,425) (8,044) (8,662) (9,281) (9,281) (9,900) (9,900) (9,900) (9,900) (9,900) (9,900)

Garfield 0 (179) (195) (212) (228) (244) (244) (260) (260) (260) (260) (260) (260)

Grant 218,645 211,407 210,750 210,092 209,434 208,776 208,776 208,118 208,118 208,118 208,118 208,118 208,118 

Grays 
Harbor

117,949 111,843 111,288 110,733 110,178 109,623 109,623 109,067 109,067 109,067 109,067 109,067 109,067 

Island 19,824 12,633 11,979 11,325 10,671 10,018 10,018 9,364 9,364 9,364 9,364 9,364 9,364 

Jefferson 11,850 8,899 8,631 8,363 8,095 7,827 7,827 7,558 7,558 7,558 7,558 7,558 7,558 

King 104,242 (81,265) (98,129) (114,993) (131,858) (148,722) (148,722) (165,586) (165,586) (165,586) (165,586) (165,586) (165,586)

Kitsap 33,722 11,410 9,382 7,354 5,326 3,297 3,297 1,269 1,269 1,269 1,269 1,269 1,269 

Kittitas 20,336 16,680 16,348 16,016 15,683 15,351 15,351 15,019 15,019 15,019 15,019 15,019 15,019 

Klickitat 22,952 21,095 20,926 20,758 20,589 20,420 20,420 20,251 20,251 20,251 20,251 20,251 20,251 

Lewis 15,552 9,113 8,528 7,943 7,357 6,772 6,772 6,187 6,187 6,187 6,187 6,187 6,187 

Lincoln 49,823 48,958 48,880 48,801 48,722 48,644 48,644 48,565 48,565 48,565 48,565 48,565 48,565 

Mason 92,163 86,804 86,317 85,829 85,342 84,855 84,855 84,368 84,368 84,368 84,368 84,368 84,368 

Okanogan 259,513 256,181 255,878 255,575 255,273 254,970 254,970 254,667 254,667 254,667 254,667 254,667 254,667 

Pacific 41,477 39,503 39,323 39,144 38,965 38,785 38,785 38,606 38,606 38,606 38,606 38,606 38,606 

Pend 
Oreille

6,388 5,273 5,171 5,070 4,968 4,867 4,867 4,766 4,766 4,766 4,766 4,766 4,766 

Pierce 192,449 120,850 114,341 107,832 101,323 94,814 94,814 88,305 88,305 88,305 88,305 88,305 88,305 

San Juan 3,877 2,301 2,157 2,014 1,871 1,728 1,728 1,584 1,584 1,584 1,584 1,584 1,584 

Skagit 62,203 51,993 51,065 50,137 49,209 48,281 48,281 47,352 47,352 47,352 47,352 47,352 47,352 

Skamania 6,367 5,389 5,300 5,211 5,123 5,034 5,034 4,945 4,945 4,945 4,945 4,945 4,945 

Snohomish 220,527 154,979 149,021 143,062 137,103 131,144 131,144 125,185 125,185 125,185 125,185 125,185 125,185 

Spokane 260,796 218,324 214,463 210,602 206,741 202,880 202,880 199,019 199,019 199,019 199,019 199,019 199,019 

Stevens 64,774 61,091 60,756 60,422 60,087 59,752 59,752 59,417 59,417 59,417 59,417 59,417 59,417 

Thurston 159,144 135,635 133,497 131,360 129,223 127,086 127,086 124,949 124,949 124,949 124,949 124,949 124,949 

Wahkiakum 2,121 1,743 1,709 1,674 1,640 1,606 1,606 1,571 1,571 1,571 1,571 1,571 1,571 

Walla Walla 8,080 3,251 2,812 2,373 1,934 1,494 1,494 1,055 1,055 1,055 1,055 1,055 1,055 

Whatcom 105,528 87,056 85,377 83,698 82,018 80,339 80,339 78,660 78,660 78,660 78,660 78,660 78,660 

Whitman 16,271 12,699 12,374 12,050 11,725 11,400 11,400 11,076 11,076 11,076 11,076 11,076 11,076 

Yakima 55,723 37,332 35,660 33,988 32,316 30,644 30,644 28,972 28,972 28,972 28,972 28,972 28,972 

Source: Whitney Economics, LCB
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Chart: Supply Output Scenarios (based on utilization rates) vs.  
Forecasted Demand in 2024
Description: This chart examines the amount of supply in pounds that are forecasted to meet the 2024 legal 

demand in the state. It then examines how much capacity needs to be utilized in order to meet that demand.
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Capacity Licensed
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Source: Whitney Economics
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Chart: Current Capacity by Grow Type
Description: This chart shows the total amount of capacity in square feet and in pounds of capacity for each grow 

type licensed in Washington

Chart: Current Capacity by Grow Type
Description: This chart shows the total amount of capacity in pounds of capacity for each grow type licensed in 

Washington. It then models the amount of output total based on capacity utilization rates and then compares that 

output to the total demand potential (illicit + Legal) in the state. It shows that a capacity utilization of less than 50% 

will support all of the demand in the state, not just legal demand.

Grow Type Canopy Pounds of Capacity Output /sq ft

Indoor 3,660,620.19 1,581,387.9 0.432

GH (est) 4,560,819.80 460,642.8 0.101

Outdoor 5,629,784.00 568,608.2 0.101

Total 13,851,223.99 2,610,638.9 

Grow Type Full 
Capacity

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Indoor 1,581,387.9 316,277.6 474,416.4 632,555.2 790,694.0 948,832.8 1,106,971.5 1,265,110.3 1,423,249.1 

GH (est) 460,642.8 92,128.6 138,192.8 184,257.1 230,321.4 276,385.7 322,450.0 368,514.2 414,578.5 

Outdoor 568,608.2 113,721.6 170,582.5 227,443.3 284,304.1 341,164.9 398,025.7 454,886.5 511,747.4 

Total 2,610,638.9 522,127.8 783,191.7 1,044,255.6 1,305,319.5 1,566,383.3 1,827,447.2 2,088,511.1 2,349,575.0 

Excess to Demand

1,113,484 (591,356.2) (330,292.3) (69,228.4) 191,835.5 452,899.4 713,963.3 975,027.2 1,236,091.1 

Source: Whitney Economics, LCB

Source: Whitney Economics, LCB



© WHITNEY ECONOMICS, LLC. 2024   •   503.724.3084   •   WHITNEYECONOMICS.COM  59

Chart: Number of Processor Licenses by County and by Year Assuming  
500 Pounds of Cultivated Supply
Description: This chart looks at how many processor licenses could be supported each year by county. It is 

important to note that some opportunities for licensure may not be available in counties with moratoriums in place.

Jurisdiction Current 
Licenses 
Issued

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 1,039 1,225 1,336 1,448 1,559 1,670 1,670 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 

Adams 22 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Asotin 1 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Benton 35 31 34 37 40 43 43 45 45 45 45 45 45 

Chelan 6 12 14 15 16 17 17 18 18 18 18 18 18 

Clallam 12 13 14 15 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Clark 14 80 87 95 102 109 109 116 116 116 116 116 116 

Columbia 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Cowlitz 24 17 19 20 22 23 23 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Douglas 23 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Ferry 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Franklin 0 14 15 16 17 19 19 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Grant 75 14 16 17 18 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Grays 
Harbor

29 12 13 14 16 17 17 18 18 18 18 18 18 

Island 12 14 16 17 18 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Jefferson 12 6 6 7 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 

King 82 371 405 438 472 506 506 540 540 540 540 540 540 

Kitsap 20 45 49 53 57 61 61 65 65 65 65 65 65 

Kittitas 7 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Klickitat 9 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Lewis 5 13 14 15 16 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Lincoln 16 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Mason 35 11 12 13 14 15 15 16 16 16 16 16 16 

Okanogan 93 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Pacific 17 4 4 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Pend Oreille 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Pierce 77 143 156 169 182 195 195 208 208 208 208 208 208 

San Juan 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Skagit 25 20 22 24 26 28 28 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Skamania 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Snohomish 96 131 143 155 167 179 179 191 191 191 191 191 191 

Spokane 102 85 93 100 108 116 116 124 124 124 124 124 124 

Stevens 27 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Thurston 61 47 51 56 60 64 64 68 68 68 68 68 68 

Wahkiakum 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Walla Walla 4 10 11 11 12 13 13 14 14 14 14 14 14 

Whatcom 62 37 40 44 47 50 50 54 54 54 54 54 54 

Whitman 7 7 8 8 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Yakima 16 37 40 43 47 50 50 54 54 54 54 54 54 

1,225 1,336 1,448 1,559 1,670 1,670 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 

Source: LCB (Licenses) Whitney Economics (Forecast)
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Chart: Number of Processor Licenses by County and by Year Assuming 250 Pounds of 
Cultivated Supply
Description: This chart looks at how many processor licenses could be supported each year by county. It is 

important to note that some opportunities for licensure may not be available in counties with moratoriums in place.

Jurisdiction Current 
Licenses 
Issued

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Washington 1,039 2,450 2,672 2,895 3,118 3,340 3,340 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 

Adams 22 5 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Asotin 1 7 8 8 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Benton 35 62 68 74 79 85 85 91 91 91 91 91 91 

Chelan 6 25 27 30 32 34 34 36 36 36 36 36 36 

Clallam 12 26 28 31 33 35 35 38 38 38 38 38 38 

Clark 14 160 175 189 204 218 218 233 233 233 233 233 233 

Columbia 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Cowlitz 24 34 38 41 44 47 47 50 50 50 50 50 50 

Douglas 23 13 14 15 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Ferry 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Franklin 0 27 30 32 35 37 37 40 40 40 40 40 40 

Garfield 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Grant 75 29 32 34 37 39 39 42 42 42 42 42 42 

Grays 
Harbor

29 24 27 29 31 33 33 36 36 36 36 36 36 

Island 12 29 31 34 37 39 39 42 42 42 42 42 42 

Jefferson 12 12 13 14 15 16 16 17 17 17 17 17 17 

King 82 742 809 877 944 1,012 1,012 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 1,079 

Kitsap 20 89 97 105 114 122 122 130 130 130 130 130 130 

Kittitas 7 15 16 17 19 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Klickitat 9 7 8 9 9 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Lewis 5 26 28 30 33 35 35 37 37 37 37 37 37 

Lincoln 16 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Mason 35 21 23 25 27 29 29 31 31 31 31 31 31 

Okanogan 93 13 15 16 17 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Pacific 17 8 9 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Pend Oreille 3 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Pierce 77 286 312 338 365 391 391 417 417 417 417 417 417 

San Juan 3 6 7 7 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

Skagit 25 41 45 48 52 56 56 59 59 59 59 59 59 

Skamania 3 4 4 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Snohomish 96 262 286 310 334 358 358 381 381 381 381 381 381 

Spokane 102 170 185 201 216 232 232 247 247 247 247 247 247 

Stevens 27 15 16 17 19 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Thurston 61 94 103 111 120 128 128 137 137 137 137 137 137 

Wahkiakum 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Walla Walla 4 19 21 23 25 26 26 28 28 28 28 28 28 

Whatcom 62 74 81 87 94 101 101 107 107 107 107 107 107 

Whitman 7 14 16 17 18 19 19 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Yakima 16 74 80 87 94 100 100 107 107 107 107 107 107 

2,450 2,672 2,895 3,118 3,340 3,340 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 3,563 

Source: LCB (Licenses) Whitney Economics (Forecast)
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Chart: Current Number of Processor Licenses vs. Forecasted Demand for  
Licensess 2024 – 2035 (500 lbs/license)
Description: This chart examines the opportunities for additional licenses based on the forecasted demand for 

licenses from 2024 – 2035. A red number in parenthesis indicated an opportunity to issue more licenses

Chart: Current Number of Processor Licenses vs. Forecasted Demand for  
Licenses 2024 – 2035 (250 lbs/license)
Description: This chart examines the opportunities for additional licenses based on the forecasted demand for 

licenses from 2024 – 2035. A red number in parenthesis indicated an opportunity to issue more licenses.

Washington Current Licensed Processors Gap to Current Licenses

Assumes 250lb/license 1039 Negative means more viable licenses 
needed

2024 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 2450 (1,411)

2025 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 2672 (1,633)

2026 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 2895 (1,856)

2027 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3118 (2,079)

2028 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3340 (2,301)

2029 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3340 (2,301)

2030 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2031 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2032 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2033 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2034 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

2035 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 3563 (2,524)

Potential - Upper Bound (MAX) 4454 (3,415)

Washington Current Licensed Processors Gap to Current Licenses

Assumes 500lb/license 1039 Negative means more viable  
licenses needed

2024 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1225 (186)

2025 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1336 (297)

2026 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1448 (409)

2027 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1559 (520)

2028 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1670 (631)

2029 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1670 (631)

2030 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2031 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2032 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2033 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2034 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

2035 Processing Forecasted Opportunity 1782 (743)

Potential - Upper Bound (MAX) 2227 (1,188)
Source: Whitney Economics

Source: Whitney Economics
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Chart: Supply by County and Grow Type
Description: This chart examines the number of licenses, the square feet of canopy and the total estimated output 

from this canopy. The chart assumes that the capacity is fully utilized. This data can be used to determine if the 

amount of capacity is greater than or less than the total demand.

County Type Number of Licenses Total Canopy Pounds of Canopy Capacity

ADAMS Both 14 308,000 31,108 
Indoor 1 10,000 4,320 

outdoor 21 463,760 46,840 
ADAMS Total 36 781,760 82,268 
ASOTIN Indoor 1 2,000 864 
ASOTIN Total 1 2,000 864 
BENTON Both 14 267,336 27,001 

Indoor 5 107,800 46,570 
outdoor 22 491,500 49,642 

BENTON Total 41 866,636 123,212 
CHELAN Both 1 10,000 1,010 

Indoor 1 2,100 907 
outdoor 1 30,000 3,030 

CHELAN Total 3 42,100 4,947 
CLALLAM Both 6 86,500 8,737 

Indoor 5 52,300 22,594 
outdoor 3 55,500 5,606 

CLALLAM Total 14 194,300 36,936 
CLARK Indoor 13 171,762 74,201 

outdoor 1 2,618 264 
CLARK Total 14 174,380 74,466 
COLUMBIA Indoor 1 1,200 518 
COLUMBIA Total 1 1,200 518 
COWLITZ Both 2 11,999 1,212 

Indoor 17 118,472 51,180 
None 1 0 0 

COWLITZ Total 20 130,471 52,392 
DOUGLAS Both 7 118,000 11,918 

Indoor 7 65,113 28,129 
outdoor 7 190,000 19,190 

DOUGLAS Total 21 373,113 59,237 
FERRY Both 1 10,000 1,010 

Indoor 1 5,774 2,494 
FERRY Total 2 15,774 3,504 
GRANT Both 28 606,500 61,257 

Indoor 10 96,160 41,541 
outdoor 50 1,147,000 115,847 

GRANT Total 88 1,849,660 218,645 
GRAYS HARBOR Both 12 194,013 19,595 

Indoor 13 201,954 87,244 
outdoor 5 110,001 11,110 

GRAYS HARBOR Total 30 505,968 117,949 
ISLAND Indoor 9 45,304 19,571 

outdoor 1 2,500 253 
ISLAND Total 10 47,804 19,824 
JEFFERSON Both 5 66,000 6,666 

Indoor 3 12,000 5,184 
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County Type Number of Licenses Total Canopy Pounds of Canopy Capacity

JEFFERSON Total 8 78,000 11,850 
KING Both 1 3,510 355 

Indoor 41 232,998 100,655 
outdoor 2 32,001 3,232 

KING Total 44 268,509 104,242 
KITSAP Both 2 25,503 2,576 

Indoor 8 56,900 24,581 
outdoor 3 65,000 6,565 

KITSAP Total 13 147,403 33,722 
KITTITAS Both 2 51,000 5,151 

Indoor 1 9,200 3,974 
outdoor 4 111,000 11,211 

KITTITAS Total 7 171,200 20,336 
KLICKITAT Both 3 39,605 4,000 

Indoor 1 10,000 4,320 
outdoor 7 144,875 14,632 

KLICKITAT Total 11 194,480 22,952 
LEWIS Indoor 4 36,000 15,552 
LEWIS Total 4 36,000 15,552 
LINCOLN Both 6 134,000 13,534 

Indoor 2 37,000 15,984 
outdoor 8 201,040 20,305 

LINCOLN Total 16 372,040 49,823 
MASON Both 15 244,500 24,695 

Indoor 12 130,460 56,359 
outdoor 5 110,000 11,110 

MASON Total 32 484,960 92,163 
OKANOGAN Both 38 818,350 82,653 

Indoor 4 42,100 18,187 
outdoor 70 1,571,012 158,672 

OKANOGAN Total 112 2,431,462 259,513 
PACIFIC Both 2 15,600 1,576 

Indoor 9 85,350 36,871 
outdoor 1 30,000 3,030 

PACIFIC Total 12 130,950 41,477 
PEND OREILLE Both 2 15,000 1,515 

Indoor 2 11,280 4,873 
PEND OREILLE Total 4 26,280 6,388 
PIERCE Both 4 63,200 6,383 

Indoor 53 426,779 184,369 
None 1 0 0 

outdoor 3 16,800 1,697 
PIERCE Total 61 506,779 192,449 
SAN JUAN Both 2 17,000 1,717 

Indoor 1 5,000 2,160 
SAN JUAN Total 3 22,000 3,877 
SKAGIT Both 2 31,200 3,151 

Indoor 22 136,695 59,052 
SKAGIT Total 24 167,895 62,203 
SKAMANIA Both 1 10,000 1,010 

Indoor 2 12,400 5,357 
SKAMANIA Total 3 22,400 6,367 
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County Type Number of Licenses Total Canopy Pounds of Canopy Capacity

SNOHOMISH Both 11 203,000 20,503 
Indoor 60 439,826 190,005 
None 1 0 0 

outdoor 10 99,200 10,019 
SNOHOMISH Total 82 742,026 220,527 
SPOKANE Both 23 336,280 33,964 

Indoor 59 461,109 199,199 
None 1 0 0 

outdoor 17 273,587 27,632 
SPOKANE Total 100 1,070,976 260,796 
STEVENS Both 15 265,000 26,765 

Indoor 7 62,501 27,000 
outdoor 8 109,000 11,009 

STEVENS Total 30 436,501 64,774 
THURSTON Both 13 198,533 20,052 

Indoor 42 314,397 135,820 
outdoor 2 32,400 3,272 

THURSTON Total 57 545,330 159,144 
WAHKIAKUM Both 1 21,000 2,121 
WAHKIAKUM Total 1 21,000 2,121 
WALLA WALLA Both 4 80,000 8,080 
WALLA WALLA Total 4 80,000 8,080 
WHATCOM Both 14 180,810 18,262 

Indoor 32 176,287 76,156 
outdoor 5 110,000 11,110 

WHATCOM Total 51 467,097 105,528 
WHITMAN Both 5 70,840 7,155 

Indoor 2 19,000 8,208 
outdoor 2 8,990 908 

WHITMAN Total 9 98,830 16,271 
YAKIMA Both 5 58,541 5,913 

Indoor 4 63,400 27,389 
outdoor 8 222,000 22,422 

YAKIMA Total 17 343,941 55,723 
Grand Total 986 13,851,224 2,610,639 

Source: LCB, Whitney Economics
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Washington
University of Waterloo – Washington 2021 Cannabis Report (May 2022)

https://lcb.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/temp_links/2021-Washington-State-ICPS-Cannabis-Report.pdf

Citation: HAMMOND D, CORSETTI D, GOODMAN S, IRANIPARAST M, DANH HONG D, BURKHALTER R. INTERNATIONAL 
CANNABIS POLICY STUDY - WASHINGTON 2021 SUMMARY. MAY 2022

University of Waterloo – Washington 2022 Cannabis Report (May 2023)

Citation: HAMMOND D, CORSETTI D, FATAAR F, IRANIPARAST M, DANH HONG D, BURKHALTER R. INTERNATIONAL 
CANNABIS POLICY STUDY - WASHINGTON 2022 SUMMARY. MAY 2023.

WATERLOO CHARTS

Page: 61 
Age in categories

AGE_GROUPS_DV Frequency % 95% CI

16-25 years 562 17.9 16.2 19.7

26-35 years 750 24.0 22.2 25.7

36-45 years 659 21.1 19.6 22.5

46-55 years 572 18.3 16.7 19.8

56-65 years 588 18.8 17.3 20.2

Total 3131 100.0

Page: 67 
MONEY_SELL: Of all the marijuana you purchased in the past 12 months,  
how much did you sell to others?

MONEY_SELL Frequency % 95% CI

0% 1 5.2 0.0 16.0

10% 6 26.5 5.3 47.7 6 26.5 5.3 47.7

20% 4 17.6 0.8 34.3 4 17.6 0.8 34.3

30% 2 9.9 0.0 25.4 2 9.9 0.0 25.4

40% 1 2.9 0.0 9.2 1 2.9 0.0 9.2

50% 6 24.1 0.0 49.7 6 24.1 0.0 49.7

70% 3 13.8 0.0 35.9 3 13.8 0.0 35.9

Total 24 100.0
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Page: 60 (previous report) 
Cannabis_Source1v5_DV: Store, co-operative or dispensary - In the past 12 months, have you 
gotten any type of marijuana from the following sources?

CANNABIS_SOURCE1r5_DV Frequency % 95% CI

No 170 23.1 19.6 26.6

Yes 565 76.9 73.4 80.4

Total 735 100.0

Page: 72 

CANNABIS_SOURCE1r3_DV:Dealer - recoded - In the past 12 months, have you gotten any type of
marijuana from the following sources?

CANNABIS_SOURCE1r3_DV Frequency % 95% CI

No 1175 87.2 85.1 89.4

Yes 172 12.8 10.6 14.9

Total 1348 100.0

Page: 72 

CANNABIS_SOURCE1r5_DV:Store, co-operative or dispensary - In the past 12 months, have you 
gottenany type of marijuana from the following sources?

CANNABIS_SOURCE1r5_DV Frequency % 95% CI

No 307 22.8 20.1 25.4

Yes 1041  77.2  74.6  79.9

Total 1348 100.0

Page: 79 

Legal stores were too far away/there are none where I live - What were the main reasons you 
bought from illegal/unauthorized sources instead of legal/authorized sources?

CANNABIS_ILLEGALr6_RECODED_DV Frequency % 95% CI

No 451 93.4 90.9  95.8

Yes 32  6.6  4.2  9.1

Total 483 100.0

Page: 78 

_____ % - Overall, how much of the marijuana that you used in the past 12 months was 
purchased from LEGAL/AUTHORIZED sources?

VarName Mean SD 95% CI N

CANNABIS_SOURCE_LEGALr1 90.84 21.60 89.37 92.31 1146
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Page: 79 

Legal sources were less convenient - What were the main reasons you bought from
illegal/unauthorized sources instead of legal/authorized sources?

CANNABIS_ILLEGALr7_RECODED_DV Frequency % 95% CI

No 420  87.1  83.4  90.7

Yes 62   12.9   9.3   16.6

Total 483 100.0

Page: 79 

Legal sources were less convenient - What were the main reasons you bought from
illegal/unauthorized sources instead of legal/authorized sources?

CANNABIS_ILLEGALr7_RECODED_DV Frequency % 95% CI

No 420 87.1 83.4 90.7

Yes 62  12.9 9.3 16.6

Total 483 100.0

Page: 209 

RETAIL_ACCESS: How long would it take you to get to the nearest store that sells marijuana using 
your usual mode of transportation?

RETAIL_ACCESS Frequency % 95% CI

Less than 5 minutes 738 23.6 21.9 25.2

5 minutes 509 16.3 14.8 17.7

10 minutes 735 23.5 21.8 25.2

15 minutes 399 12.7 11.4 14.1

20 minutes 193 6.2 5.2  7.1

25 minutes 82 2.6 1.9 3.3

30 minutes 107 3.4 2.7 4.1

35 minutes 34 1.1 0.7 1.5

40 minutes 27 0.9 0.5 1.2

45 minutes 19 0.6 0.3  0.9

50 minutes 10 0.3 0.1 0.6

55 minutes 2 0.1 0.0 0.1

1 hour 16 0.5 0.2 0.8

more than 1 hour 22 0.7 0.3 1.1

I don't know of any stores that sell  
marijuana near where I live 203 6.5 5.4 7.5

Refuse to answer 36 1.1 0.6 1.6

Total 3131 100.0
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Page: 213 

STORE_COMFORT: How comfortable or uncomfortable did you feel visiting legal marijuana store(s) 
inthe city or town where you live?

STORE_COMFORT Frequency % 95% CI

Very uncomfortable 372 13.2 11.8 14.6

Uncomfortable 346 12.3 10.9 13.6

Neither comfortable nor  
uncomfortable 629 22.3  20.5 24.0

Comfortable 628 22.3 20.5 24.0

Very comfortable 794 28.1 26.2 30.0

Don't know 53 1.9 1.3 2.5

Refuse to answer 1 0.0 0.0  0.1

Total 2823 100.0

Page: 296 

POLICY_STORE: Do you feel the number of marijuana stores in your community is…

POLICY_STORE Frequency % 95% CI

Too low 248 7.9 6.8  9.0

About right 1536 49.1 47.1 51.1

Too high 783 25.0 23.3 26.7

Don't know 520 16.6 15.1 18.1

Refuse to answer 45 1.4 0.9 2.0

Total 3131 100.0

Page: 237 

OPIOID_SUB: Have you ever used marijuana for pain relief, instead of using opioids or prescription
pain medication?

OPIOID_SUB Frequency % 95% CI

Yes 857 82.8 80.2 85.4

No 158 15.2 12.8 17.7

Don't know 20 1.9 0.9 3.0

Refuse to answer 1 0.1 0.0  0.2

Total 1036 100.0
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Page: 313 

SES: What was your total household income (before taxes) over the past 12 months?

SES Frequency % 95% CI

Less than $20,000 420 13.4 12.1 14.8

$20,000 to less than $30,000 232 7.4 6.4 8.5

$30,000 to less than $40,000 227 7.2 227 8.3

$40,000 to less than $50,000 196 6.3 5.3 7.2

$50,000 to less than $60,000 247 7.9 6.8 8.9

$60,000 to less than $70,000 200 6.4 5.4 7.4

$70,000 to less than $80,000t 192 6.1 5.2 7.16

$80,000 to less than $90,000 138 4.4 3.6 5.2

$90,000 to less than $100,000 202 6.5 5.5 7.4

More than $100,000 791 25.3 23.5 27.0

Don't know 152 4.8 3.9 5.8

Refuse to answer 134 4.3 3.5 5.1

Total 3131 100.0

Page: 314 

Cannabis use status

CANNABIS_USE_STATUS_DV Frequency % 95% CI

Never user 867 27.7 25.8 29.5

Used more than 12 months ago 916 29.3 27.5 31.0

Past 12-month user 350 11.2 10.0 12.4

Monthly user 247 7.9 6.8 8.9

Weekly user 225 7.2  6.1 8.2

Daily/almost daily user 526 16.8 15.3 18.4

Total 3131 100.0

Page: 282 (2022 report) 

Cannabis use status

CANNABIS_USE_STATUS_DV Frequency % 95% CI

Never user 562 31.2 28.8 33.6

Used more than 12 months ago 502 27.9 25.6 30.2

Past 12-month user 167 9.3 7.9 10.7

Monthly user 138 7.7 6.2 9.1

Weekly user 120 6.7 5.4 8.0

Daily/almost daily user 310 17.3 15.2 19.3

Total 1799 100.0
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Page: 32

Reasons for Purchasing From Retail ‘Illegal’ Sources - Washington 2022
Consumers who purchased cannabis from an illegal retail source reported a range of reasons for doing so. 

Higher price, lower convenience and lower anonymity of legal sources were the most common reasons for 

purchasing cannabis from illegal sources in 2022.
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Page: 39

Cannabis Sources - Washington 2022
Stores were the most common source of cannabis amongpast 12-month consumers across all years. In 2022, 

over three quarters of consumers got their cannabis from ‘stores’.
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APPENDIX 6:

Sources and Acknowledgments

Washington:
https://lcb.wa.gov/cann/canopy_report

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/wa-pot-sales-decline-for-first-time-in-the-decade-since-legalization/

https://www.axios.com/local/seattle/2023/12/12/older-washingtonians-using-weed-marijuana

https://reason.com/2022/11/14/washington-has-been-much-more-successful-than-california-in-displacing-the-black-

market-for-pot/

https://salish-current.org/2023/02/10/retail-and-illicit-cannabis-markets-endure-medical-in-dire-straits/

Demand Elasticity
Pacula RL, Lundberg R. Why Changes in Price Matter When Thinking About Marijuana Policy: A Review of the 

Literature on the Elasticity of Demand. Public Health Rev. 2014;35(2):1-18. doi: 10.1007/BF03391701. PMID: 25642015; 

PMCID: PMC4310503.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4310503/#:~:text=Their%20estimates%20of%20the%20

price,from%20%2D1.01%20to%20%2D1.51

Consumer prevalence rates

SAMSHA
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/report/2021-2022-nsduh-state-prevalence-estimates

Washington
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/statewide-data/washington-trends/economic-trends/washington-and-

us-average-wages

https://lcb.wa.gov/cann/canopy_report

Industry trends
https://www.bevindustry.com/articles/96128-cannabis-beverages-find-footing

https://www.headset.io/industry-reports/a-look-at-cannabis-consumer-demographics-in-2023#::text=Millennials%20

have%20made%20up%20the,Generation%2C%20and%20Generation%20Z).

BEAU WHITNEY  |  Whitney Economics

503-724-3084  |  beau@whitneyeconomics.com  |  whitneyeconomics.com
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APPENDIX 7:

Section Footnotes

Executive Summery
1.� �https://dor.wa.gov/about statistics-reports/recreational-and-medical-cannabis-taxes

2. Whitney Economics 

3. Whitney Economics

4. Whitney Economics

5. Whitney Economics

6. LCB, Headset, 2020; Davenport, 2021; BevIndustry

U.S. Cannabis Market Update
7. Whitney Economics

8. Whitney Economics, Vangst Cannabis Jobs report – 2024

9. Source: U.S. Business Conditions Survey report – Whitney Economics- 2023

10. �State Cannabis Regulators, Departments of Revenue, Whitney Economics (Source: Vangst Cannabis Jobs report – 2024)

Washington State Cannabis Market Update
11. Whitney Economics

12. SAMHSA - https://www.samhsa.gov/data/report/2021-2022-nsduh-state-prevalence-estimates

13. �Source: https://dor.wa.gov/about/statistics-reports/recreational-and-medical-cannabis-taxes and Whitney Economics

14. LCB

15. Vangst Cannabis Jobs report – 2024

16. �https://dor.wa.gov/about/statistics-reports/recreational-and-medical-cannabis-taxes and Whitney Economics

Key Elements that Determine Success or Failure in a State Regulartory System
17. The Opt-out Report Leafly – Whitney Economics - 2022

18. Economic Impact Analysis of Cannabis in Indiana – September 2021, Whitney Economics

The Influence of Local Jurisdictions
19. The Opt-out Report Leafly – Whitney Economics - 2022

20. �HAMMOND D, CORSETTI D, GOODMAN S, IRANIPARAST M, DANH HONG D, BURKHALTER R. INTERNATIONAL CANNABIS 
POLICY STUDY - WASHINGTON 2021 SUMMARY. MAY 2022

21. �https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7971472/ ( Lucas P, Boyd S, Milloy MJ, Walsh Z. Cannabis Significantly 
Reduces the Use of Prescription Opioids and Improves Quality of Life in Authorized Patients: Results of a Large Prospective 
Study. Pain Med. 2021 Mar 18;22(3):727-739. doi: 10.1093/pm/pnaa396. PMID: 33367882; PMCID: PMC7971472.

22. Source: NIH https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4392651/

23. �Coley RL, Carey N, Kruzik C, Hawkins SS, Baum CF. Recreational Cannabis Legalization, Retail Sales, and Adolescent 
Substance Use Through 2021. JAMA Pediatr. Published online April 15, 2024. doi:10.1001/jamapediatrics.2024.0555

Retail Cannabis Licenses in Washington
24. Cannabis Delinquencies: An Existential threat to the U.S. Cannabis industry – Whitney Economics – 2024

25. Cannabis Delinquencies: An Existential threat to the U.S. Cannabis industry – Whitney Economics – 2024

26. Whitney Economics, State Cannabis Regulator data

27. Whitney Economics, State Cannabis Regulator data, Washington DOR
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28. �https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/economic-analysis-indicates-cannabis-industry-paid-1-8-billion-in-excess-
taxes-in-2022--301817848.html) ( Source: https://mjbizdaily.com/what-the-end-of-280e-might-mean-for-cannabis-business-
taxes/#:~:text=Under%20280E%2C%20state%2Dlegal%20marijuana,to%20%242.1%20billion%20in%202023

29. �https://www.bloomberglaw.com/external/document/XFAEEE8000000/finance-professional-perspective-debt-financing-in-
the-cannabis

30. Whitney Economics

31. �Nisbet and Vakil (1972), also https://www.who.int/teams/mental-health-and-substance-use/alcohol-drugs-and-addictive-
behaviours/drugs-psychoactive/cannabis, also Hansen, Nukker, & Weber, 2017

32. �https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4310503/#:~:text=Their%20estimates%20of%20the%20price,from%20
%2D1.01%20to%20%2D1.51.) Pacula RL, Lundberg R. Why Changes in Price Matter When Thinking About Marijuana Policy: 
A Review of the Literature on the Elasticity of Demand. Public Health Rev. 2014;35(2):1-18. doi: 10.1007/BF03391701. PMID: 
25642015; PMCID: PMC431050.

33. Washington State DOR)

34. Source: Whitney Economics, State Cannabis Regulator data, Washington DOR

35. Proprietary analysis by Whitney Economics based on historical trends in all legal cannabis market)

36. �University of Waterloo – Washington 2022 Cannabis Report (May 2023) HAMMOND D, CORSETTI D, FATAAR F, 
IRANIPARAST M, DANH HONG D, BURKHALTER R. INTERNATIONAL CANNABIS POLICY STUDY - WASHINGTON 2022 
SUMMARY. MAY 2023)

Producer Licensing Analysis (Cultivation)
37. LCB, Source: Headset.io

38. U.S. Cannabis Supply Report – Whitney, July 2022 

39. https://resourceinnovation.org/

40. Garza, CANNRA

41. Source: LCB

Cannabis Processing Licenses in Washington
42. Source: LCB, Source: Headset.io)

43. Source: LCB data 

44. Source: LCB

APPENDIX 1: FAQ – Frequently Asks Questions
45. Source: LCB, 

46. Source: WA DOR 
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LCB Research Program 
The Research Program at the Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board (LCB) is a 
non-partisan, transparent resource focused on public safety and health outcomes 
related to the products, policy, and regulation of alcohol, cannabis, tobacco, and vapor 
products.  
 
Background 
The goal of this survey was to receive feedback from stakeholders on the current draft 
rules related to the Social Equity in Cannabis Program (WAC 314-55-570). The 
Research Program collaborated with Policy and Rules, Licensing, and Communications 
to develop this survey.  
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Key Takeaways.  
This goal of this survey was to receive feedback from stakeholders on draft rules related 
to the Social Equity in Cannabis Program (WAC 314-55-570). There were 242 
anonymous and valid survey responses. 
 
About the Survey Respondents. The majority of respondents identified as community 
members, followed by HB 2870 applicants, and existing cannabis licensees. More than 
half (56%) identified as a member of a historically marginalized community. About 66% 
did not attend any stakeholder engagement sessions related to these draft rules. 
However, the majority felt either somewhat knowledgeable (53%) or very 
knowledgeable (29%) about the Social Equity in Cannabis Program. Twenty-six percent 
(26%) said they were planning to be applicants for SB 5080. 
 
DIA Feedback. Half (50%) of respondents felt that applicants who lived in a DIA for 1 to 
5 years should be awarded points on the rubric. Of those respondents, 61% felt that 15 
points for living in a DIA for 1 to 5 years was ‘About Right.’  When asked about awarding 
20 points for those who lived in DIA for 6 to 10 years, 41% said proposed points were 
‘About right’ and 37% said points were ‘Too High’. Awarding 40 points for living in a DIA 
for 11+ years was considered ‘About Right’ by 39% and ‘Too High’’ by 43% of 
respondents. 
 
Arrests and Convictions. More than half (57%) of respondents said points should only 
be awarded for cannabis-specific offenses. Thirty-one percent (31%) said drugs other 
than cannabis should be awarded points. Of those who were thinking about applying to 
the SB 5080 application process, 13% indicated they were unable to obtain 
documentation that specified cannabis and 58% indicated they had documents 
specifying cannabis. 
 
Awarding 40 points for an applicant being convicted of a cannabis offense was 
considered ‘About Right’ by 44% and ‘Too High’ by 31% of respondents. Awarding 15 
points for a family member convicted of a cannabis offense was considered ‘About 
Right’ by 34% and ‘Too High’ for 36% of respondents. Awarding 15 points for applicants 
convicted of a non-cannabis offense was considered ‘About Right’ for 26% and ‘Too 
High’ for 56% of respondents. Finally, awarding 5 points for a family conviction of a non-
cannabis offense was considered ‘About Right’ by 26% and ‘Too High’ by 49% of 
respondents. In general, the majority of people (63%) felt points should remain the 
same regardless of the number of arrests or convictions. 
 
Sentencing. Half (50%) felt points should not be awarded for those who received home 
confinement. Awarding 10 points for a fine was considered ‘About Right’ by 43% and 
‘Too High’ by 38% of respondents. Awarding 30 points for probation or home 
confinement was considered ‘About Right’ for 39% and ‘Too High’ by 41%. Finally, 
awarding 80 points for time served in jail was considered ‘About right’ by 46% and ‘Too 
High’ by 32% of respondents. About half (53%) felt points should remain the same 
regardless of time served. 
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Income. Almost half (48%) said that awarding 15 points for having a household income 
less than the median household income in Washington was ‘Too Low.’ Thirty-five 
percent (35%) reported that 15 points was ‘About Right.’ 
 
Previous Ownership in Medical Dispensaries. About half (51%) felt points should not 
be awarded for having previously owned a medical cannabis dispensary or collective 
garden prior to July 1, 2016. Of the 42% who said that points should be awarded, 55% 
indicated that more points should be allocated to those where the business was located 
in a DIA. Awarding 10 points for those not located in a DIA was seen as ‘About Right’ by 
41% and ‘Too Low’ by 51% of respondents who believed that at least some points 
should be awarded. Awarding 30 points for businesses located in DIAs were seen as 
‘About Right’ by 37% and ‘Too High’ by 33% of respondents. 
 
HB 2870 Applicants. About half (49%) reported points should not be awarded to those 
who applied for a license under HB2870. Of the 37% who reported points should be 
awarded, 15 points for HB 2870 applicants was seen as ‘About Right’ by 47% and ‘Too 
Low’ by 45%. 
 
Affidavits. More than half (59%) of respondents reported affidavits should be allowed in 
some instances. There was majority support (65%) to allow applicants to use affidavits 
to verify residence in a DIA. About half (49%) supported the use of affidavits to verify an 
arrest was cannabis related. The majority did not support affidavits to verify household 
income (63% opposed) and ownership of medical dispensary (67% opposed). 
 
License Mobility. A little more than half (53% and 50%, respectively) believe that HB 
2870 licensees and Title Certificate Holders should be allowed to move their license if 
they were unable to secure a location. With regard to the waiting period for both HB 
2870 licenses and Title Certificate Holders, ~38% reported that the 90 day window was 
‘About Right’ and ~43% reported the window was ‘Too Long.’ 
 
General Notes. The proportion of respondents who agreed with current proposed draft 
rules varied across topics. There were several areas where a roughly 50/50 split was 
seen for level of agreement, but there were several people across each category that 
reported either not knowing or not having a preference. It is uncertain to what extent this 
survey reflects the larger opinions of Washington, and so caution is needed when 
making interpretations of findings. Future analyses examining differences in findings 
across subgroups may help clarify results further. 
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Background 
 
The goal of this survey was to receive feedback on draft rules related to the Social 
Equity in Cannabis Program (WAC 314-55-570). The current draft rules have been 
revised to incorporate feedback from earlier stakeholder engagement sessions and 
informal public comment period.  
 
Given rulemaking timeline, the survey was open for one week, between July 11, 2024 
and July 18, 2024. 
 
This survey was sent out and posted on multiple LCB channels including GovDelivery, 
Social Equity Blog, and on the public facing website. An announcement was also made 
at the July 17th Board Meeting. To further elevate this survey, several agencies and 
organizations were contacted and asked if they were willing to post survey on their 
respective listserv/communications page. Department of Commerce, Office of Minority 
and Women Business Enterprise (OMWBE), and The Cannabis Alliance confirmed they 
had distributed this survey for stakeholders to view.  

Respondents 
 
There were a total of 242 valid survey responses. The term valid describes responses 
not deemed as repeats (e.g., the same person retook the survey again) and/or bots. Out 
of the total 242 valid responses, 60% (146) completed the entire survey. Depending on 
how the questions were answered, respondents may not have received all questions in 
the survey battery. All questions were also voluntary, meaning that respondents could 
skip any question they wished. As a result, the total number of responses differed for 
each question.   
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Demographics 
 
Figure 1. Affiliation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes: ‘Other’ responses largely included liquor licensees, employees of cannabis licensees, previous medical cannabis dispensaries/collective 
gardens, and those interested in applying to SB 5080. Responses do not add up to total n because some people chose not to answer and others 
selected multiple options. There were a total of 80 unique responses for ‘community member.’
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Figure 2. Member of Historically Marginalized Community 

 
 

Figure 3. Stakeholder Engagement Participation

 
Note: Of the people who did attend, 70% reported them as helpful. Of the people who did not attend, 56% 
reported they did not know about them, 27% reported that they did not fit into their schedule, and 12% 
reported they don’t find them helpful. 
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Figure 4. Knowledge about Social Equity Program  

 

Figure 5. 5080 Application Plans 
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Disproportionately Impacted Areas  
 
Figure 6. Points for Living in DIA for 1-5 Years

 
 

Figure 7. Point Allocations for DIA 

Note: *Results reflect those who responded either ‘yes’ or ‘don’t know’ for question shown on figure 6. 
Sample size for each question was 84, 149, and 150 respectively.  
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Written Feedback for DIAs. 

Some comments have been removed due it not being specific to topic. 

Points Allocated: 

• I feel the incremental point separation should be consistently contingent on 
length. Having a 10-point spread would be more functional given the starting 
amount is 15 the maximum should be 25 but no more than 30 points in this area. 

• I think 10 points for 1-4 years then add 5-10 at 25 points 
• Under 5 years seems very temporary.  Maybe two levels 1-9 years 15 pt.  10+ 

years 20 pt.  Anyone living 

Definition: 

• Please Include DIA language to include parcels “directly boarding the DIA census 
tracts”  

• To my understanding the law states minimum of 5 years. The prior rubric started 
at min of 5 years.  It should stay at min of 5 years.  We in the Black community 
lived in DIA's most of our life.  This program should recognize the many years for 
the Black community  

• "Currently live" being added is fair 

Documentation: 

• Ability to prove residence in 90s was nearly impossible  
• The difficult thing with DIA areas is the ability the show proof. Especially while 

when I was younger I didn’t fill out paperwork so there is no trail to prove I did live 
in these areas. Even though I have for 10+ years I can’t prove it. It makes things 
frustrating for this section 

 

General: 

• Because of rent, people move about 1-5 years is the appropriate amount of time 
for a DIA. Most landlords will not provide affidavits and it's hard to prove 
residency beyond 5 years.] 

• The points should only be given if the are going to open a store in that DIA or if 
they higher people from that same DIA 

• If you award points for living in a DIA, the license should be limited to that same 
area. 

• We all had issues. Just living in a poor area shouldn't make you get special 
treatment 

• There is low income people across the state. It should not have to be a 
designated impact area to get points 



 
 
 

   LCB Survey Findings: Social Equity Draft Rules Feedback        Page 10 | 30 
 

• In DIA areas car insurance bills are inflated for those who reside in such areas so 
any amount of time spent living there should be credited. 

• While the rules mention consideration of area gentrification it is unclear how that 
will be applied. This seems like it would have a greater influence on applicants 
that have lived in an area for 11+ years  

• You’ve got to be kidding. Living in a DIA does not mean you experienced 
poverty. Please focus on the individual, not the social position. 

• Not all people affected by social economics live in an identified area. 
• I feel the areas don't address systematic inequality enough. A persons wages, 

racial dynamics, and relevant experience with cannabis should prevail more 
• This is a discriminatory policy and should Not even be considered 
• King County has a lot of gentrification in DIA areas. Is there a metric to 

distinguish gentrifies from historical residents?  
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Arrests and Convictions 
Figure 8. Cannabis vs. Other Drug Offense  

 

Figure 9. Applicant Documentation Ability 

 
Note: This question was only displayed to respondents who indicated they were either ‘planning to apply’, 
‘not yet decided,’ or ‘not sure if eligible.’ 
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Figure 10. Number of Cannabis Arrests/Conviction 

 

Figure 11. Point Allocations for Arrests/Convictions

 

Note: Total responses varied between 144 and 147 across point allocation feedback questions. 
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Written Feedback for Arrests/Convictions. 

Some comments have been removed due it not being specific to topic. 

In Support of Cannabis Only 

• Black community was affected the most by the war on cannabis. I feel like if you add in 
other drugs it will dilute who is intended to get a license 

• Other drugs should actually disqualify from participation. Cannabis only.  
• It should only be about cannabis 
• The idea is to help those harmed by the war on drugs and specifically cannabis. I believe 

Cannabis related offenses across the board should be the highest points on the rubric. 
• I feel that if this issue is about cannabis, then the scoring should also be about cannabis. 
• This is a cannabis license I think it should be applied to people who’ve been arrested for 

cannabis.  At least with cannabis there is medicinal benefits and many of use got 
arrested after the law changes when the medicinal market was taken away and we get in 
trouble for providing to our old patients. It’s unfair for someone who supplied hard drugs 
to get extra points when there is not benefit from a hard drug.  

• We have an epidemic of drugs killing people all over US, cannabis is the safest one out 
there.  Someone with any other conviction should not receive points 

• Non Cannabis related drug offenses should not be awarded any points. 

In Support of Other Drugs 

• This shouldn’t be measured on only cannabis we are dealing with generations of crack 
epidemic which was influenced by the US government  and led to many people in my 
community ruining their lives amongst other horrible conditions on many levels. 

• WOD is not just about cannabis. All drugs should be included.  
• Drug conviction is a drug conviction, not sure why cannabis bears more points????  And 

why family member?  Should be the applicant only!  Another person's actions should not 
hinder NOR help an application. 

Point Allocation 

• The conviction of self or family members for other drug offenses should not be giving 
opportunity to arise in the scoring portion, however if it is deemed necessary; I would 
only allot 5 points for each.   

• For social equity, should be add 30 points for Blacks, Latinos, and Native American. 
Ancestor of the trans Atlantic slave trade. 

• The scoring is culturally-incompetent as is based on individualistic thinking. The whole 
family was generationally- traumatized, collectively. And as such the score for cannabis 
arrests and incarcerations should be awarded the same. 

• Points should not be awarded for family members being arrested. This takes 
opportunities away from the actual people that have been arrested and convicted of a 
cannabis related offense 

• points should not increase for other than cannabis and I think it should be applicant or 
immediate family arrest, not uncle Joe 

• At least 50 points if applicant convicted. 30 for family member (a parent getting convicted 
can really mess up someones life) 10 maximum for other drugs  
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General 

• “Family member” needs to be defined and if it is a parent or guardian, the points should 
be way higher. Also if it is a spouse (common law or otherwise) in a relationship where 
there are children.  

• It’s unclear if the point categories stack, so if an applicant has a cannabis conviction and 
a family member with a conviction will they get both points? Also, there is no distinction 
given between severity of the offense or conviction but that may be besides the intent of 
the program 

• There should be no points awarded for "family member" this is an area that was 
fraudulently submitted for points in the last round - applicants were awarded points for 
non-majority applicant and for "family members" that did not meet the definition.  At least 
one applicant that I know of was awarded a license with these fraudulent points.  

• Please specifically define what qualifies a non-cannabis drug-related offense. For 
example: does driving while intoxicated on alcohol qualify? Does an arrest for assault 
qualify if the arresting officer reported that the suspect appeared to be under the 
influence of drugs, but drug use was never charged or proven in court? 

General Opposed 

• People that have demonstrated they will break the drug laws should not be given a 
license to distribute at all.  

• It is ridiculous that I had to qualify for a license with no criminal record, and prove I had 
the funds to run my business and now you are proposing to do the exact opposite for 
others. It is biased, unfair, and belligerently idiotic. 

• Why should it help some one if the family members have a drug addiction  
• Should not be giving license to convicted felons 
• Dumb idea. Why reward anyone for past violations? We've releases a lot of folks for 

cannabis violations short of their sentences. How to we know they aren't repeat 
offenders? 

• Awarding state issued licenses based on more opportunity comes from having more 
criminal convictions is the most ridiculous and unequal policy Ive ever seen 

• If direct offense why would you give anyone a license. Unless it was five years or more 
since the offense. 

• Oh please!  Conviction often means no respect for the law.  Do not give points for 
convictions.  

• I don't know why the State is rewarding past offenders with a better opportunity than 
others. 

• This is a discriminatory policy.  Deciding whether or not somebody can do business 
should not be based on their behavior, but their ability to successfully run a business 

• Rewarding anyone previously convicted of any crime is bad policy. 
• Why would someone move up in priority because they broke the law and get more 

points if they have multiple offenses.do you realize that over half the points in this rubik 
get awarded based on criminality? Is that what we encourage in this administration? 
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Sentencing 
Figure 12. Length of Time Served 

 

 

Figure 13. Home Confinement 
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Figure 14. Points Allocations for Sentencing 

 

Note: Responses ranged from 140 to 142. 

 
Written Feedback for Sentencing. 

Some comments have been removed due it not being specific to topic.. 
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• I believe 50 would be a more accurate allotment of points for jail time and 80 would be a 
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related offences 
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automatically deleted these convictions may not show them. Also, why not add college 
financial aid, housing, child custody, and other rights denied based on cannabis? There 
were children taken by CPS because their parents smoked cannabis. 

• The different scores based on sentencing seems like a race neutral measurement that 
also takes into consideration the harsher sentences dealt to Black, and Hispanic 
offenders who are more likely to receive sentences disproportionate to those received by 
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• 80 points should only be awarded for prison time. This means time served for 12+ 
months in prison. Not probation or home confinement. 

• Anyone who's served 10 years for a cannabis related offense should be given the key to 
the city and hand written apologies from the entire judges family. 

• Jail time should be 90-100  

General 

• The entire program should be focused on this portion of the application.  
• While I believe cannabis convictions are a good reason to be allowed points, dismissing 

those who haven't had one or more isnt how to handle the program going forward  
• Again, some being in jail over night or over weekend is very different than a sentence - 

should have duration.  Should not be including those that get a fine or served probation - 
it should just be awarded to those that really have suffered.  

• Individuals who were minors receiving probation as part of a guilty plea agreement that 
vacated their sentence upon successful completion of their probation were denied points 
in the last round.  However adults that were convicted of a cannabis offense that served 
probation who later had their sentences vacated as part of legalization were awarded 
their points.  As both applicants had vacated convictions these points should have been 
awarded equally.  Definition of what is and is not probation should be put into the rules 
and clearly state whether or not the LCB/WA State intends to prejudice applicants with 
convictions while they were minors and how they will apply points to applicants with 
vacated convictions whether before or after legalization. 

General Opposed 

• Awarding more favorable access to a state issued license based on amount of time 
served incarcerated is insane. More time served more opportunity. I mean are you 
serious! Is this thing real? 

• No points should be awarded for crimes. 
• No points should be awarded to anyone and it sounds like a reward when it is a 

judgmental scale punishing offenders that already have problems and in most cases 
have paid their debt to society.
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Median Household Income 
Figure 15. Household Income  
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Medical Dispensaries / Collective Gardens 
Figure 16. Medical Dispensary Points 

 
 

Figure 17. Medical Dispensaries in DIA 

 

Note: This question was only shown to those who indicated that previous medical cannabis dispensary 
owners should get some points.  
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Figure 18. Point Allocation for Medical Dispensaries 

 

Note: Questions were only shown if survey respondents indicated that points should be awarded to those 
who previously owned a medical cannabis dispensary. Responses ranged from 59 and 60. 

 

Written Feedback for Previous Ownership of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

Some comments have been removed due it not being specific to topic at hand. 

Point Allocations 

• This should only be awarded to those who meet all the other qualifications. And 0 points 
if they don't.  

• 15-20 points not in DIAA proven track record is very important.  

Opposed 

• There have been multiple opportunities to enter the legal market for these groups like 
5052. Owning a dispensary has nothing to do with social equity 

• Awarding points for this is awarding points for being able to access and navigate the 
system. That seems like the opposite of the purpose of this program.  

• Previously owned dispensaries largely operated outside the law and paid few if any 
taxes.  They should not be rewarded for this. 

• No points should be awarded. These applicants have had multiple opportunities under 
multiples bills. They have also had licenses and sold them. Why are we giving them an 
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additional preference? The LCB is setting up a scenario like IL and NY where others 
then sued and struck the program. This will not be legally defensible. 

• 5052 gave these people the opportunity that they could have easily entered the market. 
Most social equity applicants never owned a dispensary 

• Having a medical cannabis dispensary before 2016 has nothing to do with providing 
equity to those harmed.  

• This is the dumbest thing in the scoring. PLEASE REMOVE IT. It shouldn't be in there 
• these people already had their chance and now they're just trying to get second licenses.  
• None.  They knew the prospects of legalization and were hopeful that their business 

would convert to retail. 
• It's time for new people to have a shot  
• If the goal is to make up for prior discrimination, this doesn't fit in. 
• Why would a previous owner before 2016 be awarded in this program???  They are not 

worthy of social equity because they are doing just fine.  You are giving them an 
advantage to those that really need these points and have never had to opportunity to be 
in the cannabis industry!!!!! 

• If this is for people that deserve an opertunity why should people that already had a 
license be eligible  

In Support 

• Those with Cannabis Convictions that had medical dispensary should not only receive 
more points, but should be rewarded as top priority. Having a medical dispensary and 
cannabis conviction shows a lot of courage.  

• From all the information I have heard. Applicants who had former medical dispensary’s 
should be first in line. From what I understand a lot of Blacks who had medical 
dispensary’s were cut out from recreational   

• I would suggest that previous positive history of legal Cannabis Based Business is 
beneficial to the overall potential positive outcome and should be allotted higher points 
25 and 50. One of the important guides to this industry is being able to follow state and 
local laws related to production, distribution and sale 

• The State should award money for damage of loss of business. The decision to take 
away their medical stores without awarding licence was wrong 

• This seems like a away to include operators that were shut out of the new market 
• Maybe they should have some points awarded... 
• If they are successful now why not give them another license if they are lawful with the 

state. 
• Applicants with prior experience should be prioritized. 
• I never owned a dispensary but I do agree that people who did should have a chance for 

more points since it got taken away with the law change  
• Successful businesses should be rewarded, not penalized. 
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HB 2870 Applicants 
Figure 19. Points for HB 2870 Applicants 

 

Figure 20. Point Allocation for 2870 Applicants 

 

Note: This question was only shown to respondents who indicated that points should be awarded to 2870 
applicants. 
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Written Feedback for HB 2870 Previous Applicants. 

Some comments have been removed due it not being specific to topic at hand. 

Opposed 

• I don’t think applying for a social equity license previously should grant applicants points 
but if they were approved as a social equity applicant but failed to secure a license 
because of lack of points or not enough licenses in the county they applied in, they 
should earn points in the new round but not for just applying , thank you 

• They are not more marginalized because they have applied before.  This makes little 
sense 

• If they were not qualified this first application, why should that fact make them more 
qualified for the second?  

• simply having made a previous application should not create any advantage 
• If they applied, and were denied, that's the answer. Why would it change if they 

reapplied? I think we're missing the main point of this bill on many levels. 

In Support 

• That was a strenuous and costly process for many people who have low resources. 
• Cost to apply was huge, demanded a lot of resources. 
• I was denied a 502 license in 2013 because of my cannabis convictions. And then again 

I was denied a social equity application because other people scored higher than me for 
reasons completely unrelated to cannabis.  

• Perhaps persistence should pay off. 
• Many applicants in the last round were wrongly scored with no ability to correct.  Several 

applicants were awarded licenses with fraudulent points.  No corrective action has been 
taken for those applicants.  That this is well known within the industry creates bad faith 
with the process.   

• We already spent money why shouldn’t we be awarded points  

Point Allotment 

• 30 would be a more beneficial allotment of points for those who have applied previously   
• Only those who scored 255 or higher should receive additional points. Awarding points 

to lower scores undermines our merit-based process. 

General 

• Does this mean the applicants met the qualifications requirements but didn’t score high 
enough? It’s unclear 

• What about those who applied in 2015-2016?  Do we get points for applying? 
• Same as previously owning a business - awarding points here is awarding points for 

being connected to and participating in the government paperwork system. That’s the 
opposite of what this program is aiming to do. 
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Use of Affidavits 
Figure 21. Affidavits  

 

Figure 22. Types of Affidavits 

 

Note: This question was only presented to those who indicated that affidavits should be allowed, should 
be allowed under specific circumstances, or don’t know/no preference. There were 100 people who met 
these qualifications. 
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Written Feedback for Affidavits. 

Some comments have been removed due it not being specific to topic at hand. 

In Support 

• Affidavits might be the only thing somewhere can prove they lived in a DIA.  The other 
category's people would be able to get a records.  Most in Black community did not have 
accounts like water and sewer in their name or parents name.  Having a signed notarize 
affidavit by a landlord for parent should be sufficient if no other way to prove lived in a 
DIA  

• Removing paperwork barriers always promotes equity. 
• Affidavits are legal documents and considered sworn testimony so should be treated as 

such. They could help applicants who are unable to access documents because of 
hardships and reduce barriers to applicants. It’s unclear if the affidavit needs to be 
notarized which could also present a barrier 

• This would greatly help proving DIA residence since as for me I never signed paperwork 
and don’t have a trail  

Opposed 

• People should be able to show any of these things definitively, if not they are probably 
not qualified to run a business. 

• Affidavits are a legally enforceable document, true enough.  However in reality would 
that really dissuade an ex-con from lying on it.  The penalty for lying on an affidavit 
would be miniscule in comparison to the reward.    

• they SHOULD NOT be allowed at ALL. everyone is a liar 
• dont allow it at all. you should need to prove what you are saying. 
• Too many opportunities to cheat the system when providing affidavits.  

General 

• I would only use them if it said "under penalty of perjury and subject to &gt;&gt;&gt; x 
dollar amount fine and possible jail time if the information is false and or misleading and 
leads to the applicant receiving a license" 

• affidavits need to be sworn & notarized affidavits 
• The person giving the affidavit should be checked out. 
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License Mobility 
Figure 23. License Mobility for HB 2870 

 
 

Figure 24. License Mobility Title Certificate Holders 
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Figure 25. 90 day License Mobility 

 

Note: Questions were only shown to those who indicated that there should be license mobility for HB 
2870 applicants and title certificate holders. Responses ranged from 77 to 83. 

 

Written Feedback for License Mobility. 

Some comments have been removed due it not being specific to topic. 

HB 2870 License Mobility 

In Support 

• All SE licenses should be moveable 
• I believe state wide license mobility should be granted to all social equity applicants to 

follow the recommendations of the Social Equity Task Force, thank you for considering 
this rule.  

• If license were issued by county then it should stay the same. I know someone who 
applied and did not get King County. If they had applied for a less desirable county and 
then now they could move they would have done as such in the first place. This seems it 
would be unfair to those withl high scores and did not get a license.  

• I think this is an equitable roadblock. Those who have been approved, yet have their 
hands tied by zoning regulations should be allowed to relocate immediately; thus, 
supporting the desire to facilitate equity in the LCB. 

• This provision could help overcome advantages or barriers established by incumbent 
licensees. Zoning and other location issues have been used by incumbents to shut out 
possible competition. Proximity to original county location could also be considered so 
that licensees are still near the county where they originally applied to 
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• They should be able to relocate anywhere a license is accepted. 
• Enable change, don't hinder it. 
• the new law should allow licenses to move 
• I have been unable to secure a location for over a year now in my county. Please make 

the license mobile as soon as possible. I have already found a location in a different 
county that will work and has been qualified by the LCB. I would be able to start 
construction to get the building ready right away. Please consider making our licenses 
mobile as soon as possible. Thank you! 

• If an applicant can't open a business in their county, they should move to another county 
if they want to do it. Very simple. 

Opposed 

• If social equity licenses are movable, what was the point is awarding points for living in a 
DIA?? 

• They applied knowing the rules they should have considered that when picking their 
jurisdiction 

• They should not be able to move. they wouldn't have been awarded a license if they 
applied for that county 

• No one else has the ability to move their licenses.  They made the choice of their county 
upon application and it was clear at that time it was not moveable.  Again, special 
allowances creates bad faith with those of us who have been operating under the rules 
for years.   

• Why should SE applicants getting privileges over existing retailers who are struggling to 
survive? 

• Every single license applicant thus far has had to contend with being in the jurisdiction 
that they originally chose.  If it is allowed that they move anywhere they want, you will 
see more large monopoly driven retail licenses move into prominent areas and undercut 
existing good tax colleting licenses be put out of business, or be forced to lower their 
prices to compete, which will only result in lower overal tax revenues being collect for the 
state.  Also the idea that any of these existing license holders could be awared financial 
grants is the state giving money away to then end up collecting less money.  Totally 
counter-productive for the states revenues. 

• If current licensees are/were not allowed to move, why would SEAs be allowed to do 
something the rest of the industry is being denied? The key, I believe, is EQUITY. This 
would give an unfair advantage to those who didn't have to suffer the first draw and the 
AGs interpretation that screwed so many out of their locations and subsequent licenses. 

• No way!  The market is so saturated.  WA state doesn't need many more retail stores 
period.  Why not loosen the rules for budtenders to work who have a cannabis felony - 
that is where the benefit to them is.  Budtenders make a good wage and with tips are 
making 50-60K a year.  Owning 51% makes them right to be taken advantage of by their 
partners who will not be social impacted.  

• I have a retail shop been open for ten years and am having to close my doors due to to 
not being able to move away to a location that is not saturated with chain stores that are 
being allowed to run under same name and take over market share with buying power of 
muiltple stores so answer to that is no i dont find it fair in any way shape or form when 
current stores can not do the same  
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Waiting Period  

• What is the purpose of the waiting period? If it does not serve a practical purpose, there 
should be no waiting period. Also, when people are first applying, they should be able to 
see the zoning restrictions and such so they can potentially avoid this problem to begin 
with. 

• I believe it too long. They have waited for over a year already. feels more like a 
punishment, when the SA should be only have 10 days after closing 

• The longer these applicants are forced to wait the greater their disadvantage in other 
viable markets.   

• 0-5 days at most is best 
• This waiting period seems like an unnecessary burden on a disadvantaged small 

business owner. 
• 90 days is a little long, I feel that 30 days would be a more even playing field for license 

mobility   
• 30 days 
• 90 days is arbitrary and capricious, an artificial barrier to private enterprise.  

Title Certificate Holders 

In Support 

• If Title Certificate Holders genuinely qualify for the social equity program, the waiting 
period should be as short as is functionally possible.  

• Restricting applicants that qualify for social equity because of their type of license goes 
against faireness and equity. The title certificate holders should be given a leg up if 
anything because most have been in bad situations for years 

• There should be less restrictions on title certificates because they don't take away from 
the total available licenses to new applicants. They should be allowefd to relocate as 
soon as the contractor qualifies them as social equity because they dont need to be 
scored.  

Opposed 

• Its completely unfair. Most title certificate holders have already been waiting years and 
they shouldnt further be disadvantaged  

• Social Equity in Cannabis is about Blacks and other Communities of color overlooked. 
Certificate holders did not have cannabis convictions, lived in DIA, made less than 
median income, face the war on drugs.  From what I am hearing this will dilute the 
current licenses.  

• Why are white people benefiting from what is suppose to be for Black community? 
• It is not fair to the other businesses in those locations they move into, the state divided 

up licenses for a reason. Don't marginalized other business for the sake of serving the 
marginalized  

• Why would they apply if they knew there was a moratorium 
• If I can't move mine, how do you justify social equity being able to move theirs? 
• No they need their own program!!!! 
• There should be a distance that they can't locate from another like business. 
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• As previously states.  They made a choice.  This was already done several years ago 
with one particular store who was able to move from Franklin County to Spokane 
County.  However, their "certificate" apparently was never voided for Franklin County 
and they have been now able to open a second store with the one certificate.  Again 
NOTHING HAS BEEN DONE ABOUT IT and they are allowed to operate.  This is unfair 
to those of us who operate under the rules and have done so for years.   

• The applicant should have been knowledgeable enough about the cannabis industry and 
the local jurisdictional restraints to not apply for a license in a banned area. If they are 
not, then they did not do their research, and likely will not be a good business owner nor 
tax collecting partner for the state.  Because when it comes down to it, that is what we 
are, employees of the state who should do their best to make good profits and therefore 
increase the tax profits that the states collects as such. 

Waiting Period 

• 0-5 days is best 
• Why is it 90 days? Hire more paper pushers, expedite the process.  
• i think this is to short due to the fact that the lcb takes a minimum of ninety days to do 

any kind of paper work we are in process of elling our licence and lcb said will take 90 - 
120 days just to push paper work through i feel the people that have been waiting this 
long holding those licenses should have bigger opportunity to get Thiers moved first  

• These applicants have waited for years, invested funds, and are the most qualified. 
Further delays could be seen as tortious interference with their business and may result 
in litigation. 

Other Comments Not Related to Any Specific Category 

• Needs to be like Minnesota Social Equity program, they have a fair program 
• The scope of the project is for minorities why wouldn't you address if the applicate male 

or female. Points should be awarded for being a minority period. I am a black female that 
should get points since I am considered a double minority. Also why give credit to 
owners of a retail shop already or have in the pass. They should get no points for that at 
all shouldn't even be asked. This is an opportunity for people that have not owned 
anything in the cannabis industry.  

• DISABLED CANT READ OR WRITE...WAS NOT AWARE OF THIS  FULLY UNTIL 
NOW OR I WOULD HAVE APPLIED EARLY 

• I can't imagine applying for a license going head-to-head with all WA citizens and being 
penalized because I have no jail record. 

• Offer an opportunity via lottery or another equitable method.  The proposed rule making 
is discriminatory. 
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