THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE AND CANNABIS BOARD

)
In the Matter of: )
)
SK Quality Services — US Corp. ) Case No.: N/A
t/a Blunt DC ) License No.: ABCA-131901
) Order No.: 2026-651
Medical Cannabis Retailer License )
)
at premises )
1606 K Street NW )
Washington, D.C. 20006 )
)
BEFORE: Donovan Anderson, Chairperson
Silas Grant, Jr., Member
Teri Janine Quinn, Member
Ryan Jones, Member
David Meadows, Member
James Turner, Member
PARTIES: SK Quality Services — US Corp. t/a Blunt DC, Licensee

John McGowan, Counsel, on behalf of Licensee
Half Smoke Herb Inc. t/a Half Smoke, Intervenor

Yutong Zhou, Counsel, on behalf of Intervenor

PROPOSED ORDER GRANTING DECLARATORY ORDER OF CHONG NAK SON

SK Quality Services t/a Blunt DC (“Licensee” or “Blunt DC”) holds a Medical Cannabis
Retailer License, designated ABCA-131901, for the premises located at 1606 K Street NW. Chong
Nak Son is the sole owner of Blunt DC. On February 18, 2026, Blunt DC requested to place the
License in safekeeping. The Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis Board (Board) approved the
request, which currently runs from February 25, 2026 to September 25, 2026, unless renewed.

Subsequently, Half Smoke Herb Inc., t/a Half Smoke (Half Smoke) submitted a request to
remove the License from safekeeping in order to transfer it from Blunt DC to Half Smoke. The
request was based on an alleged transfer agreement purportedly executed under the authority of
Chong Nak Son, with his son, Jun Ho Son, pursuant to a Power of Attorney (POA). The Board has
not acted to approve the transfer because the validity of the POA is in dispute and litigation is
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pending regarding the alleged transfer agreement between Blunt DC and Half Smoke. Specifically,
Half Smoke filed a civil complaint in the Superior Court of the District of Columbia (DC Superior
Court) asserting that the transfer initiated by Jun Ho Son constituted a binding agreement. At this
time, the court in that matter ruled that Defendant Chong Nak Son is enjoined from selling or
transferring retailer license ABCA-131901 to any person or entity other than Plaintiff [Half
Smoke]. Half Smoke Herb Inc. v. SK Quality Services-US Corps. et al., 2026-CAB-002033.

Blunt DC thereafter filed a Request for Declaratory Order with the Board seeking two
determinations: (1) confirmation that Chong Nak Son is the sole owner of record with ABCA, and
(2) a declaration that the pending transfer request to Half Smoke is null and void. Half Smoke
responded by filing a Motion to Intervene or, in the Alternative, for Leave to Participate, along
with a Response in Opposition to the Request for Declaratory Order. Blunt DC then filed an
opposition to the Motion to Intervene.

After reviewing the submissions, the Board proposes to grant Blunt DC’s request for
Declaratory Order. ABCA’s records confirm that Chong Nak Son is the sole owner of Blunt DC,
and he properly disclaimed the transfer before that matter was reviewed and approved by the
Board. In light of Half Smoke’s asserted financial and material interests in the proposed transfer,
the Board grants intervenor status to Half Smoke for the limited purpose of filing a response and
submitting supporting documents.

This proposed order is not final, and the Board’s determination may change based on any
further evidence or argument submitted by the parties.

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

The following statements represent the Board’s proposed findings of fact based on the
evidentiary record. In reaching its determination, the Board considered the evidence and all
documents comprising the Board’s official file. The Board credits all evidence and documents
identified or cited below unless otherwise stated. '

1. ABCA’s records indicate that Chong Nak Son is the sole owner of Blunt DC. THalf Smoke
does not dispute this. Therefore, the Board agrees that Chong Nak Son holds the Medical Cannabis
Retailer License ABCA-131901.

2. On December 5, 2025, in Montgomery County, Maryland, Chong Nak Son executed a
Durable Power of Attorney appointing his son, Jun Ho Son as his attorney-in fact. The POA grants
broad authority, including powers “granted by statute, common law, and under any rule of court,”
and authorized the attorney-in-fact to control ‘“business interests: to buy, hold, encumber,
exchange, sell, transfer, vote or otherwise act as my proxy with respect to any and all interests in
corporations or business entities...” Durable General Power of Attorney, Chong Nak Son, 1 (Dec.
5, 2025).

' The documents relied upon by the Board as the basis of its findings of fact are available upon request by the Applicant.
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3. On February 6, 2026, a Cannabis Management Agreement was executed by Jun Ho Son as
attorney-in-fact to transfer the License from Blunt DC to Half Smoke. Cannabis Management
Agreement (Feb. 6, 2026). On February 7, 2026, Jun Ho Son, again acting as attorney-in-fact, filed
a Medical Cannabis Business Transfer Consent Form with ABCA requesting Board approval of
the transfer. Medical Cannabis Business Transfer Consent Form (Feb. 7, 2026). ABCA did not
receive a Designation of Attorney or Agent form from Chong Nak son or Jun Ho Son prior to this
request.

4. On February 18, 2026, Chong Nak Son requested that the Board place the License in
safekeeping. The Board approved the request, effective February 25, 2026, through September 25,
2026.

5. On March 3, 2026, Chong Nak Son revoked the POA.?

6. On March 27, 2026, Half Smoke filed a motion for temporary restraining order (TRO) and
preliminary injunction in DC Superior Court. On May 15, 2026, the Court granted the motion in
part and denied it in part. Half Smoke Herb Inc. v. SK Quality Services-US Corps. et al., Super. Ct.
of the District of Columbia, Order at 8 (May 15, 2026). The Court enjoined Chong Nak Son from
selling or transferring the License to a third party other than Half Smoke. /d. The TRO expired on
May 29, 2026, and Half Smoke did not seek an extension. /d.

7. In an affidavit dated May 28, 2026, Chong Nak Son states, “I have never transferred or
consented to the transfer of License No. ABCA-131901 to any third-party individual or entity.”
Affidavit of Chong Nak Son (May 28, 2026).

PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
8. Where the POA in this matter was executed in Maryland, Maryland law applies for the
purposes of interpretation and determining the matter of termination. D.C. Code § 21-2601.07.
Under § 17-112 of the Maryland Code governing Trusts and Estates:

(a) A power of attorney terminates when:
(3) The principal revokes the power of attorney;

(6) The principal revokes the agent's authority or the agent dies, becomes
incapacitated, or resigns, and the power of attorney does not provide for
another agent to act under the power of attorney . . . .

(b) An agent’s authority terminates when:

(1) The principal revokes the authority . . . .

2 A principal may revoke a power of attorney orally, and the sufficiency or effectiveness of a revocation depends on
the facts of the particular case. § 35:30. Methods of termination, 12 Williston on Contracts § 35:30 (4th ed.)
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(c) Unless the power of attorney otherwise provides, an agent's authority is
exercisable until the authority terminates under . . . this section, even if there has
been a lapse of time since the execution of the power of attorney.

Md. Code Ann., Est. & Trusts § 17-112(a)(3), (a)(6), (b)(1), (c).

0. Under the terms of Chong Nak Son’s POA, the POA may be revoked if Chong Nak Son
“revoke[s] this General Power of Attorney.” Durable General Power of Attorney, Chong Nak Son
(Dec. 5, 2025). Chong Nak Son revoked the POA on March 3, 2026.

10. Pursuant to 22-C DCMR § 5402.5, The Board shall not accept as filed, and shall take no
action upon, any application that is not complete.” 22-C DCMR § 5402.5. A complete application
for transfer requires several documented filed with the Board. Including, under 22-C DCMR
§ 5502.4:

The Board shall not approve an application for a transfer of fifty percent (50%)
or more of its ownership or control of a licensed medical cannabis business until
a complete application providing the following information is filed:

(j) A notarized and signed copy of the Transfer of License Affidavit Form.
22-C DCMR § 5502.4(j).

11. Here, the POA was revoked before the Board conducted its final review or took any action
on the transfer request. Because the POA is no longer valid and the transfer application is
incomplete, the Board cannot accept the POA as authorizing the transfer and cannot grant the
transfer of License ABCA-131901 from Blunt DC to Half Smoke where the license holder has
disclaimed the transfer consent form before the Board approved the transfer. As a result, the
application is incomplete and cannot be approved.

PROPOSED ORDER

Therefore, the Board on this 29th day of July 2026, hereby GRANTS Blunt DC’s Request
for Declaratory Order and DENIES the license transfer application.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Half Smoke is GRANTED Intervenor status in this
matter.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Half Smoke’s Motion to Intervene, Half Smoke’s
Response in Opposition to Request for Declaratory Order and Blunt DC’s Opposition to the
Motion to Intervene are deemed MOOT.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the findings of fact and conclusions of law contained
herein represent the PROPOSED ORDER of the Board. Parties are ADVISED that the Board
intends to review the matter on the papers if the Proposed Order is challenged. Parties shall submit:
(1) a written brief explaining its position; (2) any testimony, which must be provided by sworn



affidavit; (3) and any supporting exhibits. After reviewing the submissions, the Board may
schedule a hearing if further inquiry is warranted, if material factual disputes remain, or if the
Board has questions requiring oral examination or additional evidence. All requests for relief or
required materials shall be submitted within FIFTEEN (15) DAYS of the date of this Order, or by
another deadline established in coordination with the Agency’s Legal Division or this Order shall

be deemed final.

The ABCA shall deliver a copy of this order to the Parties.



OFFICIAL VOTE OF THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE AND CANNABIS BOARD
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David Meadows Approve
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Additional Comments: N/A

Any party adversely affected may file a Motion for Reconsideration of this decision or other
motion permitted by law within ten days of service of this Order. If a motion is filed, the opposing
party may file a response within seven days. If a response is filed, the movant may file a reply
within three days. All filings should be served on all parties to the matter and delivered to the
Alcoholic Beverage and Cannabis Administration, 899 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 4200-A,
Washington, D.C. 20002, or sent by email to abca.legal(@dc.gov. Parties are further advised that
the failure to properly serve the other parties or to present all matters of record that have allegedly
been erroneously decided in a motion for reconsideration may result in the waiver of those matters
being considered by the Board. The Board also reserves the right to summarily deny or not consider
multiple and repetitive motions.

In addition to filing a Motion for Reconsideration, pursuant to § 11 of the District of Columbia
Administrative Procedure Act, Pub. L. 90-614, 82 Stat. 1209, D.C. Official Code § 2-510 (2001),
and Rule 15 of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, a party that is adversely affected may
have the right to appeal this Order by filing a petition for review, within 30 days of the date of
service of this Order, with the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, located at 430 E Street, N.-W.,
Washington, D.C. 20001. Parties are advised that the timely filing of a Motion for 4
Reconsideration stays the time for filing a petition for review in the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals until the Board rules on the motion. See D.C. App. Rule 15(b) (2004).

Parties are also advised that the Superior Court of the District of Columbia may have jurisdiction
to hear appeals in non-contested cases or in matters where that court is specifically provided
jurisdiction by law. Finally, advisory neighborhood commissions (ANCs) are advised that their



right to appeal or challenge a decision of the Board may be limited by the laws governing ANCs.
See e.g., D.C. Code § 1-309.10(g).



