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Enforcement Positions Regarding Self-Reporting Issues 

 

Self-Reporting: We are creating a situation where businesses are afraid to 

self-report. AMCO asks and requires them to report when a mistake is made 

and then takes the punitive action of a Notice of Violation (NOV) when the 

reporting uncovers the error.  

Allow me to explain why an NOV is punitive. It costs a lot of money. Even if 

there is no associated fine, an NOV issued by AMCO Enforcement costs the 

business. Due to the requirement that Licensees report and answer to each 

NOV in writing during yearly license renewal a good deal of extra attorney fees 

incurred. Most business owners want a good relationship with AMCO 

enforcement, and the NOV’s are a black mark that hurt that very important 

link. 

The state is literally asking businesses to put themselves at risk when 

reporting, rather than prioritizing fixing the issues at hand. We should be 

encouraging self-reporting through METRC and via e-mail.  

A good example of a system that works better is a specific interaction between 

OHSA and a company. If a company asks for an OSHA inspection of 

themselves, to improve safety, then OSHA performs it for free and makes a 

checklist of required corrective actions. There is a guarantee that the company 

will not be violated or fined because they asked for the inspection to improve 

their safety. The company agrees to make the improvements, and the safest 

result is achieved in the short time. Because this involves workplace life 

safety, the government has done numerous studies and identified this as the 

most efficient and productive way to achieve compliance. 



Accidental Late Reporting: Since companies have received NOVs for late 

reporting in METRC the industry is asking, what is the expected timeframe? 

There has not been guidance. When reporting into METRC is rushed, more 

entry errors are made and then those errors need to be reported with the risk 

of an NOV. We must balance timely reporting with accurate reporting and 

realize that businesses cannot personally perform the reporting in a timely 

fashion and on the computer simultaneously. It is also important to note that 

most facilities only have one or two designated METRC administrators who 

enter data. When the work is done, a physical METRC sheet is filled out by the 

employee. Using a designated administrative individual decreases errors 

caused by hurried, unskilled entry. But it means the physical METRC sheets 

are entered into METRC when those administrative staffs are present, say 

during the 40-hour work week.  

When a company accidentally forgets an entry, finds it later and enters it, 

don’t we want them to feel comfortable reporting it to AMCO, without fear of 

an NOV? One hundred percent error-free operation is hard to achieve in any 

human field. Our industry should be treated fairly, and we should all 

acknowledge a certain percentage of errors when reporting in METRC must be 

normal. Businesses should not be penalized for accidental mistakes within the 

normal percentage range.  

The approach to the industry by the AMCO Enforcement officers, when 

licensees need guidance, has the appearance of not being supportive to 

achieve compliance, but merely to issue citations through the NOV process. 

For a fledgling industry (which is what we are), directions which are helpful, 

and guidance provided to those asking for help to adhere to the law is all we 

request. The enforcement officers for the AMCO office are repeatedly 

approaching the licensees as if they are criminal entities and in need of a 

Notice of Violation for the licensee to comply. The Cannabis Industry is 

making every attempt to comply with the laws and regulations that were 

implemented for us, and we are repeated treated as transgressors while 

learning to adhere to this structure.  

 Focusing on what’s important: As business owners and Licensees here in 

the state of Alaska, we are asked to abide by a stringent and imperfect set of 

regulations. We are asked to follow the instructions of AMCO enforcement that 

interpret those regulations, sometimes in varying ways, depending on the 

inspector or the situation. In addition, we are expected to accept without 

question when enforcement changes their interpretation of a regulation that 

has remained unchanged.  

Through all of this, we must focus on what is important. Safe, quality product 

for the adult consumer, a safe workplace, a safe public, and a healthy 



environment. The problem with the above-described situation is that it takes 

time and resources away from a business that could be used for actual 

improvement in safety or health and drives them towards paperwork and 

attorney fees. The punitive nature of the relationship forming between AMCO 

and the Licensees is concerning and is undermining the ideals AMCO is 

empowered to uphold.  
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