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PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES

Documents:
e Meeting Packet

In Attendance:
e Commissioner Nurys Z. Camargo
e Commissioner Kimberly Roy
e Acting Chair Bruce Stebbins

Minutes:
I.  Call to Order
e The Acting Chair (AC) recognized a quorum and called the meeting to order.
e The AC gave notice that the meeting is being recorded.
e The AC gave an overview of the agenda.

II.  Commissioners’ Comments & Updates — 00:01:06
e Commissioners made no comments in order to take up the regulations immediately.

I11. Commission Discussion and Votes — 00:02:00

1. Discussion and Review of Draft Regulations

e Paralegal Rachel Ferrara (Paralegal Ferrara) began reading the redline amendments
starting with 935 Code Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6). Commissioner Roy asked if this
section allowed for Consumers to purchase Marijuana or Marijuana products and
leave the Social Consumption Establishment (SCE) as if it were an Adult or Medical-
use Marijuana Establishment (ME). Deputy General Counsel Michael Baker (DGC
Baker) explained that this was a policy decision for the board; Commissioners
discussed and agreed to circle back to the topic. Paralegal Ferrara continued reading
the redline amendments until Commissioner Roy asked if 935 Code Mass. Regs. §
500.050(6)(a)2. could be amended so that Marijuana Treatment Centers (MTCs)
could apply for a Supplemental License. DGC Baker explained that there were
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currently statutory restrictions which prevented MTCs from participating in Social
Consumption.
The Commission took a brief recess. (Returned at 00:46:34.)

Commissioner Roy asked how other states had handled the issue of medical-access at
SCEs and Director of Government Affairs and Policy Matt Giancola (Director
Giancola) explained that Illinois, Maryland, Missouri and Michigan allowed for
delivery of Cannabis to SCEs, while Colorado allowed Patients to bring their own
Medical-use Cannabis. Commissioners discussed how to improve medical-access at
SCE:s in light of statutory restrictions and agreed to strike 935 Code Mass. Regs. §
500.050(6)(a)2. Paralegal Ferrara continued reading the redline amendments and
Commissioner Roy requested an edit to include Third-party Transporters in 935 Code
Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6)(b)1.a. Commissioners discussed and agreed to circle back
on the topic. Regarding 935 Code Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6)(b)1.b., Enforcement
Counsel Timothy Goodin (EC Goodin) asked if the intent of “Premises” was to
indicate an area that was already approved by the Commission. Commissioners
discussed with staff and agreed to strike “at a Premises.” Regarding c., DGC Baker
stated that he would circulate a new draft with the revisions discussed at the last
meeting to strike “or attached to” in similar sections throughout the regulations. He
volunteered to work offline with EC Goodin to clarify ownership and control in the
same section. Chief of Investigations Nomxolisi Jones (Chief Jones) suggested that
DGC Baker and EC Goodin also work on whether c. should use “may” or “shall.”
Regarding d., Commissioner Roy asked if “impermeable” went far enough.
Commissioners discussed with staff and the AC requested an edit to split 935 Code
Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6)(b)1.d. into two separate sections.

The Commission took a brief recess. (Returned at 01:51:52.)

The AC summarized the discussion and Commissioner Roy asked if 935 Code Mass.
Regs. § 500.050(6)(b)1.f. allowed for Registered Agents to enter the Consumption
Areas during their work hours. DGC Baker noted that Cannabis use while working
was prohibited in 935 Code Mass. Regs. § 500.140. Commissioners discussed and
agreed to consider the language further when they got to that section. Paralegal
Ferrara continued reading the redline amendments and Commissioner Roy requested
to circle back on the topic of including Third-party Transporters under 935 Code
Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6)(b)2.a. Commissioner Roy asked for clarification on the
meaning of “new business” in 935 Code Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6)(b)2.c. and
discussed with staff. EC Goodin proposed new language to read: “A Hospitality On-
site Consumption Licensee or eligible applicant may be located within an existing
Non-Cannabis Business.” DGC Baker requested an edit to 935 Code Mass. Regs. §
500.050(6)(b)2.d. to read: “A Hospitality On-site Consumption Licensee shall ensure
that the Indoor Smoking Consumption Areas within an existing Non-Cannabis
Business are separate from the existing Non-Cannabis Businesses’ operations by
having a fully enclosed space approved by the Commission.” Paralegal Ferrara read

C



the remainder of 935 Code Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6)(b)2. and Commissioners agreed
to recess.

The Commission took a brief recess. (Returned at 03:38:01.)

Commissioner Camargo noted the breadth of the amendments being considered and
reminded listeners that promulgating and implementing them will be a long process.
DGC Baker volunteered to work offline on 935 Code Mass. Regs. §
500.050(6)(b)2.d. to clarify how the operating hours of the Hospitality On-site
Consumption Licensee would work. Commissioners discussed and EC Goodin
suggested considering new amendments to make it clear that there would be some
Non-Cannabis Businesses such as a daycare which would not be compatible with
Social Consumption. Commissioner Roy expressed some concern about products
being misplaced at SCEs and being found by a minor and DGC Baker explained that
the requirements to avoid that would be reviewed in 935 Code Mass. Regs. §
500.141. Director of Investigations Katherine Binkoski (Director Binkoski) noted that
her staff had limited bandwidth, and the hours of SCEs may make unannounced
inspections difficult.

The Commission took a brief recess. (Returned at 04:29:42.)

Paralegal Ferrara continued to read the redline amendments beginning with 935 Code
Mass. Regs. § 500.141(6)(c). Commissioner Camargo suggested that the Executive
Director (ED) review section 1.a.-g. and Commissioner Roy stated that she wanted to
include safeguards in 2. to ensure that data collection occurred in real time.
Commissioners agreed to circle back on the topic. Commissioner Camargo asked for
any external feedback on the exclusivity period and Policy Analyst Jessica Porter
stated that the majority of feedback was supportive of having an exclusivity period
greater than 36 months. Paralegal Ferrara continued reading the redline amendments
and Commissioners discussed how many months should pass before the exclusivity
period for SCEs was evaluated and agreed to change eight to twelve in 935 Code
Mass. Regs. § 500.050(6)(c)2. and to circle back on 3. There were no further
requested amendments until 935 Code Mass. Regs. § 500.050(8)(a) where Associate
General Counsel Phillip Schreffler (AGC Schreffler) requested to change the last
“was” with “is”.

The Commission took a brief recess. (Returned at 05:20:10.)

Commissioner Roy requested to circle back to 935 Code Mass. Regs. §
500.050(11)(1) as she thought the “Two years” in that section should be “Three
years”. Commissioners agreed to circle back on that point and discussed whether 935
Code Mass. Regs. § 500.050(11)(j) was necessary and if it should list a Marijuana
Event Organizer as a License type that Delivery Operators may operate. They agreed
to circle back to the topic.

The Commission took a brief recess. (Returned 06:12:23.)
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e The AC summarized the discussion before the break. Commissioner Roy suggested
revisiting after further amendments to the Marijuana Event Organizer License had
been added and reiterated her question regarding why 935 Code Mass. Regs. §
500.050(11)(j) was necessary. Commissioners discussed with staff and agreed to
begin with this section at the next meeting.

IV.  Adjournment — 06:32:22
e Commissioner Camargo moved to adjourn.
e Commissioner Roy seconded the motion.
e The AC took a roll call vote:
o Commissioner Camargo — Yes
o Commissioner Roy — Yes
o AC Stebbins — Yes
e The Commission unanimously approved the motion to adjourn.




