
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
   

 

  
   

 

      

 
       

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

Cannabis Advisory Committee 
Meeting Minutes – June 28, 2019 

 Millennium Biltmore Hotel – Biltmore Bowl 
506 South Grand Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Members Present (17): 
Avis Bulbulyan 
Bill Dombrowski 
Jeff Ferro 
Kristin Heidelbach 
Eric Hirata 
Alice Huffman 
Arnold  Leff  
Kristin Nevedal 
Joe Nicchitta 
LaVonne Peck 
Keith Stephenson 
James Sweeney 
Tamar  Todd  
Helena Williams 
David Woolsey 
Ben Wu 
Beverly Yu 

Members Absent (5): 
Timmen Cermak  
Matt Clifford 
Catherine Jacobson 
Kristin Lynch 
Matt Rahn 

Bureau of Cannabis Control (Bureau) Executive Staff Present 
Lori Ajax – Bureau Chief 
Tamara Colson – Assistant Chief Counsel 
Andre Jones – Assistant Chief of External and Intergovernmental Affairs 



 

 
 

 

 
 
 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 

 
   

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Executive Staff Present 
Miren Klein – Assistant Deputy Director, Center for Environmental Health 

California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) Executive Staff Present 
Richard Parrot – Director, CalCannabis Cultivation Licensing Division 

Minutes Taken By 
Kaila Fayne, Legal Program Analyst, Bureau of Cannabis Control 

1. Call to Order, and Establishment of a Quorum 

Jeff Ferro, Cannabis Advisory Committee (Committee) Chair, called the meeting to order. 
Meeting official start time noted as 10:04 AM. 

Roll was taken, 17 Committee members were present. Quorum was established. 

Committee Comment: 0 Comments 

Public Comment: 0 Comments 

2. Review and Approval of March 27, 2019 Cannabis Advisory Committee Meeting 
Minutes 

The Committee reviewed the March 27, 2019 draft meeting minutes.  

Committee Comment: 2 Comments 
Committee Member Sweeney motioned to approve the draft minutes. Committee Member 
Bulbulyan seconded the motion. 

Public Comment: 0 Comments 

Roll call was taken, the motion to approve the March 27, 2019 draft meeting minutes passed on a 
16-0 vote. 1 member abstained. 

Avis Bulbulyan ✓ 
Timmen Cermak ✓ 
Matt Clifford ✓ 
Bill Dombrowski ✓ 
Jeff Ferro ✓ 
Kristin Heidelbach ✓ 
Eric Hirata ✓ 

NAME YEA NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT RECUSAL 



     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

 
 

 

 

 

 

Alice Huffman ✓ 
Catherine Jacobson ✓ 
Arnold Leff ✓ 
Kristin Lynch ✓ 
Kristin Nevedal ✓ 
Joe Nicchitta ✓ 
LaVonne Peck ✓ 
Matt Rahn ✓ 
Keith Stephenson ✓ 
James Sweeney ✓ 
Tamar Todd ✓ 
Helena Williams ✓ 
David Woolsey ✓ 
Ben Wu ✓ 
Beverly Yu ✓ 

3. Informational Presentation: “Tribal Participation in the Legal Cannabis Industry” 
(David Vialpando, Executive Director, Iilpay Nation of Santa Ysabel and Mark 
Levitan, Attorney) 

Chair Ferro introduced David Vialpando and Mark Levitan. Mr. Vialpando and Mr. Levitan 
gave a presentation on the participation of tribes in the California legal cannabis industry.   

Committee Comment: 18 Comment 
Chair Ferro explained that this was only an informational presentation and that there were no 
items to take action on for this topic. 
Committee Member Sweeney commented that there are groups in society that have 
disproportionally impacted depending on who they are, and that Native American tribes are 
definitely one of those groups. He asked the speakers how they [the Committee] can help “break 
down the wall” between the State and tribal communities. 
Mr. Vialpando responded that tribal communities fit the definition of impacted communities 
with regards to social equity, however, tribal communities are left out of the discussion when it 
comes to helping communities that were negatively impacted in the War on Drugs. He added that 
even during the social equity subcommittee meeting that was held the day before, there was only 
one person who mentioned tribes during the whole meeting. He finished by stating that the 
Committee can help encourage the State to “engage, to provide a…workable pathway…for tribal 
participation”.  
Mr. Levitan added that the most rural communities in California are where a lot of tribal 
communities are located. These communities have the highest unemployment and poverty rates 
along with serious drug and alcohol abuse issues. Allowing tribal communities to participate in 



 

  
 

  

 

 

 
 

the legal cannabis marketplace would benefit both tribal and non-tribal communities alike 
because tribes will hire non-tribal members to work in their businesses. He suggested the 
Committee recommends to governor’s office and the state legislature to negotiate with tribal 
communities and “find a way to agree on a cooperative way forward” with regard to tribal 
participation in the legal cannabis industry. 
Committee Member Bulbulyan asked how social equity programs created on tribal land benefit 
social equity applicants and licensees in cities such as Los Angeles. Mr. Levitan responded that 
ideal system would allow any taxes from cultivation operations on tribal lands would be kept by 
the tribes while the taxes from the interactions with distributors, retailers, and manufacturers, 
would be kept by the State. 
Committee Member Bulbulyan commented if tribes are allowed to participate in the cannabis 
industry without having to comply with the taxation and certain regulatory requirements that 
non-tribal businesses do, it would present the same issues that licensed businesses currently have 
competing with unlicensed operations. He added that it would be more streamlined to have the 
tribal authority fall under the licensing authorities since there is already an established regulatory 
structure for cannabis businesses operating in California. 
Mr. Levitan responded that tribes are historic sovereigns and must be acknowledged and treated 
as such. 
Committee Member Nicchitta asked if cannabis goods that were cultivated and manufactured 
on tribal lands would go through the same testing and regulations as non-tribal cannabis goods 
before they could be sold in retail shops. Mr. Levitan responded that was correct and that under 
Assembly Bill (AB) 924, tribal governments would ensure that any cannabis goods leaving tribal 
lands to be sold in retail shops met all the State’s requirements before entering the cannabis 
market. 
Committee Member Sweeney commented that the Committee should not get wrapped up in 
“particulars” when discussing the possibility of talks between tribal governments and the State. 
He added that while the Committee cannot make a motion or take action at this particular 
moment, it may be beneficial to recommend creating a subcommittee to discuss how to foster 
talks between the two governments. 
Vice-Chair Todd thanked Mr. Vialpando and Mr. Levitan for their presentation and asked how 
and agreement between tribal lands and the State would look—would it be a separate agreement 
or would it be more like interstate commerce with non-cannabis goods coming in from other 
states? 
Mr. Levitan responded that the tribes are not subject to state regulation or state statutes and 
added that AB 924 was meant to delegate authority to the governor of California to negotiate 
agreements between tribes and the State that did not remove the tribes’ sovereignty. He stated 
that other legalized states—Oregon, Washington, and Nevada—all passed similar legislation 
delegating authority to their respective governors to create agreements between the states and 
tribal governments.  
Vice Chair Todd asked if the three other states that have negotiated agreements with tribal 
governments have looked at the issue of the overall amount of cannabis being cultivated in their 
respective state and how much of that comes from tribal groups. Mr. Levitan responded that 
there is no limit on how much tribal groups can cultivate, but in those other states, cultivation is 
tracked on tribal lands the same way it is tracked for non-tribal businesses. He added that under 
AB 924, the tribes would voluntarily participate in the California Track-and-Trace System. 
Committee Member Peck thanked Mr. Vialpando and Mr. Levitan for presenting and added 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

that she hopes their presentation has enlightened everyone and that there is a way for tribes and 
the State to come to an agreement so that every group has a chance to participate in the legal 
cannabis market. 
Chair Ferro asked how tribes would handle dealing with the federal government since the 
government still has significant say on what happens on tribal lands and cannabis still being 
illegal under federal law. 
Mr. Levitan responded that federal law supersedes state law as well as tribal law, so there is not 
much difference for tribes in terms of federal law. He added that the issue mostly comes down to 
the individual discretion of the U.S. Attorney’s Offices to determine if something is an 
enforcement priority. Mr. Vialpando added that the Iilpay Nation of Santa Ysabel has not had 
any issues with any law enforcement agency, state, local, or federal since beginning their 
cannabis operations four years ago. 
Committee Member Huffman thanked Mr. Vialpando and Mr. Levitan for their presentation 
and added that she knows there is a solution and she is supportive of whatever it is. 

Chair Ferro called for a short recess at 11:50 AM. Chair Ferro called the Committee back into 
session at 12:05 PM. 

Public Comment: 5 Comments 
Christian Simmons: Mr. Simmons commented that taxes for transporting cannabis goods from 
tribal lands to a retail business should be placed on the dispensary, not on the tribe. 
Arturo Flores: Mr. Flores commented that the federal legalization of cannabis is coming and the 
State should prepare for this by ensuring they meet the demands of the people inside the state, 
particularly tribes, before considering trade and commerce with other states. 
Richard Alvarez: Mr. Alvarez commented that allowing tribes to participate in the legal 
cannabis market will benefit not just the tribes but neighboring communities as the tribal 
members will spend their income in the neighboring cities and towns. 
Christina Marsh: Ms. Marsh thanked Mr. Vialpando and Mr. Levitan for presenting and added 
that it is wrong to require tribes to renounce their sovereignty in order to participate in the 
cannabis market since they were in this space first. 
Jamel: Commented that the cannabis industry may be the last major industry that has an 
opportunity to set a precedence regarding interactions with tribal governments and that the state 
of California has an obligation to honor every community and every person that this plant 
[cannabis] affects. 

4. Discussion and Possible Action to Approve, Modify, or Reject the Subcommittee on 
Testing Laboratories’ Recommendations 
Kristin Nevedal, Chair, Subcommittee on Testing Laboratories 

Committee Member Nevedal presented the Testing Laboratory Subcommittee’s 
recommendations to the Committee. 

Recommendation #1: Advise the BCC and CDPH to develop statewide chemical standards and 
advise CDPH to consider cannabis laboratory capability to go along with standard development 
and for these agencies to share their plans with the industry and the Committee.  



Recommendation #2: BCC in conjunction with CDPH, establish a working group, including 
cannabis lab licensees, subject matter experts, and other interested parties to review and develop 
consistent standards regarding items on the committee agenda. 

Committee Comment: 12 Comments 
Committee Member Leff commented that the subcommittee made this recommendation 
because they heard from a number of laboratories that there were no statewide standards for 
testing laboratories and that it is important for the State to provide uniform standard for all 
laboratories to follow. 
Committee Member Wu commented that there were a lot of conflicting opinions and ideas 
within the testing laboratory industry and that this recommendation was made to offer some form 
of uniform standard that all laboratories can refer to. 
Chair Ferro suggested the Committee vote on a motion to approve, reject, or modify both 
recommendations jointly instead of a separate vote for each. 
Committee Member Nevedal commented that the subcommittee heard from public commenters 
that there needs to be more cooperation between testing laboratory licensees and the licensing 
authorities. 
Committee Member Nicchitta requested clarification if the “items on the committee agenda” 
referred to the items listed on the subcommittee’s agenda for the June 27 meeting. Committee 
Member Nevedal responded that was correct. 
Chair Ferro asked if there was a member who would like to make a motion to vote on the 
recommendations jointly. 
Asst. Chief Counsel Colson commented that if the subcommittee envisioned a working group 
made up of committee members, it would be subject to Bagley-Keene requirements. 
Committee Member Nevedal responded that the subcommittee did not envision a working 
group with committee members involved. 
Committee Member Leff added that the idea of the working group was to get the testing 
laboratories to work together and to have that group work with the licensing authorities to 
develop uniform standards and practices. 
Committee Member Nevedal motioned to combine the testing laboratory subcommittee’s 
recommendations #1 and #2 and approve both recommendations jointly. Committee Member 
Yu seconded the motion. 

Chair Ferro called for a lunch recess at 12:21PM. Chair Ferro called the Committee back into 
session at 1:30PM. Committee Member Dombrowski left the meeting early. 

Public Comment: 0 comments 

Roll call was taken, the motion to approve the Testing Laboratory Subcommittee’s 
Recommendation #1 and Recommendation #2 passed on a 16-0 vote. 

NAME YEA NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT RECUSAL

 

 

  

 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

   

     

     

     

Avis Bulbulyan ✓ 
Timmen Cermak ✓ 
Matt Clifford ✓ 



     

      

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

 

 
 

 

  

Bill Dombrowski ✓ 
Jeff Ferro ✓ 
Kristin Heidelbach ✓ 
Eric Hirata ✓ 
Alice Huffman ✓ 
Catherine Jacobson ✓ 
Arnold Leff ✓ 
Kristin Lynch ✓ 
Kristin Nevedal ✓ 
Joe Nicchitta ✓ 
LaVonne Peck ✓ 
Matt Rahn ✓ 
Keith Stephenson ✓ 
James Sweeney ✓ 
Tamar Todd ✓ 
Helena Williams ✓ 
David Woolsey ✓ 
Ben Wu ✓ 
Beverly Yu ✓ 

5. Discussion and Possible Action to Approve, Modify, or Reject the Subcommittee on 
Delivery’s Recommendations 
Beverly Yu, Chair, Subcommittee on Delivery 

Committee Member Yu presented the Delivery Subcommittee’s recommendations to the 
Committee. 

Recommendation #1: The Cannabis Advisory Committee support the current regulations on 
statewide delivery, with reasonable parameters of local control.  

Committee Comments: 32 Comments 
Committee Member Bulbulyan requested clarification on what the current position of the State 
is in regard to delivery. Asst. Chief Counsel Colson read section 5416(d) of the Bureau’s 
regulations which provides, “The delivery employee may deliver to any jurisdiction within the 
state of California, provided that such delivery is conducted in compliance with all delivery 
provisions of this division.” 
Committee Member Nicchitta commented that the regulation allows businesses to deliver into 
jurisdictions that may have bans or restrictions on deliveries from outside the jurisdiction. He 
added that he supports the local governments’ position on this regulation and asked that this 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

recommendation be voted on separately and not combined with any of the subcommittee’s other 
recommendations. Chair Ferro responded that each of the delivery subcommittee’s 
recommendations will be voted on separately. 

Committee Member Yu commented that the subcommittee did hear public comment from 
attendees on behalf of local jurisdictions and tried to find a middle ground between local control 
and patient access. 
Committee Member Woolsey asked if the “reasonable parameters” language in the 
recommendation meant that a ban on deliveries is not reasonable but other restrictions are and if 
local jurisdictions would still be allowed to enforce local control. He added that while a delivery 
business may not be in violation of state law, it could still be in violation of local regulation if the 
local jurisdiction has banned deliveries from businesses outside the jurisdiction. 
Committee Member Heidelbach responded that the subcommittee’s purpose behind this 
recommendation was that if a local jurisdiction allows alcohol to be delivered from outside its 
jurisdiction, or narcotics, or any other item, the same should be allowed for cannabis and 
cannabis goods. 
Chair Ferro requested clarification on if the subcommittee was referring to patient access to 
medicinal cannabis and cannabis goods by delivery or delivery of cannabis goods (both adult-use 
and medicinal) in general. Committee Member Yu responded that the subcommittee discussed 
both components and that the recommendation was to make sure there is sufficient access for 
patients to get their medicine as well as for Californians who voted yes for Proposition 64 (Prop 
64) to access adult-use cannabis. 
Vice-Chair Todd requested clarification if the businesses would still be subject to rules and laws 
of the local jurisdictions that they deliver into. Committee Member Yu responded that would be 
correct. 
Committee Member Williams commented that “reasonable” is not defined anywhere in the 
recommendation, which makes the recommendation very subjective. She suggested that there be 
a definition of “reasonable” within the regulations that would be standard so that different 
interpretations do not arise. 
Committee Member Hirata commented it would be business owners’ responsibility to make 
sure that they comply with both state and local laws. Committee Member Yu added that local 
jurisdictions have certain land use authorities that provide them local control over areas such as 
hours of operations, type of business, and location of businesses.  
Committee Member Woolsey commented that this is a difficult issue because on the one hand, 
he supports local governments’ ability to control what happens in their jurisdictions. On the other 
hand, lack of access is one of the driving forces behind the illicit markets. He thanked the 
subcommittee for bringing this discussion forward. 
Committee Member Heidelbach commented that the subcommittee added the “reasonable” to 
prohibit local jurisdictions from creating regulations or laws that would make it impossible or 
difficult to access cannabis or cannabis goods. 
Committee Member Stephenson commented that access should be allowed for every citizen 
that wants it and if local municipalities wish to restrict access, they cannot license commercial 
cannabis businesses, but should not determine what individuals do in the privacy of their homes. 
Committee Member Wu asked if voting no on the recommendation means keeping the current 



  
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
  

 

 
 

  

regulations as is which allows “unfettered access” and delivery anywhere in the state and if 
voting yes means to create a definition of “reasonable” for the purposes of local control. 
Committee Member Heidelbach responded that since the Committee is advisory and does not 
have authority to make changes to regulations, this recommendation is to support the current 
regulations on delivery as written. 
Chair Ferro commented that since there is no definition of “reasonable rules for local control” 
the recommendation as written would take away from the current delivery regulations because it 
would allow local jurisdictions to restrict delivery in some way while the current regulations 
clearly states businesses are allowed to deliver in any jurisdiction. 
Committee Member Heidelbach responded that the recommendation can be amended to 
remove the “reasonable parameters” language. Committee Member Yu commented that she 
would be okay with that amendment as well. 
Committee Member Nicchitta commented that his interpretation of the recommendation is that 
a vote yes means to support the current regulations as written with the notation that if the local 
jurisdiction has additional reasonable restrictions on delivery, that would be allowed. He added 
that a vote no, to him, means to not take any position, affirmative or negative, on the current 
regulations. He stated that he does not believe the current regulations prohibit local control. 
Committee Member Heidelbach asked the other delivery subcommittee members if they 
recalled from the subcommittee meeting the day before hearing from a city representative that 
the city banned delivery of adult-use cannabis. Committee Member Yu confirmed that was 
correct. Committee Member Heidelbach stated that if a city can ban delivery in any way, that 
is not unfettered access. 
Committee Member Yu motioned to amend the delivery subcommittee’s Recommendation #1 
to remove “with reasonable parameters of local control” and move the recommendation forward. 
Committee Member Heidelbach seconded the motion. 
Committee Member Bulbulyan requested clarification on if a yes vote means supporting the 
current delivery regulations that a state licensed delivery business is allowed to deliver into other 
jurisdictions even if that jurisdiction has a ban on commercial cannabis activities. Committee 
Member Yu responded that was correct. 
Vice-Chair Todd requested clarification if the existing regulations state that local jurisdictions 
cannot ban deliveries from outside their jurisdictions even if they only allow deliveries from 
businesses located in their jurisdictions. Committee Member Yu responded that was correct and 
added that at the August 20, 2018 advisory meeting, the Committee voted in support of this same 
regulation, so it is not something new that the Committee has not seen or discussed before. 

Public Comment: 2 comments 
Jamel: Commented that non-storefront retail delivery businesses are one of the lowest barriers 
of entry for entrepreneurs, specifically those from disenfranchised communities and it’s 
important to think about how regulations affect social equity licensees and applicants. 
Luis Rivera: Mr. Rivera commented that there needs to be less regulation, not more, as heavy 
regulation is one of the biggest contributors to the illegal market. 



   

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

 

  

 

  

Roll call was taken, the motion to approve the Delivery Subcommittee’s amended 
Recommendation #1 passed on a 14-1 vote. 1 member abstained. 

NAME YEA NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT RECUSAL 
Avis Bulbulyan ✓ 
Timmen Cermak ✓ 
Matt Clifford ✓ 
Bill Dombrowski ✓ 
Jeff Ferro ✓ 
Kristin Heidelbach ✓ 
Eric Hirata ✓ 
Alice Huffman ✓ 
Catherine Jacobson ✓ 
Arnold Leff ✓ 
Kristin Lynch ✓ 
Kristin Nevedal ✓ 
Joe Nicchitta ✓ 
LaVonne Peck ✓ 
Matt Rahn ✓ 
Keith Stephenson ✓ 
James Sweeney ✓ 
Tamar Todd ✓ 
Helena Williams ✓ 
David Woolsey ✓ 
Ben Wu ✓ 
Beverly Yu ✓ 

Recommendation #2: Remove the address from the delivery request receipt for non-storefront 
retailers, specifically to strike the term “address” from Section 5420(a)(1) of the Bureau’s 
regulations. 

Committee Comment: 2 Comments 
Committee Member Nevedal motioned for the Committee to approve the delivery 
subcommittee’s Recommendation #2. Committee Member Leff seconded the motion. 

Public Comment: 0 Comments 

Roll call was taken, the motion to approve the Delivery Subcommittee’s Recommendation #2 
passed on a 13-2 vote. 1 member abstained. 
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Avis Bulbulyan ✓ 
Timmen Cermak ✓ 
Matt Clifford ✓ 
Bill Dombrowski ✓ 
Jeff Ferro ✓ 
Kristin Heidelbach ✓ 
Eric Hirata ✓ 
Alice Huffman ✓ 
Catherine Jacobson ✓ 
Arnold Leff ✓ 
Kristin Lynch ✓ 
Kristin Nevedal ✓ 
Joe Nicchitta ✓ 
LaVonne Peck ✓ 
Matt Rahn ✓ 
Keith Stephenson ✓ 
James Sweeney ✓ 
Tamar Todd ✓ 
Helena Williams ✓ 
David Woolsey ✓ 
Ben Wu ✓ 
Beverly Yu ✓ 

Recommendation #3: Support the 10:00PM cutoff with the active order that sales transaction 
must be made before the 10:00PM cutoff but allow local jurisdictions to implement reasonable 
cutoffs. 

Committee Comment: 4 Comments 
Committee Member Wu requested clarification on the term “reasonable” in the 
recommendation.  
Committee Member Yu responded that that she is open to amending the recommendation to 
“Support the 10:00PM cutoff with the active order that sales transactions must be made before 
the 10:00PM cutoff.”  
Committee Member Nevedal motioned for the Committee to approve the amended 
recommendation. Committee Member Bulbulyan seconded the motion. 



 

 
   

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

 
 

 
 

 

Public Comment: 1 Comment 
Public Commenter: Commented that the earlier the legal market is forced to close; the more 
support rises for the illicit market. 

Roll call was taken, the motion to approve the Delivery Subcommittee’s Recommendation #3 
passed on a 16-0 vote. 

NAME YEA NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT RECUSAL 
Avis Bulbulyan ✓ 
Timmen Cermak ✓ 
Matt Clifford ✓ 
Bill Dombrowski ✓ 
Jeff Ferro ✓ 
Kristin Heidelbach ✓ 
Eric Hirata ✓ 
Alice Huffman ✓ 
Catherine Jacobson ✓ 
Arnold Leff ✓ 
Kristin Lynch ✓ 
Kristin Nevedal ✓ 
Joe Nicchitta ✓ 
LaVonne Peck ✓ 
Matt Rahn ✓ 
Keith Stephenson ✓ 
James Sweeney ✓ 
Tamar Todd ✓ 
Helena Williams ✓ 
David Woolsey ✓ 
Ben Wu ✓ 
Beverly Yu ✓ 

6. Discussion and Possible Action to Approve, Modify, or Reject the Subcommittee on 
Social Equity’s Recommendations 
James Sweeney, Chair, Subcommittee on Social Equity 

Committee Member Sweeney presented the Social Equity Subcommittee’s 
recommendations to the Committee. 



 

 

  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

Recommendation #1: Licensing authorities collect and provide demographic data on applicants 
and licensees to the Committee and public, to the extent provided by law, including ownership 
and employee demographic data. 

Committee Comment: 8 Comments  
Committee Member Sweeney motioned to approve the recommendation. Committee Member 
Huffman seconded the motion. 
Committee Member Nicchitta asked if the State collects this type of demographic data in their 
license application processes. Asst. Chief Counsel Colson responded that the State does not. 
Committee Member Sweeney commented that was the reason for this recommendation and that 
collecting this data would allow the Committee to better inform public policy. 
Committee Member Nevedal asked commented that since the State does not currently gather 
this information and licensees are not required to provide this information, the recommendation 
may require technological changes to the licensing authorities’ application as well as an 
additional requirement for licensees to continuously update their staffing records. She added that 
she is unsure how the costs to licensing authorities to apply these changes to their applications 
and online portals will trickle back down on the licensees with increased fees. 
Chair Ferro commented that he was under the impression that this data would be collected on 
social equity applicants and licensees for the purposes of making sure those groups identified as 
social equity communities are participating in the legal cannabis industry. He added that he did 
not believe the data would be collected for non-social equity applicants and licensees. 
Vice-Chair Todd commented that her interpretation of the recommendation was to get a better 
understanding of the ownership and employment data in the legal cannabis industry to determine 
the success of local equity programs that are currently operating. She added that she does not 
believe the recommendation determines how the licensing authorities collect the data. 

Public Comment: 2 Comments 
Yvonne: Commented that is important that this demographic data be gathered because it may 
show that a lot of the businesses are not owned by members from disenfranchised groups or that 
the businesses do not employee individuals from the communities where these businesses are 
located. 
Public Commenter: Commented that the Committee should be mindful to not rely on the six 
federal categorizations of race and two categorizations of gender as there are more 
disenfranchised groups than that who should be considered under the umbrella of social equity. 

Additional Committee Comment: 3 Comments 
Chair Ferro asked if the State has broader guidelines than the federal government in relation to 
protected classes and if the licensing authorities follow the state guidelines or federal guidelines 
if they were to collect this data. Asst. Chief Counsel Colson responded that the licensing 
authorities would typically follow the State’s requirements. 
Committee Member Nicchitta commented it would be beneficial to have an organization 
collect and analyze the data versus the State just collecting numbers that may not convey the 
nuances that can arise from the demographic data collected. 

Roll call was taken, the motion to approve the Social Equity Subcommittee’s Recommendation 
#1 passed on a 16-0 vote. 
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Avis Bulbulyan ✓ 
Timmen Cermak ✓ 
Matt Clifford ✓ 
Bill Dombrowski ✓ 
Jeff Ferro ✓ 
Kristin Heidelbach ✓ 
Eric Hirata ✓ 
Alice Huffman ✓ 
Catherine Jacobson ✓ 
Arnold Leff ✓ 
Kristin Lynch ✓ 
Kristin Nevedal ✓ 
Joe Nicchitta ✓ 
LaVonne Peck ✓ 
Matt Rahn ✓ 
Keith Stephenson ✓ 
James Sweeney ✓ 
Tamar Todd ✓ 
Helena Williams ✓ 
David Woolsey ✓ 
Ben Wu ✓ 
Beverly Yu ✓ 

Recommendation #2: The Bureau, in conjunction with the other state agencies, form a 
statewide social equity program that seeks to collect data and develop criteria, from social equity 
applicants and local social equity programs. Audit and enforce the local equity programs, make 
recommendations to the legislative body and other regulatory bodies, including 
recommendations regarding financial support such as fee deferments, loans, and other financial 
support regarding level of funding for the social equity program. Provide technical assistance and 
solicit input from communities most impacted by the war on drugs, including priority processing, 
workforce development, and educational opportunities. In addition, funds should also be used to 
help with legal assistance for past cannabis convictions. 

Committee Comments: 8 Comments 
Committee Member Nicchitta suggested adding to the recommendation that the State consider 
tax rebates for social equity applicants. Committee Member Sweeney motioned to amend the 
recommendation to include tax rebates for social equity applicants. Chair Ferro seconded the 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

motion. 
Vice-Chair Todd requested clarification if tax rebates would be under the purview of the 
legislature. Asst. Chief Counsel Colson responded that some of the aspects of the 
recommendation would have to be changed at the legislature but also clarified that certain taxes 
such as the excise tax and cultivation tax, were created by Proposition 64, and to change that 
would require legislative action. 
Vice-Chair Todd suggested amending the recommendation to state “make recommendations to 
the legislative body and other regulatory bodies regarding level of funding for social equity 
programs, including tax rebates for social equity applicants.” 
Committee Member Sweeney commented that the language is permissive and not mandatory 
and warned the Committee to not get too technical in the wording. 
Committee Member Nicchitta commented that the has attended legislative committee meetings 
and noted that the authors of proposed cannabis bills did refer to discussions and 
recommendations that the Committee has put forward. He added that it is still important for the 
Committee to send recommendations to the legislature as well as to the regulatory authorities.  

Public Comments: 12 Comments 
Kathy Smith: Ms. Smith commented that the recommendations and ideas the Committee is 
putting forth are great, but if the local jurisdictions do not enforce it, then it won’t happen unless 
the State steps in and creates a program. 
Public Commenter: Expressed support for the recommendation and urged the Committee to 
continue making recommendations that encourage  transparency and more resources for social 
equity candidates. 
Aasf Moses Sobers: Mr. Sobers commented that he has been affected by the War on Drugs and 
that it is important that individuals such as himself have an opportunity to participate in the new 
legal market. 
Janet Sobers: Ms. Sobers expressed support for the recommendation and added that social 
equity programs provide a future to those most impacted by the War on Drugs. 
Jamel: Commented that there needs to be cooperation between the public, the government, and 
social equity activists in the cannabis industry to truly make social equity programs work. 
Public Commenter: Expressed concern that the recommendation and the discussion 
surrounding social equity does not include tribal communities. 
Lisa: Commented that there needs to be more data collected regarding issues in dependency 
courts and the use of cannabis by minors for medicinal reasons. 
Luis Rivera: Mr. Rivera commented that the income guidelines used to determine social equity 
applicants should be considered at the time of the individuals arrest or conviction because if 
someone is able to better themselves, they would now not be considered under the area of social 
equity even though they were a victim of the War on Drugs. He added that he believed anyone 
who has been arrested, charged, or convicted of a cannabis crime in California should get an 
automatic license. 
Hassan: Commented that it is everyone’s responsibility – the State, local jurisdictions, and the 
public – to come together in order to create social equity programs that will help disenfranchised 
groups. He added that there needs to be more oversight on some of the social equity incubators 
because the contracts and agreements that they present to social equity applicants are predatorial 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

   

     

     

     

     

and applicants do not have the resources or knowledge to analyze these contracts. 
Mustafa: Commented that the criminal records need to be expunged and that social equity 
applicants need decent contracts, not predatory ones. 
Nicky McKinney: Ms. McKinney commented that communities and  families need a 
commitment from the State to prioritize youth and families and allocate funds and resources to 
help communities disproportionately affected by the War on Drugs. 
George: Commented that as a veteran, cannabis helped him when he returned home and it’s 
important that veterans have access to cannabis as a way to alleviate problems and illnesses 
associated with serving in the military. 

Additional Committee Comment: 4 Comments 
Chair Ferro asked for the final amended motion to be read again. The amended motion was 
read as follows: 

“The Bureau, in conjunction with other state agencies, form a statewide social equity 
program that seeks to collect data and develop a criterion for social equity applicants and 
local social equity programs. Audit and enforce local equity programs, make 
recommendations to the legislative body and other regulatory bodies regarding level of 
funding for the social equity programs, including tax rebates for social equity applicants, 
financial support such as fee deferrals, loans, and other financial support. Provide technical 
assistance and solicit input from communities most impacted by the War on Drugs. Include 
priority processing for social equity applicants, focus on workforce development, and 
educational opportunities. Additionally, funds should be used to help with legal assistance 
with past cannabis convictions.”  

Committee Member Yu asked if an equity applicant must have a local license or permit to 
obtain a state cannabis license. Asst. Chief Counsel Colson responded that for temporary 
licenses that were issued, an applicant needed authorization from the local jurisdiction to conduct 
commercial cannabis activities. For annual licenses, the State cannot issue a license if doing so 
would be in violation of a local jurisdiction’s ordinance. She clarified that these rules applied to 
all applicants – not just equity applicants. 
Committee Member Yu commented that seventy-six percent of local jurisdictions do not allow 
retail businesses to operate in their jurisdictions so it’s important to research not just how many 
licenses have been issued but how many are issued to social equity applicants. 

Roll call was taken, the motion to approve the Social Equity Subcommittee’s amended 
Recommendation #2 passed on a 16-0 vote. 

Avis Bulbulyan ✓ 
Timmen Cermak ✓ 
Matt Clifford ✓ 
Bill Dombrowski ✓ 

NAME YEA NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT RECUSAL 



      

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

 

  

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

Jeff Ferro ✓ 
Kristin Heidelbach ✓ 
Eric Hirata ✓ 
Alice Huffman ✓ 
Catherine Jacobson ✓ 
Arnold Leff ✓ 
Kristin Lynch ✓ 
Kristin Nevedal ✓ 
Joe Nicchitta ✓ 
LaVonne Peck ✓ 
Matt Rahn ✓ 
Keith Stephenson ✓ 
James Sweeney ✓ 
Tamar Todd ✓ 
Helena Williams ✓ 
David Woolsey ✓ 
Ben Wu ✓ 
Beverly Yu ✓ 

7. Review of Licensing Authorities’ Statistical Update 

The Committee reviewed a statistical update from the licensing authorities. 

Committee Comment: 2 Comments 
Committee Member Nicchitta asked if the batches of cannabis goods that failed testing due to 
label claims were failed because of misinformation or because the label did not match the 
product in the package. 
Bureau Chief Ajax responded that was correct, a cannabis product is sent to a testing laboratory 
with the package and label already placed by a manufacturer. If the contents from the test results 
do not match the label, the product would fail testing and need to be sent back to the 
manufacturer because distributors at the time were not able to change the label in these 
situations. She added that the Bureau, after working with CDPH, changed its regular regulations 
to allow distributors to relabel cannabis goods if the cannabinoid content on the label does not 
match results from the testing laboratory. 

8. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda 

Public Comment: 3 Comments 
Public Commenter: Commented that cannabis lounges should be allowed. 
Kathy Smith: Ms. Smith commented that the Bureau needs a more hands on approach when 



 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

dealing with conflicting regulations between the State and local jurisdictions. 
Richard Almarez: Sgt. Almarez commented that there needs to be less restrictions on cannabis 
use and consumption. 

9. Discussion on Future Agenda Items and Possible Action on Creating Next Meeting’s 
Agenda 

Committee Comment:  17 Comments 
Committee Member Leff suggested that the Bureau or CDPH report to the Committee how they 
will assure quality and decrease variability in the cannabis testing industry. He also suggested 
adding a discussion on allowing cannabis lounges. 
Chair Ferro commented that cannabis lounges are allowed, but they cannot sell non-cannabis 
goods per regulations. Committee Member Leff responded that a lounge or café that cannot sell 
food or beverage is not a lounge. 
Committee Member Bulbulyan suggested continuing discussion on tribal communities’ 
involvement in the cannabis industry. 
Committee Member Sweeney agreed with Committee Member Bulbulyan and suggested 
creating a subcommittee to discuss this topic. 
Committee Member Huffman suggested an agenda item on veterans. Committee Member 
Leff agreed with Committee Member Huffman’s suggestion and added that a big issue is 
getting the Veterans Administration to be allowed to recommend cannabis as medicine to 
veterans, which would require federal government intervention. 
Chair Ferro solicited interest for potential future subcommittees. Members stated which 
subcommittees they would be interested in serving on. 
Vice-Chair Todd reminded the Committee that they approved to reconvene the enforcement and 
public safety subcommittee at the March 27, 2019 advisory meeting.   
Committee Member Bulbulyan asked when and where the next advisory meeting would take 
place. Chair Ferro responded that the logistics of the next meeting were in progress. 
Committee Member Williams suggested combining the public health and youth subcommittee 
with the veterans subcommittee. Chair Ferro responded that was possible. 
Committee Member Bulbulyan asked if the subcommittees will be meeting at the next 
advisory meeting or at another time. Chair Ferro responded that the subcommittees could meet 
the day before the advisory meeting, similar to this meeting, or a separate meeting can be 
organized. He added he will work with Bureau staff on each option. 
Committee Member Nevedal suggested having an informational presentation by a 
representative of the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) to present on LAO’s tax report so the 
Committee can make recommendations on future tax programs. 
Committee Member Williams referred back to her suggestion to combine the veterans 
subcommittee with the public health and youth subcommittee and explained that the issue of 
cannabis use by veterans is a public health issue and fits more under that subcommittee’s scope. 

Public Comment: 1 Comment 
Public Commenter: Expressed concern with Committee Member Williams’ suggestion to 
combine the veterans subcommittee with the public health and youth subcommittee and added 



 

 

that while it is a public health issue, the two areas are too different and should be discussed in 
separate environments. 

Adjournment: 3:23 PM 
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