County of Kendall, Illinois
LAW, JUSTICE, AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
Kendall County Courthouse
807 W. John Street, Jury Assembly Room, Yorkville, Illinois
Monday, September 9, 2019 ~ 3:15 p.m.
Meeting Agenda

1. Call to order

2. Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag

3. Roll call and determination of a quorum: Tony Giles (Chair), Matthew Prochaska (Vice Chair),
Judy Gilmour, Audra Hendrix, Robyn Vickers

4. Approval of the Agenda

5. Approval of the August 12, 2019 meeting minutes
6. Public Comment

7. Status reports

A. Coroner
B. Emergency Management Agency
C. Public Defender
D. Court Services/Probation
E. Sheriff’s Office
1. Operations Division
2. Corrections Division
3. Records Division
8. Old Business
9. New Business

» Discussion and Approval of the X-Ray Machine Service Agreement with Smith’s Detection
» Discussion and Approval of the Sheriff’s Office Fee Study
o Discussion and Approval of an Ordinance Prohibiting Cannabis Business Establishments
10. Legislative update
11. Chairman’s report/comments

12. Executive Session

13. Adjournment

If special accommodations or arrangements are needed to attend this County meeting, please contact the
Administration Qffice at (630) 553-4171, a minimum of 24-hours prior to the meeting time



COUNTY OF KENDALL, ILLINOIS
Law, Justice and Legislation Committee
Monday, August 12, 2019
Meeting Minutes

Call to Order and Pledge Allegiance - Chair Tony Giles called the meeting to order at 3:15p.m.
who led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Roll Call:
Committee Member Status Arrived at Meeting Left Meeting
Tony Giles Here
Judy Gilmour Here
Audra Hendrix Here
Matthew Prochaska 3:16p.m.
Robyn Vickers Present

With four members present voting aye, a quorum was determined to conduct business.

Others Present: Sheriff Dwight Baird, Public Defender Vicki Chuffo, Court Services Director
Alice Elliott, EMA Director Joe Gillespie, Deputy Commander Mitch Hatten, County
Administrator Scott Koeppel, Drug Court Coordinator Melissa Moore, Presiding Judge Robert
Pilmer, Coroner Jacquie Purcell, Commander Bobby Richardson, Facilities Director Jim Smiley,
States Attorney Eric Weis

Approval of the Agenda -Member Hendrix made a motion to approve the agenda, second by
Member Vickers.. With four members present voting aye, the motion carried.

Approval of Minutes — Member Hendrix made a motion to approve the June 10, 2019 meeting
minutes, second by Member Vickers. With five members present voting aye, the motion
carried.

Public Comment - None

Status Reports

Circuit Clerk — Robyn Ingemunson reported that there has been a decrease in files from last year,
and expressed concerns about budgeting for next year due to the decrease in Clerk’s fees. Written

report provided.

Coroner — Coroner Purcell reviewed the monthly report with the committee, and reported 28 total
deaths with three suicides over the July 4, 2019 weekend. Coroner Purcell reviewed the
Office/Personnel Activity, including her facilitation of the “Lights of Hope™ support group, and
presentation for the Senior Service’s Lunch & Leam program at the Beecher Center, and
Advanced Law Enforcement Rapid Response Training (ALERRT) by Chief Deputy Levi Gotte.

Written report provided.
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EMA - Written report provided. Director Gillespie reported that they were involved in a search
for missing person(s) involved in an accident in Campton Hills, and in a search for a missing male
(since April) in Fox Lake. Director Gillespie reported on the Multi-Agency Search and Rescue
Training on the subject of UTM/GPS held at the North Aurora Police Department and Lippold
Park, with twenty-six Search and Rescue Professionals form eight area agencies attending,
including four from Kendall County EMA Search and Rescue. Gillespie reported on the Dresden
Power Station Drill on July 30%, with twelve Kendall County EMA members (Sheriff’s Office,
Highway Department, Health Department, School District, Kendall EMA, and Fire District)
participating. Gillespie reported high accolades about the Kendall EMA operation from
participants and Federal Authorities. Monthly Siren, STARCOM and WSPY Emergency Alert
System (EAS) testing continued.

Public Defender — Public Defender Chuffo reported continued increase in all areas. Written
report provided.

Court Services — Director Elliott reported that the office concluded Pretrial, Probation and Parole
Week by bringing awareness of various issues that their clients deal with on a daily bases,
including substance abuse, domestic violence and trauma, and by making a commitment to their
clients as it relates to addressing their needs. Ms. Elliott also reported the office was able to
collect three large boxes full of toiletries, pacifiers, night lights, pull-ups, underwear, water
bottles, etc. for the Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA) program. And lastly, as part of
the Pretrial, Probation and Parole Week, they invited their families to join them for lunch on the
last day of the week as part of that day’s theme of work/personal life balance.

Director Elliott also reported collaboration with Waubonsee Community College on a year-long
Leadership Institute for Probation staff that would encourage them to find leadership qualities
within themselves. The institute will occur from September 2019 to June 2020, will take place
one afternoon a month, and is open to any Judicial System employee in Kendall and DeKalb
Counties. The Institute is primarily funded through the Judicial Office via a contract with
Waubonsee for frainings for judicial staff. Written report provided.

Sheriff’s Report
a. Operations Division — Commander Langston reported that the office participated in a
state-wide speed awareness campaign in July that resulted in 76 traffic stops, 59 warnings
and 17 citations. They also recently completed a multi-agency jurisdictional sex offender
compliance check that involved assistance form seven other police agencies where they
verified registration information of 37 offenders, five of which were identified as
potential violations.

Langston said they completed an incident County Fair for 2019, and graduated 18
students from the inaugural Youth Academy Program this month. Written report

provided.
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b. Corrections Division — Wriften report provided. Commander Richardson reported that
they have implemented a program called Second Opportunity, which is an individual
formerly incarcerated in federal custody, that will come to the jail to present a program to
the inmates, to reduce recidivism, and increase their ability for a successful transition
back to life once they leave incarceration. They have also partnered with Waubonsee
Community College to offer a program to inmates that have had some high school
education to complete their high school diploma versus a G.E.D. and direct them to a
more successful life path.

Discussion about the procedures and policies of dealing with inmates that are on suicide
watch/observation. Commander Richardson stated that there are strict policies and
procedures in place for these inmates, including a screening tool developed with questions
from the Health Department and the State of Illinois utilized upon an inmates booking
into the Corrections facility, suicide smocks and housing in an area directly insight of
supervision 24 hours a day, seven days per week. Richardson also reported the jail had a
“surprise” inspection by the Federal Marshalls, in which they made comment on the
policies in place, the actions taken to prevent incidents inside the facility, including every
15 and 30 minute inmate checks to ensure inmate safety, with card swiping technology.
Sheriff Baird stressed the importance of family members reporting any discussions or
communications from inmates threatening suicide or the possibility of it to jail personnel
as soon as it occurs. Baird stated that this information is provided in a video to inmates,
and mental health appointments are made readily available to inmates when needed.

¢. Records Division — Written report provided.
Old Business - None
New Business

o  Discussion and Approval of Advanced Correctional Healthcare Proposed Rate and
Increase of LPN Hours — Commander Richardson reviewed the proposed rate and increase
of LPN hours from 60 hours per week to 76 hours, and explained that this will take some of
the lLiability off of Correctional Personnel and allow for better coverage in the jail. Motion
made by Member Hendrix, second by Member Vickers to forward the item to the County

Board for approval. With five members present voting ave, the motion carried.

e  Discussion and Approval of Agreement between the Kendall County Drug Court and
Gateway Foundation, Inc. — Melissa Moore provided the changes to the proposed
agreement, the increased rate of payment to $250 per day, and allow for quicker access to
treatment. This agreement would replace the current agreement, and has been reviewed by
the grant writer and the State’s Attorney’s Office. Member Hendrix made a motion to
forward the item to the County Board for approval, second by Member Vickers.

Roll Call: Member Gilmour — yes, Member Vickers — yes, Member Hendrix — yes,
Member Prochaska — yes, Member Giles — yes

With five members present voting aye, the motion carried.

Kendall County Law, Justice & Legislation Committee Minutes August 12, 2019 3|4



¢  Discussion of the Regulation of the Sale of Cannabis in Unincorporated Kendall County -
Scott Koeppel provided information regarding recently passed legislation on the sale of
cannabis in the State of Illinois, and stated that only Counties and Municipalities can “opt-
out” or enact ordinances to prohibit or significantly limit a cannabis business
establishment’s location. Discussion of the regulations, the pros and cons of the sale of
cannabis, and the additional burden on law enforcement, and judicial system personnel, and
the potential dangers of increased traffic accidents, and harm to users and non-users.
Member Prochaska made a motion to forward the item to the August 15, 2019 Committee
of the Whole meeting, second by Member Hendrix.

Roll Call: Member Vickers — yes, Member Prochaska — yes, Member Giles — yes, Member
Gilmour — yes, Member Hendrix — yes

With five members present voting aye, the motion carried.
Chairman’s Report/Comments — No report
Legislative Update - None

Executive Session — Not needed

Items for the August 20, 2019 County Board Agenda

» Approval of Advanced Correctional Healthcare Proposed Rate and Increase of LPN Hours
» Approval of Agreement between the Kendall County Drug Court and Gateway Foundation,
Inc,

Items for the August 15, 2019 Committee of the Whole Agenda
» Discussion of the Regulation of the Sale of Cannabis in Unincorporated Kendall County

Adjournment — Member Hendrix made a motion to adjourn the meeting, second by Member

Prochaska. With five members in agreement, the meeting adjourned at 4:24p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Valarie McClain
Administrative Assistant and Recording Clerk
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KENDALL COUNTY CORONER
JACQUIE PURCELL

Description L Month: August Fiscal Year-to- August
(FY 2019) Date 2018
Total Deaths 22 215 24/230
Natural Deaths 19 200 23/212
Accidental Deaths 2 5 0/11
Pending 0 0 0
Suicidal Deaths 1 10 0/4
Homicidal Deaths 0 0 0/1
Undetermined 0 1 0/1
Toxicology 3 19 1/26
Autopsies 1 13 1/24
Cremation 14 130 15/141
Authorizations
Scenes Responded to: Transported by Coroner’s Office: External Examinations:

5 4 5

Accident - August 3, 2019, 54-year-old, White, Male, Bristol Twp, Blunt Force Injuries Consistent
" w/Auto vs, Pedestrian
Suicide- August 10, 2019, 45-year-old, White, Female, Plano, Gunshot Wound to the Head
Accident ~ August 30, 2019, 47-year-old, Hispanic, Male, Oswego Twp, Blunt Force Injuries due to
Auto vs. Auto Mishap

PERSONNEL/OFFICE ACTIVITY:

1. On August 1-2, Chief Deputy Gotte attended a NEMRT Training on Evidence Processing at

the Westmont Police Department.

2. On August 6-8, Coroner Purcell attended annual training presented by the IL Coroners

and Medical Examiner’s Association.

3. On August 20, Coroner Purcell attended the Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin

White House Regional Conference /State Officials Day in Washington DC
4. On August 19-22, Coroner’s Assistant Dave Jordan attended the Medicolegal Death
Investigation Basic Course in St. Louis, MO.

5. On August 30, after completing training, Dave Jordan was sworn in as a Deputy Coroner.
6. A total of 25.75 hours of community service were completed at the coroner’s office during

the month of August.

CARORUM AD CURAM

804 W. JOHN STREET, STE A » YORKVILLE, ILLINOIS 60560 » OFFICE 630.553.4200 = FAX 630.553.4116
CORONER@CO.KENDALL.IL.US




Kendall County Emergency Management Agency
1102 Cornell Lane, Yorkville lllinois 60560
_Joseph T. Gillespie, Director
Tracy Page, Deputy Director

EMA/Search and Rescue Report

August 2019

August 10 - Multi Agency Search and Rescue Training in the subjéct of Orlenteering. - The training was held
at Waterfall Glenn Forest Preserve in Darien. Thirty (30) Search and Rescue professionals from elght (8) area
agencies were in attendance, including four (4) from Kendall County EMA Search and Rescue.

August 12 - Search in Cook Cbuntv for missing person that were possibly involved in a homicide. One (1)
Kendall EMA SAR personnel attended. Remains of missing person were located prior to arrival on scene.

August 12 - EMA Meeting. Had a short business meeting to discuss outcome of recent Dresden Power Plant
Nuclear Drill. Then Levi Gotte continued the IAP training with the two (2) groups continulng with ongoing
mock incident. Groups learned and performed completion of ICS Form 205 and 206. Ten (10) Kendall County
EMA members were in attendance.

August 13 - Search in Belvidere for evidence in regards to a homicide of a male found. Three (3) Kendall
County EMA SAR personnel attended. Multiple items of evidentiary value were found that ultimately lead to
the identity and automoblle of the deceased.

August 19 - Planning Committee Meeting for a large full scale Search and Rescue exercise to be hosted by
Kane County. The exercise Is slated to be the largest Search and Rescue exercise in the state of lllinois.
Participating will be Search and Rescue professionals from all over Ilinois, Kane County Sheriff's office, ILEAS
Moblle Field Forces (3 North and 3 Central), IL-TF1, Elgin and North Aurora police drones and Civil Alr Patrol.
Several Kendall County EMA and Search and Rescue personnel will be participating in the exercise in many
roles in the exercise on November 2, 2019 in Elgin.

Continued with siren testing on the first Tuesday morning of the month
Continued with STARCOM testing first Tuesday morning of the month

Continued with WSPY EAS testing first Tuesday morning of the month



TO: Law, Justice and Legislation Committee Members
FROM: Victoria Chuffo, Public Defender; Monthly Report \/Q/

NUMBER OF CASES ASSIGNED TO EACH PUBLIC DEFENDER
AS OF SEPTEMBER 1, 2019

VICTORIA CHUFFO, Public Defender
- 101 cases / last month 99 cases - Felony cases
COURTNEY TRANSIER, First Asst. Public Defender
- 156 cases / last month 185 cases - Felony cases
MICHAEL MONTGOMERY, Asst. Public Defender
— 327 cases / last month 341 cases - Felony/ Juvenile cases
LINDSEY LACHANSKI, Asst. Public Defender

— 405 cases/ last month 395 cases -
Misdemeanor/Traffic/Juvenile cases

JESSICA DEETS, Asst. Public Defender

—~334 case/ last month 334 cases -
Misdemeanor/Traffic/Juvenile cases

My office has been appointed a total of 181 new cases between
August 12, 2019 and September 3, 2019. The Kendall County Public
Defender’s Office currently has 1,323 open cases as of today’s
date; September 3, 2019. The Public Defender appointments for
driving under the influence of alcohol, traffic, civil 1law
violations and juvenile delinquency cases have increased gince last
month. My office has been appointed to 19 individuals for bond
call only appointments from August 12, 2019 to September 3, 2019,



To: Kendall County Board * Law, Justice and Legislation Committee
From: Alice Elliott, Director * Kendall County Court Services
Date: 09-09-19
Re: Monthly Report
Same Same Same Same Same
Time Time Time Time Time
Kendall County Court Services 2018 2017 FY2016 FY2015 FY2014
FY2019 Summary - Juvenile Detention
Total New Total Total Total
Month Admissions | Holdovers® Days Cost Incurred
$18,652.00* Paid
FY19 incurred FY18
12/2018 13 6 147 $17.640.00 $10,450.00 $8,690.00 | $15620.00 $3,000.00 §3,400.00
01s2019 10 3 101 $12,120.00 $9,020.00 10,560.00 15,180.00 8.400.00 7,600.00
02/2019 9 3 86 $10,320.00 $11.330.00 15,070.00 11,110.00 4,100.00 9,400.00
03/2019 (1) 2 57 $6840.00 $21,730.00 9.900.00 3,410.00 2,300.00 4,300.00
04/2019 4 2 66 $7920.00 $15,960.00 13,640.00 5.940.00 2,400.00 3,000.00
05/2019 14 3 157 $18,840.00 $10,560.00 5,610.00 4,180.00 7,800.00 11,510.00
06/201% 12 6 203 $24.000.00 $7,320.00 6,270.00 11,660.00 5.500.00 13,600.00
07/2019 2 7 124 $14,880.00 §11,760.00 1,540.00 10,120.00 8,400.00 8.700.00
08/2019 2 1 38 $4560.00 $12.000.00 3,850.00 11.880.00 7.400.00 6,300.00
09/2019 $9120.00 9,130.00 2,640.00 16,000.00 11.20.00
10,2019 $15,120.00 10,780.00 5,610.00 15,440.00 5,600.00
1112019 $18,600.00 5170.00 | 11,110.00 15100.00 |  1.400.00
TOTAL $135,772.00 | $152,970.00 | $100,210.00 | $108,450.00 $95840.00 | $86,010.00
*Holdover=A minor detained on the last day of the previous month carried over to the first day of the current month,
Amount Budgeted: $110,000.00 Amount Budgeted: $ 70,000.00
i H § 4460400
Amount Remaining: $ -25,772.00 Amount Remaining: $ 25,396.00
Number of Minors Days Paid Total Monthly Cost Total Cost Incurred
Placed Incurred (Running Total)
12/2018 1 0 $5487.00 $5,487.00
01/2019 1 ) R $5487.00 $10,974,00
02/2019 1 28 $4956.00 $15,930.00
03/2019 1 ) $5487.00 $21,417.00
04/2019 1 1 $5310.00 $26,727.00
05/2019 1 31re $5487.00 $32,214.00
06/2019 1 3O }5310.00 $37,524.00
07/2019 1 bl $5487.00 $43,011.00
08/2019 2 9 1593.00 $44604.00
09/2019
10/2019
11/2019
TOTAL _ $44,604.00

*b_ The

Agency cooperation and collaboration has been the theme of the year. Due to new standards, probation officers are required
to spend more time in the field and thus officer safety has been a concern. It is important for the board to know that our local
agencies have been phenomenal in assisting us with necessary training to our officers. The Oswego Police Department has
taken over training us in defensive tactic techniques for officers to use should they need. This training is well received by the
Probation Officers and is intended to be repeated regularly to ensure the skills become muscle memory. The Sheriff's
Department will be providing OC Spray training so our officers will be able to carry in the field. DuPage County Probation is
assisting us in developing cur verbal de-escalation and home visit safety training that we can do in house as we know the best
defense we have is prevention and to use our mouths to de-escalate the situation. EMA has been instrumental in getting us




needed radios for use when on home visits and Ken com set up a system for us to utilize the CAD system for officers to call in
when out on home visits. In addition, all of the police departments we have approached to use space for the purpose of seeing
clients in their community versus driving out here, have been very accommodating. The level of cooperation amongst all of
these entities truly is a blessing and something this board should be proud of and lmow the residents of Kendall benefit from
this level of cooperation.

On this note of collaboration, there are two programs that court services has collaborated with Kendall County Human
Services to bring to the county that might be of interest

Thinking for a Change is a 26 week Cognitive Intervention Group designed to teach social skills, problem solving skills
and decision-making skills. Probaticn officers and therapists from KCHD have been trained, and together will deliver
the program to our probation clients determined by the probation department or the court to be able to benefit from
this program. This program has been implemented in the past by the probation department alone, but has not been
facilitated in the past several years due to the extensive time commitment. Through collaboration between the
agencies, we are able to reduce the stress on each of the agencies and provide this evidence based program that has
been shown to be effective in reducing recidivism with our moderate to high-risk clients.

Domestic Violence Offender Treatment is the second program. Many years ago probation collaborated with an agency
in another county that was one of the first agencies to be a certified Partner Abuse Intervention Program Provider.
We have utilized this program ever since (well over 15 years). In an effort to establish a program that was accessible
to residents with transportation problems, as well as a smooth transition to any other services needed (substance
abuse, mental health etc), Kendall County Health and Human Services was approached to see if they would be
interested in being certified. This is a long process and a huge time commitment in not only the training but alsc the
program itself. To their credit, they stepped up to the plate and said yes. This is good for Kendall County residents in
that the quicker a person is in treatment, the safer their victim is. By overcoming the barriers to this treatment, we
are ensuring both the offender and the victim is being serviced. We anticipate having the facilitators fully trained
this month. We will begin the process of working out the referral process and collaboration on service delivery
between our departments. We hope to have our first group started by the end of this fiscal year.
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IPOLICE SERVICES

Calls for Service

Police Reports

Total Arrests

Cannabis Civil Law Citations Issued
Ordinance Citations Issued

"TRAFFIC SERVICES

Traffic Contacts
Tpafﬁc Citatlons Issued
DUI Arrests

‘TRAFFIC CRASH INVESTIGATIONS

Property Damage
Personal Injury
Fatalities
TOTAL CRASH INVESTIGATIONS

WEHICLE USAGE

Total Miles Driven by Sheriff's Office
Vehicle Maintenance Expenditures
Fuel Expenditures

Fuel Gallons Purchased

Squad Damage Reports

IAUXILIARY DEPUTIES

Ride-A-Long Hours
Auxiliary Hours
TOTAL AUXILIARY HOURS

'EVIDENCE/PROPERTY ROOM

New [tems into Property Room

Disposal Orders Processed

Iterns Disposed Of

DVD/VHS Copy Requests

Items Sent to Crime Lab for Processing

Pounds of Prescription Meds Collected from Drop Box Program

[INVESTIGATIONS/COPS ACTIVITIES

Total Cases Assigned (Patrol/Invest)

Total Cases Closed (Patrol/Invest)

Total Current Open Cases (Patrol/Invest)
Community Policing Meetings/Presentations

August-18 August-19/
752 687
371 368
131 65
9 1
1 0
August-18 August-19/
972 1,157
200 215
6 2
August-18 August-19'
31 26
.7 23
0 2
38 51
August-18 August-19°
65,066 58,259
$2,782 $1,701
$12,637 $11,040
4,992 4,558
- 0
August-18 August-19:
0 0
60 92
60 92
August-18 August-19|
214 117
81 0
17 169
87 66
30 24
13 15
August-18 August-19/
57 18
33 15
148 140
31 38



RECORDS DIVISION

ISHERIFF SALES

Sales Scheduled
Sales Cancelled
Sales Conducted

«IVIL PAPERWORK

'Papers Filed/Recelved
Papers Served/Executed

IREPLEVINS/LEVY

Replevin/Levy Scheduled
Replevin/Levy Conducted

ISUBPOENA/FOIA REQUESTS

Accident Reports
Background Checks
Incidents
Subpoenas

WARRANTS

Total Warrants on File
New Warrants Issued
Total Warrants Served
Warrants Quashed

IEVICTIONS

Evictions Scheduled for Month
Evictions Cancelled
Evictions Conducted

\FEES
Civil Process Fees
Sheriff Sales Fees

Records Fees/Fingerprinting
Bond Processing Fees

TOTAL REQUESTS

TOTAL FEES COLLECTED

August-18 August-19i
34 33

23 18

11 15
August-18 August-19'
251 197

184 154
August-18 August-19
1 0

1 0

August-18 August-19!
30 33

24 21

75 67

4 5

133 126
August-18 August-19'
1,420 1,415

156 128

122 106

24 19

August-18 August-19
13 8

10 6

3 2

August-18 August-19i
$5,835 $6,356
$10,800 $7,800

$370 $301

$1,024 $893
$18,028 $15,350



JAIL POPULATION

New Intake Bookings

Inmates Released

Federal Inmate ADP

Kendall County Inmate ADP
Other Jurisdictions Inmate ADP
Average Daily Population

JAIL MEALS

Number of Meals Prepared Consolidated Food
Price Per Meal

UNMATE TRANSPORTS

To and From Kendall County Courthouse
Other County Court Transports

Out of County Prisoner Pickups

Tol.D.O.C

Medical/Dental Transports

Court ordered medical transports

Juvenile To and From Youth Homes/Courts
Federal Transports

TOTAL INMATE TRANSPORTS
INMATE WORK CREWS
Number of Inmates
Number of Locations
TOTAL HOURS WORKED
REVENUE

Amount Invoiced for Inmates Housed for Other luris.
Amount Invoiced for Federal Housing
Amount Invoiced for Federal Court Transport
Amount Invoiced for Federal Medical Transport
TOTAL INVOICED

IMEDICAL BILLING

Medical Contractual Services
Prescriptions
Medical
Dental
Emergency Medical Services
Medical Supplies
TOTAL MEDICAL BILLING

August-18

240 238

235 241

50 91

61 64

25 3

123 157
August-18 August-19:
10,748 14,218

$1.35 - $1.27
August-18 August-19
108 79

13 8

40 15

3 3

27 2

1 2

12 17.

74 26

278 152
August-18 August-19:
8 8

4 4

26 12

August-18 August-19|
$22,140 $6,300
$100,125 $210,225
$15,629 $16,702

5346 $661
$138,240 $233,889
August-18 August-19;
$14,965 $30,762
$2,617 $2,715

$1,464 $22

$0 S0

$101 $35

$315 $206

$19,463 $33,740



Dutstanding FTA Fees
FTA Fees- Qutstanding

iSex Offender / Viclent Offenders Agalnst Youth Registrations

Sex Offender Registrations _

Sex Offender - Address Verifications Completed

Sex Offender - Address Verification Attempted _
Total # of Sex Offenders- Jurisdiction/Entire County
Violent Offenders Against Youth Registrations

VOAY - Address Verification Completed

VOAY - Address Verification Attempted

Total # of VOAY- Jurisdiction/Entire County

‘COURT SECURITY

Entries

items X-rayed

Bond Call - Video/In Person
Kendall Prisoners

Other Prisoners

Arrests made at Courthouse
Contraband Refused

August-18
$600

43,205

August-18

16,164
5,011
63

g7

35

34

88

August-19
$75.00

August-19/

20

16

32
28/63
2

2

4
4/15

August-19

14,341
4,506
41/26
79

26

31

89

KCOTRANING

\CORRECTIONS DIVISION

NATURE OF TRAINING
Web Based Tralning
Mental Health First Aid
Advanced REID Interviewing and Interrogation
Intercept Basic Radiation Safety & Operator Training
2019 Mandatory Firearms Qualifications
Tactical Athlete Health & Professional Institute HR Seminar
American Corrections Association Annual Conference
2019 Correctional Emergency Plan and Operations
CERT Tralning

TOTAL HOURS

[OPERATIONS DIVISION

NATURE OF TRAINING
SRT
Rescue Task Force Training APD,AFD,NPD,NFD
SFST Refresher Training
Web based training
Internet Crimes Against Children Annual Conference
Police Fleet Expo Annual Event
2019 Mandatory Firearms Qualifications
Active Attack Integrated Response Course
Suburban Law Enforcement Academy

TOTAL HOURS

August-18

August-19

39
8

8

2

4
28
32
168
20

337

August-18

August-19|

40

24

8
52.25
24

32

1

264
176

8i1

621.25



[COURT SECURITY

NATURE OF TRAINING
Annual National Information Officer Assoclatlon Conference

Web Based Tralning
Chapter 720 lllinois Criminal Code Review

TOTAL HOURS

ICORRECTIONS/OPERATIONS COMBINED
NATURE OF TRAINING

TOTAL HOURS

IRECORDS DIVISION

NATURE OF TRAINING
Freedom of Information Act
Tactical Athlete Health & Professional Institute HR Seminar
TOTAL HOURS

|AUXILIARY
NATURE OF TRAINING

TOTAL HOURS

August-18

August-19.

24
11.75

29

August-18

43.75

August-19!

August-18

August-19

2
9

August-18

11

August-19'

18



Kendall County mﬁ\m%%m
Office of the Sheriff WW'

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

ITO.: TAW, JUSTICE, AND LEGISLATION COMMITIER
FROM: CHIEF DEPUTY PETERS

SUBJECT: COURTHOUSE X-RAY MACITINES

DATE: 090619

CC: ASNEEDED

Law, Justice, and Legislation Committee,

We had budgeted $140,000 in this year’s Court Security Expenses line to replace to two X-ray machines,
this was done due to the machines meeting their life expectancy of 10 years. We had also budgeted
$4,257 for a one-year maintenance agreement for one machine alone. This was done to ensure that we did
not lose the ability to properly screen property entering the Courthouse, should the machines fail.

However, we have leamed that Smiths Detection has offered us a five-year service agreement (see
attached overview) for both machines for $39,412. This would ensure that our X-ray machines function
for another five years and therefore we could postpone replacing them until FY2024.

The service agreement also covers the annual preventive maintenance that we have paid approximately
$2,600 for both machines. So, we would also save an additional $13,000 that would otherwise have been
allocated towards preventive maintenance alone, provided that we didn’t replace them this year.

The current replacement cost with a four-year warranty for both machines would be $131,283 (see
attached).

I believe that the most cost effective way to ensure that we can properly scieen property and maintain the
security of those entering the Courthouse would be to enter into the five-year service agreement and plan
on purchasing new X-ray machines in FY2024. The per year cost for the new machines would be $32,
821 for the next four years, and then we would need to entertain entering into another service agreement.
Or, the per year cost of entering into the proposed agreement would be $5,282 (deducting for the
preventive maintenance) for the next five-years.

I recommend that we enter into this service agreement and plan to repla.cé the X-ray machinés upon the
expiration of the agreement. This should ensure that we have the security measures in place in the most

fiscally responsibie manner.

~ Jre5s

Chief Deputy Peters

Ready to Protect, Proud to Serve
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2202 Lakeside Bivd
Edgewood, MD 21040
: Gina Novotny
FAX: 410-510-9500
Phona: 410-612-2620

August 13, 2019
Kendall County Sheriff's Office

Corrections Division
Courthouse Security
1102 ComeliLn
Yorkville I 60560

To whom it may concern:

As a valued customer of Smiths Detectlon, we want to continue to provide the service and support to
keep your equipment maintained and in peak operating condition at all times. We are committed to
providing the service that will ensure your Investment in our products Is protected.

T&M service rates start at $185/hr during normal working hours and graduate to $225 afier hours. Travel
time is billed at $150/hr, and all other travel expenses are billed at cost. Any parts will be bilied at our list
piice. Alternatively, Smiths Detection offers an on-site Service Agresment, providing you with a cost
effective solution to assure trouble-free operation of your Smiths Detection products. A Service
Agraement will also allow you to budget one fixed expense through the Agreement period. Unplanned
maintenance expenses are eliminated.

Our On-Site Agreement offers the following:

ON-SITE SERVICE AGREEMENT

On-Site Service Coverage — 8:00 a.m. — 5:00 p.m., Mondey — Friday excluding holidays
Typical Response time; within 36 hours

Covers alf Labor, Travel Time and Travel Expenses

Covers all Parls (X-Ray Tube/Generator included)

Unlimitad Access lo our 24 hour by 7 day Technical Support Heip Desk

One Annual Preventive Maintenance check. Complete operational and cealibration procedure
performed

One Annual Radiation Survey

Valued Customer Status — 15% Discount on Instructor Lead Training

A N S A .S

PRIORITY ON-SITE SERVICE AGREEMENT

On-Site Service Coverage — Extended Hours, evenings and weekends

Typicel Response Time: within 24 hours

Includes all Labor, Travel Time and Travel Expenses

includes all Replacement Parts required

Reachbackim-ReachbackiDim — 24 hour by 7 day Call Center Suppoart

One Annual Prevenlive Maintenance check. Complele operational and calibration procedure

performed
Preferred Customer Status — 25% Discount on instructor Led Training

AN S RS

THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS SMITHS DETECTION PROPRIETARY INFORMATION THAT IS CONFIDENTIAL. IT SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN
CONFIDENCE AND SHALL NOT BE DISCLOSED TO QTHERS WITHOUT THE EXPRESS WRITTEN CONSENT OF SMITHS DETECTION.
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According to our records, the following equipment is in need of extended coverage. Included below are
the prices of our Service Agresments: ’

Model Number . Serial Number
HS 6040i : 52130
HS 6040i 52202

SERVICEIAGREEMENT PRICES PER-UNIT

Agreement Type One Year Two Year Three Year Four Year Five Year
On-Site (2 units) $8,514 $16,692 $24,558 $32,126 $39,412
Priority On-Site (2 units) | 341 918 $23,370 $34,380 . $44.976 $55,178

To initiate coverage immediately, please call me or compiete the Service Agreement Acceptance Form,
which follows, sign where indicated and return to my attention. | will send to you a formal Service
Agreement, which must be executed and retumed with payment for the term desired.

Should you need additional clarification on the enclosed, or if | can provide you with any other

information, including information on our various training programs for your Smiths Detection equipment,
please feel free to contact me at 410-612-2620 or by email at: Gina.Novotn miths-detection.

Thank you and best regards,

(g’ﬂ«- gj@ﬂliay

Gina Novotny
Aftermarket Sales Manager

*Smiths Detection iz 8 company formed through the acquisitions of Barringer instruments and Heimann
Systems
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2202 Lakeside Bivd
Edgewood, MD 21040
Gina Novotny
FAX: 410-510-9500
Phone: 410-612-2620
N Ith I

Service Agreement Acceptance Form

Emall ina.No miths ion.com # of Pages:
Fax 410-510-9500
To: Gina Novotny From:
Company: Smiths Detection Company:
Date: August 13, 2019
Subject: Service Agreement

LLLLLLLLL PP PP P> >>

Woe are interested in purchasing e Service Agreement with Smiths Detection, Inc. My contact information
is as follows:

Contact Name: Tel: { )

Company:

Address 1:

Address 2;

City, State, Zip:

Model Number

Serial Number

HS 60401

52130

HS 60401

52202

e nve indicate your chalea by circling one of the opt
SERVICE AGREEMENT PRICES PER UNIT

Agreement Type
On-Site (2 units)

One Year

$8,514

Two Year

$16,692

Thres Year

$24 558

Four Year

$32,126

Five Year

$39,412

Priority On-Site (2 units)

$11.918

$23,370

$34,380

$44,976

$55,178

Appiicable state sales tax Is not Included In this quote and will be addad to your Invaice.. if you are tax-exempt, please

provide a

n -xempﬂo_n certificate and sales tax will b

THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS SMITHS DETECTION PROPRIETARY INFORMATION THAT IS CONFIDENTIAL. IT SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN

CONFIDENCE AND SHALL NOT BE DISCLOSED TO OTHERS WITHOUT THE EXPRESS WRITTEN CONSENT QF SMITHS DETECTION.




Kristin Harts

smiiths Account Exscutive

Smiths Detection
bringing technalogy to life 2202 Lakeside Bivd
Edgewood, MD 21040
Tax ID#: 22-3552823 Phone: 219-661-8964
DUNS #: 53050980 Fax: 219-661-8965

Emall: kharts@securmar.com

Smiths Detection Equ:pnwnt Proposal

Brian Janp Date August 27, 2019

Kendall County Quote number 06-18-237SDX 6046si
Location 1102 Comeli Ln Dellvery Location(s) Yorkville, IL

Yorkville, IL 60580 :
Phone 830-553-4532 Delivery Terms FOB Origin Freight Allowed
Emall Address bihp@co.kndall.ILus Expected Delivery 8-16 weeks ARO
Payment Tarms Net 30 days Validity of Quote 120 days

I)ESGRIPT[GN

|smiths Detection HI-SCAN GMEIII Slngle Vlaw x-ray Inspection

2 |System $40,241.81 $80,483.62

GSA Contract number: GS-07F-081DA

GSA Part Number: 11131352

Tunnel Dimensions: 24.4"W x 18.1"H, Overall Dims: 78.9"L x 33.5"W x 50.6"

Steel Penetration: 35-37mm, Wire Resolution: 40-41 AWG
- 19" LCD monitor

Operator Keyboard
Software:
HI-SPOT - Automatic Dense Area Detection
Super Enhancement
Optizoom
Image Store System
HI-TRAX Image Enhancement Functions
Operator Manual
12-month Standard Warranty
2-hour Operator Orlentation by Fleld Service Technician
Software
HI-TIP™* - Threat Image Projection $2,500.00
OTS Xtraln - Operator Training $2,500.00
X-ACT- highlights suspicious materials such as explosives $2,500.00
2 |Advanced Software Package- includes all of the above $5,500.00 $11,000.00
“Roller Tables
1/2-meter Entrance/Exit Roller Table $850.00
Z |1-meter Roller Table (entrance/exit) $950.00 $1,900.00
2 |2-meter Roller Table {(entranca/exit) $1,250.00 $2,500.00
Shipping, Handiing & Instailation
2 |X-ray Shipping (terms detailed above) $840.00 $1,680.00
2  [X-ray Installation $1,100.00 $2,200.00

Unit Installation
Radlation Leak Survey
2-hour Operator Orientation




2 |Disposal of Existing X-ray Machine $1,000.00 $2,000.00
Includes disposal and Shipping

Service Agreemant Options

Extended Warranty with Preventative Maintenance
On-site service coverage 8:30 am to 5:00 pm, Monday to Friday
All labor, travel ime and travel expenses
All replacement parts required
Unlimited access to 24/7 Technical Support
Annual PMI and Radiation Leak Survey

1- year Onsite Service with PMI $3,547.00
2-year Onsite Servica with PMI $6,655.00
3-year Onsite Service with PMI $5,377.00
2 4-year Onsite Service with PMI $11,760.00 $23,520.00
Training Options
1 [X-ray Operator Training @ Customer Site $5,999.00 $5,999.00

For up to 10 people, 1-day class

TOTAL PRICE| _ $131,282.62]

Smiths Detection terms and conditions associated with the GSA Contract #GS-07F-081DA are hereby
incorporated Iin this quotation and any purchase order that may result from this quotation will be in accordance
with these terms and conditions. These terms and conditions can be located With the GSA schedule.

Manager Approval
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bringing technelogy ta life
August 13, 2019

Kendall County Sherlff's Offlce
Preventative Maintenance and Radiation Survey

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for your interest in a Preventative Maintenance and Radiation Survey for
your X-Ray equipment. We know how important it is for your system to be maintained
in peak operating condition at all times. We are committed to supplying the highest
quality of services that will insure your investment is protected at all times.

The preventative maintenance/radiation survey has a flat charge based on the size of
your unit, This charge does not include parts or labor to replace parts if needed.

Each state has specific radiation protection requirements that you must comply with.
You can find your specific state regulations at the following website that we have
provided to you for your convenience.

http:/iwww.physics.isu.edu/radinf/rsotoolbox.htm

If you wish to initiate coverage immediately, please complete and sign the attached
Service Agreement Acceptance Form and retum to my attention. If you are tax exempt,
please send the tax exemption certificate as well. If you are not tax exempt, sales tax

will be added to your invoice.

Should you need additional clarification on the enclosed, or if | can provide you with any
other information, Including information on our various training programs for your Smiths
Detection equipment, please feel free to contact me at 410-612-2620 or by email at:
Gina. Novotny@smiths-detection.com

Thank You and Best Regards,

&wﬂ- I&"ﬂﬁgy

Gina Novotny .
Aftermarket Sales Manager
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Service Agreement Acceptance Form

Emall - | Gina.Novotny@smiths- = | # of Pages: | 1
detection.com

Fax 410-510-9500

To: _ From:

Company: Smiths Detection Company:

Date:

Subject: PMI/Radlation Survey

LLLLLLLLLSBP PP PP P>

We are interested in purchasing a PMI/Radiation Survey with you. My contact information is as
follows:

Contact Name: Tal: ( )

Signature:

Company:
Address 1:
Address 2:
City, State, Zip:

Description  Serlal Number Price **[ ocation
HS-6040i 52130 $1,300
HS- 60401 52202 $1,300
TOTAL $2,600

**For the Location - piease provide exact physical address of where the unit is located.




10.

11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

smtths

bringing technology te life

X-RAY Preventative Malntenance Procedure

Check condition of all doors, panels, fenders, safaty/jump rollers and lens covers.
Check condition of all conveyor belts for damage, proper tracking/tension and alignment/teveling.

Check for oil leaking from motors or excessive neise from belt. Recommend replacement, if
needed.

Check and replace defective x-ray on indicators.

Open system and check internal condition. Clean dust and dirt from Pl Board, Power Supply fans,
XRC, LIF and Light barriers.

Genlly clean the light barrier transmitter and receiver Diodes from the inside of the tunnel.

Check the inside of the tunnel and remove any foreign material stuck to inside walls, plastic
collimator cover and under the conveyor belt.

Perform a full alignment of the X-Ray generator. Adjust the offset and gain of the LIF board elther
mechanically (LIF 1 units) or via the software (LIF 3 units).

Check the high voltage, anode current and heater current vaiues and make adjusfments. if
necessary.

Check the AC line voltage, proper grounding &t the AC outlet and the low voltage DC power
supply.

Check all cables and tighten loose connections.
Test and verify that all emergency stops are working properly.
Verify that all keyboard controls and buttons are working properly.

Test operator foot mat and clean optical attendant sensor and test for proper alignment. (Optional
Devices may not be present on all systems).

Check, ¢clean and align the VGA monitor.

Open ail panels/covers for the x-ray conveyor system and remove all debris from the rollers,
motor and covers/panels.

Perform radiation leakage safety survey. Attach completed radiation form.
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ice of the Shetiff #5 mmmT F;

Dwight A. Baird, Sheriff S DML
1102 Cornell Lane; Yorkville Illinois 60560 .
Phone: 630-553-7500 Fax: 630-553-1972
www.co.kendall il us/sheriff

TO: LAW, JUSTICE, AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

FROM: COMMANDER JASON LANGSTON

SUBJECT: RECCOMENDATION FOR A SHERIFF'S FEE STUDY
DATE: SEPTEMBER 9, 2019

CC: AS NEEDED

Greetings committee members,

Under 55 ILCS 5/4-5001 “The county board may...by ordinance, increase the fees..if the increase is justified by

an acceptable cost study showing that the fees allowed by this Section are not sufficient to cover the costs of
providing the service.” The last Sheriff’s fee study was completed in 2014 at which time an increase in various

Sheriff’s fees were approved. These fees were approved and enacted in ordinances 14-15, 14-18, and 15-13.

Due to increases in labor costs including wages, health care, and pension obligations the need to analyze fees
for an increase is necessary. In addition to labor costs, vehicle and equipment usage expenses and other
operational expenses have increased since 2014. Therefore, it is my recommendation that a fee study be
conducted to determine if an increase in Sheriff’s fees is necessary at this time and to what extent is needed to
ensure the greatest level of cost efficiency for operations is achieved.

In addition to the fees covering the operational costs of the services provided by the deputies, civil process, and
records staff currently; the study may identify other fees that are not currently being charged by the KCSO that
are presently being charged by many surrounding counties for similar services we provide. These fees could
provide for partial funding of civil process staff, equipment, and the deputies that serve papers and process
various functions associated with providing these statutory services. A table of current KCSO fees compared to
surrounding counties accompanies this correspondence.

It would also be suggested that the study analyze current billing practices and processes to determine if best
methods are being followed for effective and timely repayment.

It is the recommendation of KCSO that a fee study be conducted at an estimated cost of $5000 in 2020 in
compliance with the requirements of 55 ILCS 5/4-5001.

Respectfully,

Commander Jason Langston
Kendall County Sheriff's Office

e ————————————————————————————— e ——————————————————————

Ready to Protect, Proud to Serve
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COUNTY OF KENDALL, ILLINOIS
- ORDINANCE 2019-

AN ORDINANCE PROHIBITING CANNABIS BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS

WHEREAS, County of Kendall, a body politic and corporate of the state of Illinois (“Kendall
County™)'is a non-home rule unit of local government pursuant to Article VIL, § 8 of the 1970
linois Constitution; and

WHEREAS, this Ordinance is adopted pursuant to the provisions of the Illinois Cannabis
Regulation and Tax Act, Public Act 101-0027, which provides that the County has the authority
to enact ordinances to prohibit or significantly limit a cannabis business establishment's location;
and

WHEREAS, the County has determined that the operation of cannabis business establishments
would present adverse impacts upon the health, safety and welfare of the residents, and |
additional costs, burdens and impacts upon law enforcement and regulatory operations of the
County; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED,

1. Recitals. The facts and statements contained in the preamble to this Ordinance are found to be
true and correct and are hereby adopted as part of this Ordinance.

2, Cannabis Business Establishments Prohibited.

A. Definitions. The following words and phrases shall, for the purposes of this [Article/Chapter
/SECTION], have the meanings respectively ascribed to them by this section, as follows:

ADULT-USE CANNABIS BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT: A cultivation center, craft grower,
processing organization, infuser organization, dispensing organization or transporting
organization.

ADULT-USE CANNABIS CRAFT GROWER: A facility operated by an organization or
business that is licensed by the lllinois Department of Agriculture to cultivate, dry, cure and
package cannabis and perform other necessary activities to make cannabis available for sale at a
dispensing organization or use at a processing organization, per the Cannabis Regulation and Tax
Act, (P.A.101-0027), as it may be amended from time-to-time, and regulations promulgated
thereunder.

ADULT-USE CANNABIS CULTIVATION CENTER: A facility operated by an organization or
business that is licensed by the Illinois Department of Agriculture to cultivate, process, transport
and perform necessary activities to provide cannabis and cannabis-infused products to licensed
cannabis business establishments, per the Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act, (P.A.101-0027), as
it may be amended from time-to-time, and regulations promulgated thereunder.



ADULT-USE CANNABIS DISPENSING ORGANIZATION: A facility operated by an
organization or business that is licensed by the Illinois Department of Financial and Professional
Regulation to acquire cannabis from licensed cannabis business establishments for the purpose of
selling or dispensing cannabis, cannabis-infused products, cannabis seeds, paraphernalia or
related supplies to purchasers or to qualified registered medical cannabis patients and caregivers,
per the Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act, (P.A.101-0027), as it may be amended from time-to-
time, and regulations promulgated thereunder.

ADULT-USE CANNABIS INFUSER ORGANIZATION OR INFUSER: A facility operated by
an organization or business that is licensed by the Illinois Department of Agriculture to directly
incorporate cannabis or cannabis concentrate into a product formulation to produce a cannabis-
infused product, per the Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act, (P.A.101-0027), as it may be
amended from time-to-time, and regulations promulgated thereunder.

ADULT-USE CANNABIS PROCESSING ORGANIZATION OR PROCESSOR: A facility
operated by an organization or business that is licensed by the Illinois Department of Agriculture
to either extract constituent chemicals or compounds to produce cannabis concentrate or
incorporate cannabis or cannabis concentrate into a product formulation to produce a cannabis
product, per the Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act, (P.A.101-0027), as it may be amended from
time-to-time, and regulations promulgated thereunder.

ADULT-USE CANNABIS TRANSPORTING ORGANIZATION OR TRANSPORTER:

An organization or business that is licensed by the Illinois Department of Agriculture to transport
cannabis on behalf of a cannabis businiess establishment or a community college licensed under
the Community College Cannabis Vocational Training Pilot Program, per the Cannabis
Regulation and Tax Act, (P.A.101-0027), as it may be amended from time-to-time, and
regulations promulgated thereunder.

PERSON: Any person, firm, corporation, association, club, society or other organization,
including any owner, manager, proprietor, employee, volunteer or agent.

B. Cannabis Business Establishments Prohibited. The following Adult-Use Cannabis Business
Establishments are prohibited in the County of Kendall. No person shall locate, operate, own,
suffer, allow to be operated or aide, abet or assist in the operation within the County of Kendall
of any of the following:

Adult-Use Cannabis Craft Grower

Adult-Use Cannabis Cultivation Center

Adult-Use Cannabis Dispensing Organization

Adult-Use Cannabis Infuser Organization or Infuser
Adult-Use Cannabis Processing Organization or Processor
Adult-Use Cannabis Transporting Organization or Transporter

3. Severability. If any provision of this Ordinance, or the application of any provision of this
Ordinance, is held unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such occurrence shall not affect other
provisions of this Ordinance, or their application, that can be given effect without the



unconstitutional or invalid provision or its application. Each unconstitutional or invalid
provision, or application of such provision, is severable, unless otherwise provided by this
Ordinance.

4. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and
approval and publication as required by law.

IN WITNESS OF, this ordinance has been enacted by a majority vote of the Kendall County
Board and is effective this XX™ day of Month, 2019. '

Attest:

Scott R. Gryder Debbie Gillette
Kendall County Board Chairman Kendall County Clerk and Recorder



REJECT THE DUBIOUS CLAIMS MADE BY foi i 8

THE CENTENNIAL INSTITUTE ON THE
COSTS OF MARIJUANA LEGALIZATION I L E pl

EY FRANKMANZO IV | ILLINOIS ECONOMIC POLICY INSTITUTE | DECEMBER 19, 2018

In a new report, the lllinois Economic Policy Institute and the Project for Middle Class Renewal at the University of
lllinois at Urbana-Champaign find that legalizing marijuana is an economic opportunity for lllinois, creating a new
sector of the economy that Is already open for business in 10 other states. Assuming simllar usage and taxation rates
as Colorado, the taxation and regulation of marijuana in lllinols could create nearly 24,000 new jobs, boost the state’s
economy by $1 billion per year, and generate more than $500 million in new state and local tax revenve (Manzo et al.,
2018).

Desplte this economic opportunity, some opponents of legalization are citing a recent study by Colorado Christian
University’s Centennial Institute that suffers from poor policy analysis (Miller, 2018). The report claims that Colorado
spends $4.50 to mitigate the effects of marijuana legalization per dollar gained In tax revenue. However, the authors do
not include cost estimates for years prior to legalization. In both the social sciences and the medical fleld, researchers often
attempt to isolate the Impact of a change in one group (the “treatment group®) from a similar group (the *control group*).
In this case, the authors could have compared the current costs per year since legalization to annual costs prior to
legalization when marijuana was consumed illicitly. Because the authors fail to attempt to isolate the impact, no peer-
reviewed academic journal would consider the findings credible (Wing et al., 2018).

A true cost-benefit analysis would include all the benefits of legalization- not just state tax revenues. These include
added local tax revenues, income taxes, reduced incarceration costs, decreased policing costs, and lower legal fees.
Similarly, the report falls to estimate the impact of public investments made using new tax revenue from legalized
marljuana. For example, the first $40 million in state revenue from cannabis sales taxes is dedlcated to school construction
projects in Colorado, which boosts the local economy, creates Jobs, and can enhance educational outcomes for students
through Improved environments for learning (e.g., see Whaley, 2018). These "multiplier effects,” or ripple effects, are
absent from the analysis.

Most glaringly, the authors fail to include the impact of legalization on economic activity, or gross state product (GSP),
on the benefits side of the equation. This Is a remarkable omission In a cost-benefit analysis. If one were to take a this
approach to the U.S. manufacturing Industry, the inevitable recommendation would be to hait the production of all goods
in America. That's because there are significant costs of making goods, such as pollution, the price of materials, the costs
of hiring and firing workers, and the increase in congestion and traffic accidents from welders and machinists driving to
work instead of staying unemployed at home (among other costs). These costs generally exceed the total corporate and
property taxes collected from manufacturing companles. Why then do we produce anything at all in America? The answer
is because the manufacturing industry grows the U.S. economy, creates Jobs, and supports other industries like retall and
construction. In the case of marijuana legallzation, residents and visitors spent more than $760 million on legal recreational
marijuana In Colorado in the 12 months between July 2017 and June 2018 {Manzo et al., 2018). Ignoring this economic
activity altogether is another blemish in the Centennial Institute’s analysis.

Moreover, the authors erroneously consider certain items “costs” when they should instead be listed as *benefits.”
Marijuana arrests represent their biggest mistake. The authors report report that taxpayer expenditures on marljuana-
related arrests fell from $14.8 milllon in 2012 before legallzation to $7.2 million In 2017 post-legalization (Centennial
Institute, 2018). The authors Inexplicably use the 2017 figure of $7.2 million and call it a “cost” of legalized marijuana
despite the fact that costs have mathematically failen by $7.6 milllon per year since legallzation. This should obviously be
listed as a benefit, not a cost.



The Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment has reported that “marijuana use has not changed since
legalization either in terms of the number of people using or the frequency of use among users” (CDPHE, 2016).
Because marijuana consumption does not significantly change following legalization, researchers fail to find any
correlation between legalization and many of the purported social costs. For example, there is no evidence to support the
clalm that cannabis use increases occupational Injuries or contributes to more homelessness (Zhang, 2018). Moreover, 2
peer-reviewed study in the American Journal of Public Health compared motor vehicle crash fatality rates In Colorado and
Washington to similar states without recreational marijuana and found that they were not statistlcally different {Aydelotte
et al,, 2017). Research does, however, find that legalized cannabis mitigates oploid use and abuse (Wen & Hockenberry,
2018; Singer, 2018), Despite acknowledging in a footnote a study by the Colorado Health Institute which found that that
“fewer people die as a result of opicid use in states with marijuana,” the authors of the Centennial Institute analysis did not
Include reduced opioid use and fewer opiate-related fatalities as a benefit in their calculation (Centennial Institute, 2018).

Ultimately, lllinois voters reject the dubious claims made by the Centennial Institute and widely support legalizing,
regulating, and taxing recreational marijuana. A 2017 Southern Hllinols University poll found that 66% of registered
voters In lllinois support marljuana legalization (Paul Simon Public Policy Institute, 2017). This includes majority support
among Democrat (76%), Independent (68%), and Republican voters (52%). Additionally, in the March 2618 primaries, 73%
of voters In the City of Chicago supported legalizing marijuana; support was at least 59% in all 50 Wards (Chicago Board of
Election Commissioners, 2018).

Elected officials in lllincis should follow voters in dismissing the Centennial Institute’s claims. Legalizing and taxing
recreational marijuana would spur economic activity, create jobs, Improve the state’s budget situation, help address the
oploid epidemic, and reduce incarceration and law enforcement costs for taxpayers.
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Executive Summary

On November 6, 2012, Colorado and Washington became

the first two states — and first two jurisdictions in the

world — to legalize marijuana for adult use, Two years

later Alaska, Oregon and Washington, D.C. followed

suit. In 2016 voters in four additional states — California,
Massachuserts, Maine and Nevada — also approved ballot
measures legalizing marijuana. In January 2018, Vermont
becamne the first state to legalize marijuana through a state .
legislature.! More states are expected to legalize marijuana

in the near future. .

Evidence shows that marijuana legalization is working so

far. Stares are saving money and protecring the public by .
comprehensively regulating marijuana for adult use, This

success has likely contributed to the historically high levels

of public support for marijuana legalization in the U.S., .
which has steadily grown to an zll-time high of 64 percent.

‘The majority of Americans, across party affiliations, support  *
legalizing marijuana, with 51 percent of Republicans now

in favor.

Arrests and court filings for the possession, cultvation

and diseribucion of marijuana have plummeted since

voters legalized marijuana for adult use in eight states and
Washington, D.C. These states have saved millions of dollars
and prevented the criminalization of thousands of people.

Marijuana legalization has a positive effect on public health
and safery. Nadonally, and in scates that have legalized .
marijuana, youth marijuana use has remained stable or
declined. Legal access to marijuana is associated with
reductions in some of the most troubling harms associated
with opioid use, including opioid overdose deaths and
untreated opioid use disorders. DUI atrests for driving under
the influence, of alcohol and other drugs, have declined in
Colorado and Washington, the first two states to establish
legally regulated adult use marijuana markets. In addition,
crash rates in both states have remained similar to those in
comparable states that have not legalized marijuana.

At the same time, states are filling their coffers with
hundreds of millions of dollars in marijuana tax revenues.
These revenues are being allocated for social good —to
fund educarion, school construction, carly liceracy, bullying
prevention, behavioral health and alcohel and drug
treatment. In addition, the legal marijuana industry is
creating jobs; it currently employs approximarely 200,000
full and part-time workers across the country.

Summary of Findings

Marljuana arrests are down, Arrests for marijuana in all legal
matijuana states and Washington, D.C. have plummeted,
saving states hundreds of millions of dollars and sparing
thousands of pecple from being branded with lifelong

The total number of low-level marijuana court filings in
Washington fell by 98 percent between 2011 and 2015,

The total number of marijuana-related court filings in
Colorado declined by 81 percent between 2012 and 2015,
and marijuana possession charges dropped by 88 percent.

In Washington, D.C., marijuana arrests decreased 76 percent
from 2013 to 2016, with possession arrests falling by

98.6 percent.

In Oregon, the number of marijuana arrests declined by

96 percent from 2013 to 2016.

In Alaska, the number of marijuana arrests for possession
and sales/manufacturing declined by 93 percent from 2013
to 2015.

Youth marijuana use is stable. Youth marijuana use races
have remained stable in states that have legalized marijuana for
adults age 21 and older.

In Washington, Colorado and Alaska, rates of marijuana

use among high school students largely resemble national
rates. These results are promising, suggesting that fears of
widespread increases in use have not come to fruition.

In Oregon, Nevada, California, Maine, Massachusetts and
Washington, D.C., marijuana regulatory programs are not

yet established or are so new that they are unlikely to have
affected youth use rates in an immediately measurable way.
While rates of use vary widely in these states, they have mostly
stabilized or declined aver the years leading up to legalization.




Marijuana legalization is linked to lower rates of opioid-
related harm, Increased access to legal marijuana has been
associared with reductions in some of the most troubling
harms assoclated with opioids, induding opioid overdose
deaths and untreated opioid use disorders.

In states with medical marijuana access, overdose death
rates are almost 25 percent lower than in states with no legal
access to marijuana, and the reductions in overdose death
rates screngthened over time,

Legal access to medical marijuana has been associated with a
23 percent reduction in oploid dependence or abuse-related
hospitalizations and 15 percent fewer opioid treatment
admissions.

An analysis of opicid overdose deaths in Colotado found
that after marijuana was legalized for adult use there was a
reduction of 0.7 deaths per month in the state and that the
decades-long upward trend of overdoses began to decline
after 2014, the first year of marijuana retail sales in the state.

Calls to poison control centers and visits to emergency
departments for marijuana exposure remain refatively
uncommon,

In Oregon, less than one percent of calls to the state’s poison
centers in 2016 were related to marijuana exposure.

In Colorado, less than one tenth of one percent (0.04

percent) of the state’s 2.3 million emergency department
visits in 2014 were for marijuana exposure.

Legalization has not made our roads less safe,

DUI arrests are down in Colorado and Washington. The
total number of arrests for driving under the influence,

of alcohol and other drugs, has declined in Colorado and
Washington, the first two states to regulate marijuana for
adult use.

There is no corrclation between marijuana legalization and
crash rates. The crash rates in both states are statistically
similar to comparable states without legal marijuana.

Marijuana tax revenues arve exceeding initial estimates.
Marijuana sales in Colorado, Washington, Oregon, Alaska,
and most recently in Nevada, began slowly as consumers
and regulators alike adjusted to new systems. Once up and
running, however, overall sales and tax revenue in each
state quickly exceeded initial estimates. (Sales in California
started on January 1, 2018, and no data are available yet.
Sales in Massachusetts will not begin until July 2018. Sales

in Maine are on hold pending approval of an implementation
bill for the state’s regulated marijuana program. In D.C,

no retail cultivation, manufacturing or sales are permitted at
this time.)

Marijuana sales in Washington generated $315 million in tax
revenues in the 2016-17 fiscal year.

Marijuana sales have generated almost $600 million for
Colorado since sales began on January 1, 2014,

By the end of the 2016-17 fiscal year, Orcgon collected

$70 million, more than double the predicted revenue.

States are allocating marijuana tax revennes for social
good.

Colorado distributed $230 million to the Colorado
Department of Education becween 2015 and 2017 to fund
school construction, early literacy, bullying prevention, and
behavioral health.

Oregon allocates 40 percent of matijuana tax revenue to its
state school fund, depositing $34 million into the fund so
far. The state also distributes 20 percent to alcohol and drug
treatment.

Nevada’s 15 percent wholesale tax is projected to bring in
$56 million over the next two years to fund state schools.
Washington dedicates 25 percent to substance use disorder
treatment, education and prevention. The state also distributes
55 percent of its marijuana tax revenues to fund basic

health plans.

Alaska will collect an estimated $12 million annually, which
will fund drug treatment and community residential centets.
California and Massachusetts will invest a share of their
marijuana tax revenues in the communides most adversely
impacted by drug arrests and incarceration, particularly
low-income communities of color, to help repair the harms of
unequal drug law enforcement.

The marijuana industry is creating jobs, Preliminary
cstimates suggest that the legal marijuana industry employs
between 165,000 to 230,000 full and parc-time workers across
the country. This number will only continue to grow as more
states legalize marijuana and replace their unregulated markets
with new legal markets.



l. Introduction

Support for marljuana legalization has reached a tipping point.
Nearly two-thirds of Americans (64 percent) are now in
favor of marijuana legalization (see Appendix A).! Three—in-
five (62 percent) Ametricans now live in a staté with medical
marijuana’ and one-in-five (21 percent) now live in a state that
has legalized marijuana use by adults twenty-one years of age
and older (see Chart 1 below).? The vast majority (75 percent)
of U.S. voters — across all party affiliations — oppose federal
government enforcement of federal marijuana laws in states
that have legalized marijuana for medical or adult use.®

Vorters in eight staces and Washington, D.C. have legalized
marijuana for adult use (see Appendix B)." In January 2018,
Vermont became the first state to legalize marijuana through

a state legislature.* This report does not include Vermont in its
analysis because the state’s marijuana legalization law is too
new to evaluate.

Chart 1: Share of U.S. Population with
Legal Marljuana

=] === = =—1
Medical & Adult Medical Marijuana  No Legal Marljuana
Use Marijuana

Source: https:/ffactfinder.census.gov/facestableservices/js/pages/pro-
ductview.xhimi?pld=PEP_2016_PEPANNRES&src=pt

Legalization ballot initiatives for the 2018 election have been
preliminarily filed in several new states, including Arizona,
Florida, Missouri, Nebraska and South Dakota.” Additional
states — including, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Maryland,
New Jersey, New Mexico and New Yotk — have introduced
marijuana legalization bills in the 2017 legislative session and
are likely to reintroduce them in the 2018 session.

As states consider the implications of marijuana legalization,
residents and policymakers alike are looking to see how
legalization plays out in Alaska, California, Colorado,
Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada, Oregon, Washington and
Washington, D.C.

There are variations in state marijuana regulatory programs.
All currently permit adules 21 years of age and older to
possess marijuana for personal use. Some states have created
adult use marijuana markets with retail stores. Others are still
establishing regulations and have yet to begin retail martjuana
sales (sec Appendix B}. On January 1, 2018, Colorado — the
first state to implement marijuana regulations for adult use

— marked its four-year anniversary of retail marijuana sales.
Washington, Oregon, Alasks, and to a limited extent, Nevada
and Californta," have implemented retail sales of marijuana
for adult use.” The retail marijuana market has not yet been
established in Maine or Massachusetts. Washington, D.C.
iaw prohibits commercial marijuana cultivation and sales and
thete is no current plan to allow for commercial marijuana
businesses.

Thete has been little systematic evaluation of the impacts of
marijuana legalization since few data are available and data
collection across states and years is not uniform. As such, it
is too early to draw any line-in-the-sand conclusions about
the effects of marijuana legalization. However, preliminary
evidence suggests that the effects of legalization have been
either positive or neutral.” This report will examine available
data pertaining to the impact of marijuana legalization by
focusing on four measures: social justice impacts, public
health, road safety, and state economies, It will also review
future measures that should be evaluated once data are
available, as well as policy considerations states may want

to contemplate when drafting marijuana legalization bills or
ballot measures.

For the purpoge of this report, “medical marljuana” refers to state laws that that provide patients with meaningful access to marljuana products.
This defnition does not Include states that have legalized CBD only or low-THC marijuana for medical use.

Colorado (Measure 64), Washington {Inltlative 502), and Washington, D.C. {Initiatlve 71} on November 6, 2012; Alaska (Measurs 2) and Cragon
{Measure 81) on November 4, 2014; and Callfornla (Proposition 64), Maine (Qusstion 1), Massachusstts (Question 4), and Nevada (Question 2)

on November 8, 2018,

Ili Californla started to roll out sales of adult use marijuana on a city-by-clty basis on January 1, 2018,
v Nevada has permitted the sale of adult uge marijuana in medical dlspensa{les sinca July 1, 2017 while the state establishes adult use

marljuana ragulations.

From Prohibitlon to Progress:
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Il. Social Justice Impacts

Dramatic Declines In Marljuana Arrests and
Court Fllings

Arrests” in all legal marijuana states and Washington,

D.C, for the possession, cultivation and distribution of
marijuana have plummeted since voters legalized the adult
use of marijuana, saving those jurisdictions hundreds of
millions of dollars and preventing the criminalization of
thousands of people.

Across legal marijuana states and Washington, D.C. the
number of arrests for marijuana law violations has declined
dramatically (as shown in Chart 2), In Alaska, the number
of marijuana arrests for possession and sales/manufacturing
declined by 93 percent from 2013 to 2015, from 845 to

60 (scc Appendix C). In Colorado, matijuana arrests declined
by 49 percent from 2012 to 2013 (12,894 to 6,502).

‘The number of marijuana arrests increased by 7 percent in
2014 (7,004), yet remained 46 petcent lower than in 2012
(see Appendix E). The total number of marijuana-related
court filings in Colorado declined by 81 percent between
2012 and 2015 (10,340 to 1,954), and martjuana possession
charges dropped 88 percent (9,130 to 1,068).* In Oregon,
the number of marijuana arrests declined by 96 percent from
2013 to 2016 (6,996 to 255) (see Appendix H).? The total
number of low-level marijuana court filings in Washington
fell by 98 percent between 2011 and 2015 (6,879 to 120)

(see Appendix I),'® Marijuana possession convictions in

Washington decreased by 76 percent from 2011 to 2015
(7,303 to 1,723).1 In Washington, D.C., marijuana arrests
decreased 76 percent fiom 2013 to 2016 (3,450 to 840),
with possession arrests falling by 98.6 percent, from 2,549
in 2013 to 35 in 2016 (see further discussion of D.C., arrests

starting on page 31).12

Chart 2: Annual Marljuana Arrests or Convictions by State
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li. Soclal Justice Impacts, cont.

The reduction in arrests has resulted in substantial savings,
estimated at hundreds of millions of dollars, for law
enforcement and the judiciary.”® For example, Washington
spent over $200 miilion on marijuana enforcement between
2000 and 2010." By no longer arresting and prosecuting
possession and other low-level marijuana offenses, states are
saving hundreds of millions of dollars and thousands of adults
are no longer getting stopped, arrested, charged or convicted
simply for possessing a small amount of marijuana.

Revenues Allocated for Soclal Good

The majority of statcs first allocate any matijuana tax
and/or fee revenue to compensate the regulatory agencies
tasked with oversight, to ensure that the industry’s revenue
covers the government’s administrative costs. The manner in
which the remainder of the marijuana revenues are allocated
varies from state to state. Education and public health
programs, including substance use disorder treatment and
drug use prevention programs, are the biggest beneficiaries
of adult use marijuana tax revenue (sec Table 1 on page 7).

Marijuana sales have generated almost $600 million for
Colorado since sales began on January 1, 2014 (see Table 2

on page 21)." The state has distributed $230 million to the
Colorado Department of Education between 2015 and 2017
to fund school construction, early literacy, bullying prevention
arid behavioral health programs.!® Oregon allocates 40 percent
of marijuana tax revenue to its state school fund, depositing
$34 million into the fund so far.'? Funds from Nevada’s

15 percent wholesale tax,” which is paid by both medical and
adult use cultivators, is projected to bring in $56 million over
the next two years that will fund Nevada schools (see Table 1
on page 7).1*

State alcohol and drug treatment funds are consistently the
next biggest beneficiaries. Oregon distributes 20 percent
to alcohol and drug treatment, and Washington dedicates
25 percent to substance use disorder treatment, education,
and prevention. Washington also distributes 55 percent

of its marijuana tax revenues to fund basic health plans,

The Alaska Department of Revenue estimates the state will
collect $12 million annually, which will fund drug treatment
and community residential centers.!” Other states that will
begin licensing in 2018 will also distribute a large portion of
anticipated tax revenue to substance use disorder treatment.
For example, California will allocate marijuana revenues to a
community reinvestment grant program beginning with

$10 million the first year and increasing by $10 million each
year up to $50 million annually thereafter. In addition, after
a small disbursements to other funds, California will dedicate
60 percent of its marijuana tax fund toward youth drug use
prevention and substance use disorder treatment, and

20 percent to environmental restoration (see Table 1),

Relnvestment In Communities and Youth

In California™ and Massachusetcs,”! revenues generated
from adult use marijuana siles are required to be invested in
the communities most adversely impacted by drug arrests
and incarceration.? These revenuc allocations are intended
to strengthen communities disproportionately harmed

by the drug war. Draconian drug laws and their disparate
enforcement have had devastating effects on families.
Convictions for marijuana offenses have led to loss of
freedom, employment, public benefits, housing, and student
loans and financial aid, all exclusions that threaten family
stability, Revenue allocations in California and Massachusetts
are intended to support restorative justice, jail diversion,
economic development, vocational training, job placement,
mental health treatment, legal services that address barriers
to commitnity teentry after incarceration, and access to
medical care.

These unique community reinvestment funds target
low-income communities of color that suffer high rates of
arrest and incarceration.?! They are meant to help rebuild
communities most devastated by the drug war and its
emphasis on incarcerating young people, mainly Black and
Latinx individuals, by investing in programs that offer people
a new starr, such as community reentry, job development,
mental health, and legal services.

vl 7T i
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After a small number of off the top disbursements to other out or developing substance use disorders.® The grants
funds, California will allocate 60 petcent of marijuana tax can fund a variety of services including, but not limited
revenues to youth drug education, drug use prevention, early  to, intergenerational drug treatment and counseling services,
intervention and substance use disorder treatment.? ‘These evidence-based drug education, overdose prevention, mental
monies ace intended to be allocated as grants vo community health therapy, liceracy services and vocational training#

based programs targeting youth who are at risk of dropping

Table 1: Marijuana Revenue Allocations by State™

State Allocation

CalifornlaZ Adminlstrative costs relmbursed
Off-the-top disbursements to research, Callfornia Highway Patrol and community relnvestment
80%: youth treatment fund
20%: local government
20%: environmental restoration

Colorado® 15% excise tax on wholesale retall marljuana:
$40 million to school construction
Remalnder to Public School Fund

15% sales tax on retall marijuana;

10%: Local government

90%: State government (beginning 2018-2018) will be split three ways: (1) $30 million off-the-top to the
Public School Fund; {2) 28.15% to the General Fund; and (3} 71.85% to the Marijuana Tax Cash Fund

Regular 2.9% siate sales tax on medical marfjuana
Marljuana Tax Cesh Fund, which funds health care, monltoring heatth effects of marljuane, substance
abuse prevention, treatment, stc.

Washington?® Adminlstrative costs relmbursed
. 25%: Substance use treatment, education and prevention
1%: Marljuana-related research at the University of Washington and Washington State University
50%: State basic health plan trust account
5%: Gommunity hea'th centers for primary health and dental care services
Remainder: General fund

Oragon® Administrative costs reimbursed
40%. State School Fund
20%: Mental health, alcohol and drug treatment
15%: State police
10%: Clties, based on population and number of licenses
10%: Countles, based on canopy size + #licensees
5%: State heelth authority

Alaska® 50%: Programs almed &t reducing recidivism
= 50%: General fund
Mevada™ Administrative costs reimbursed

Wholesale tax revenue goss to schools
Exclse tax revenue goes to rainy day fund

Messachusetts® Adminlstretive costs reimbursed;
. Remelining funds expended for (1) public and behavloral health, including substance use prevention
and treatment; (2) public safety; (3) municipal police tralning; (4) Prevention and Wellness Trust Fund; (5)
programming for restorative justice, jall diversion, workforce development, and mentoring services.

Malhe Leglslation has not yet been Infroduced to implement eales of adult use marijuana and define marfjuana
tax collection and revenue allocation.

Ix Retail marljuena sales are not permitted In D.C. end there are no plans to allow them in the near future. Thus, D.C. Is excluded from this table.

www.drugpollcy.org 7



lll. Public Health

Youth Marljuana Use

Preliminary data suggest that youth marijuana use rates
have remained stable and have actually gone down in
some cases, both nationally and in states that have legalized
marifuana for adults. Many have expressed worry that
legalization could make matijuana appear more acceptable
and thereby increase its use among youth, yer this is not
reflected in recent research. While some youth attitudes
toward marijuana may be changing, overall rates of use have
not increased. This section will explore data on youth attitudes
and recent marljuana use on 2 national level, in states that
have implemented regulated marijuana markets, and in states
where retail marijuana sales are just starting or have not yet
been established.

Natlonal Trends

The three largest-scale surveys™ of substance use wends in

the U.S. demonstrate that recent matijuana use among youth
has steadily decreased for younger teens while remaining
stable among older teens, Nationally, the majority of youth
disapprove of regular marijuana use and many continue to
view its regular use as risky or harmful (especially younger
teens), although rates of disapproval or perceived risk are

not as high as they have been in the past.* Youth across the
country are also reporting that marijuana is not as easy to
access as it has been in the past, particularly for younger
teens.* Taken together, these findings demonstrate that there
has been no widespread increase in teen marijuana use rates as
more states legalize marijuana*

Youth Use In States with Legallzed Marljuana

While eight states and Washington, D.C. have legalized
personal possession of limited amounts of marijuana for adult

use, it’s worth noting that these state policies are quite diverse
and are in various stages of implementation. In addition, not
all the state-based surveys on youth marijuana use have been
updated and released since implementation, making it difficult
to track any potendial changes. Given these circumstances, it is

important to examine youth marijuana use rates in states
with fully implemented marijuana markets and up-to-date
data separately from use rates for youth living in states with
more recent laws, no regulated markets, and where the
latest data may not yet be available. Presently, Colorado,
Washington, Alaska, Oregon and, to a lesser extent, Nevada
and California, have implemented state-level policies and
retail marijuana sales, yet up-to-date state-based youth use
data arc not yet available for Oregon, Nevada, or California.
Youth use rates for these three states will be presented along
with states that have not yet implemented regulated marijuana
markets, namely, Maine, Massachusetts, California and
Washington, D.C,

States with Regulated Marijuana Markess and Recent Youth
Data (Colorado, Washington and Alaska)

Youth marijuana use has remained relatively stable in the

past several years, both nationwide and in states with
established marijuana regularory programs.® According to
the 2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 21.7 percent of
American high school students used marijuana in the past-
month, and this rate has been consistent over the past decade.
Rates of marijuana use by high school students in
Washington, Colorado, and Alaska largely resemble these
national rates, with few variations. These results are promising,
suggesting that fears of widespread increases in use have not
corne to fruition.®

The Washington State Healthy Youth Survey results for
matijuana use by 8th, 10th and 12th graders from 2000 to
2016 suggest that use rates have either remained the same or
decreased (see Chart 3).% The results indicate that past 30-day
use of marijuanz by 10th and 12th graders in the state has
remained statistically unchanged for the past several years,
with legalization having little or no impace on these rates.¥?
In fact, rates of use by 10th and 12th graders in Washington,
17 percent and 26 percent respectively, remain similar to or
slightly lower than national rates for these grades, 20 percent
and 27.6 percent respectively, Recent use among 8th graders
has fallen to 6 percent, a 50 percent decline since 2000.

From Prohibltion to Progress:
A Status Report on Marljuana Legallzation



Results from the Healthy Kids Colorado Survey (Chart 4
on the next page) from 2001 to 2015 suggest that the race
of past 30-day use of marijuana by high school students in
the state (21.2 percent) has steadily declined since 2001
(30.2 percent).®® As a result, use rates by high schoolers in
Colorado are now comparable to the national average.

Recent use among Sth and 10th graders in Colorado has been
virtually unchanged since 2011 and the number of 9th graders
in 2015 who reported recent use is less than half the rate in
2001. While it appears that recent use of marljuana among
11th and 12ch graders in Colorado might have increased since
2012, these rates are still lower than peak rates in years prior
to marijuana legalization. In addition, a secondary analysis

of Colorado youth data demonstrated that these changes are

not statistically significant and that the opening of adult use
marijuana stores has not had an impact on perceived ease of
access to marijuana as had been hypothesized. ®

The Alaska Youth Risk Behavior Survey® results from 2003 to
2017 suggest that past 30-day use rate of marijuana by high
school students in che state has remained relatively stable at
21.5 percent since 2010 and is compatable to the national
high school rate (see Chart 5). Reported past 30-day
marijuana use by 9th graders dipped in 2015 but rose slightly
above 2013 peak levels in 2017.%' Recent use by 10th graders
declined over the past decade and is now at 16.3 percent. @
Meanwhile, use by 11¢h graders increased slightly since 2013
but remains lower than the peak rate in 2009.2 While recent
marijuana use among 12th graders had been consistent since
2013, it increased in 2015 and stabilized in 2017.4

Chart 3: Past 30-Day Marijuana Use In Washington by Grade
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lil. Public Health, cont.

Chart 4: Past 30-Day Marljuana Use In Colorado by Grade
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Chart 5: Past 30-Day Marijuana Use in Alaska by Grade
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States with Emerging or No Regulated Marijuana Markets®

In some jurisdictions that have approved legal marijuana,
regulations are not yet established or are so new that they are
unlikely to have impacted youth use rates in 2n immediately
measurable manner, Howevet, it is important to take stock of
bascline rates of youth marijuana use to better assess whether
the mere passage of legalization laws has had any impact.
While races of use vary widely In these states, they mostly
stabilized or declined over the years leading up to legalization,

For a number of years preceding legalization, recent marijuana
use rates by youth in Oregon, Massachusetts and Washington,
D.C. were distinct from national trends, with Massachusetts
and Washington, D.C having historically higher rates

and Oregon having lower rates. As a result, rates of youth
marijuana use in thesc states cannot be artributed to a specific
policy change. For example, the 2015 rates of past 30-day
marijuanz use by high school students in Washington, D.C.
was significantly higher than national averages (32.2 percent),
but these rates have been high for some time.* Meanwhile,
Oregon (sce Chart 6) has the [owest rates of use among its.
surveyed students, 8.8 percent among 8¢h graders and

19.1 percent among 11th graders in 2015.% Of the most
recent states to legalize marijuana, teen marijuana use

rates appear to be consistent with national averages in
California, Nevada and Maine. In contrast, they are higher in
Massachusetts and have been for some time (see Chart 7 on
the next page).

Chart 6: Past 30-Day Maﬂ]uhna Use In Oregon by Grade
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These states differ in thelr surveys and data collection msthods. Some use the natlonal Youth Risk Behavlor Survelilance survey while othera use
stete-based toole. In addition. collection periods vary, with some states collecting blannual data on odd years and others collecting them on even ysars.
It addition, some have ysars of missing data or perlods when no data was collectad. Lastly, thase states differ In the gradss capturad - with some states
collecting data on just two or three grades, an inconsistent inclusion of middie school gradas across states, and others collecting data on all four years

of high school.
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lil. Public Health, cont.

Chart 7: Past 30-Day Marljuana Uss In Massachusetts by Grade
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Prior to legalization, youth marijuanz uss raczs were
stabilizing or even declining in Califcrnia, Nevads and Maine,
For instance, rates of recent use by 11th gradsts in Nevada
(Chart 8 on the next page) fell by ore-third berween 2001
and 2015 (from 30.8 to 21.8) and overall high school rates
fell by over one-quarter in that time period, with 9th grader
marijuana use rates declining from 21.6 to 14.6, 10ch grade
rates declining from 21.8 to 17.8, and 12th grade rates
declining from 33.5 to 24.3.® In Maine’; high schools in
2015, half as many 9th graders repored using marijuana in
the past month as they did in 2001, vith :aces in other grades
showing reductions of anywhere from: are-quarte: to one-fifth
of what had been reported in 2001 (s:¢ Char: 9).

. 2009 20M 2013 2015

==
High School

In addition, Massachusetts’ high school marijuana use rate
was lower in 2015 (24.5 percent) than in 2001, when 30.9
percent of students reported using marijuana in the past
month.* Meanwhile, the rates of use by California (Chart

10 on page 14) 9th and 12th graders has remained consistent
since 2004.32

‘These rates showa promising trend. Youth marijuana use
rates appear to decline or stabilize immediately preceding

the complete implementation of marijuana legalization. This
suggests that marijuana legalization and regulated adult use
marijuana markets do not lead to an increase in use despite
many concetns that both would preemptively “normalize”
youth marijuana use. It will be particulatly important to track
whether these trends persist after retail marijuana sales are
fully implemented and whether they remain on track with
national youth marijuana use trends.

12

From Prohlibitlon to Progress:
A Status Report on Marljuana Legallzation



Chart 8: Past 30-Day Marljuana Use In Nevada by Grade
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Chart 9: Past 30-Day Marljuana Use In Malne by Grade
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Hl. Public Health, cont.

Chart 10: Past 30-Day Marljuana Use In Callfornia by Grade
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Calis to Polson Control and Emergency
Department Vislis

Available data show that following marijuana legalization,

calls ro poison control centers for marijuana exposure remain
uncommon compared to calls about exposures to other,

more common household products and substances, While
marijuana-related calls to poison centers in states that legalized
marijuana are higher now than in pre-legalization years, the
number of calls related to marijuana make up only a small
fraction of the total calls and are dramatically lower than

calls for items such as prescription drugs, household cleaning
products, and toiletries.

2013

Data on the number of calls to poison centers regarding
marijuana exposure are only available in Colorado, Oregon
and Washington. In Oregon, for example, less than one -~
percent of the calls to the state’s poison centers in 2016 were
related to marijuana exposure.® After neatly two years of
increasing calls, the Oregon Poison Center noted a decrease
in cthe number of marijuana-related calls to its center in the
second half of 2016, The state of Washington experienced
an increase in calls to its poison center post-legalization for
marijuana exposures, Yet, these marijuana-related calls only
accounted for 286 of 62,502 calls in 2016. ‘This represented
less than half of one percent of the center’s annual calls

(see chart 11).% About 75 percent of individuals calling the
Washington poison center for marijuana-related exposures
had their cases managed at home, meaning they did not
require in-person medical interventions at urgent care centers,
emergency departments (*EDs”), or doctors’ offices.””

14
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According to the Rocky Mountain Poison Center, in 2016,
there were 224 calls to poison centers regarding marifuana
exposures in Colorado, compared to 41,137 total calls

for the year beginning July 2015 and ending June 20168
Nearly two-thirds (64 percent) of these calls resulted in
cither minor or no effects on a patient’s medical outcome.”
Just above a quarter of these calls resulted in a moderate or
major effect, with no fatalitics associated with marijuana
consumption.* The most commonly reported symptoms
involved drowsiness or lethargy (26 percent), tachycardia
(increased heart rate) (17 percent), agitation o irritability
(12 percent), and confusion (10 percent), most of which are
not life-threatening and wear off within a matter of hours
after an individual consumes marijuana 5

There is a dearth of data on ED visits for marijuana
exposure in states that have legalized marijuana. Such data
are only available for Colorado, where the number of ED
visits for marijuana exposure increased from a rate of 22

per 100,000 people in 2012 to 38 per 100,000 in the first
half of 2014, when retail marijuana sales first began in

the state.® The ED visits for marijuana exposure in 2014,
however, only accounted for less than one tenth of 1 percent
(0.04 percent) of the state’s 2.3 million total ED visits.®

Pre-legalization, possession of martjuana for personal use
could lead to hefty fines, probation or incarceration. ‘The
threat of criminal penalties and the stigma associated with
marijuana use may have deterred individuals from seeking
medical services or advice when they experienced unpleasant
reactions from marijuana consumption.* Now, individuals
in legal states are likely more comfortable reporting

adverse conditions. In addition, people in states with legal
marijuana are exposed to new public education campaigns
focused on the risks of marijuana consumption and ways to
reduce associated harms.®

As a result, poison centers and EDs in states that legalized
marijuana experienced as expected increases in calls and
visits for adverse symptoms to marijuana exposure in the
years following legalization. While this might have initially
given rise to concern, factors such as a person’s reluctance
10 seek help when criminal penalties existed for marijuana
possession might help explain why these numbers were
lower pre-legalization. It is unclear whether incidents have

Chart 11: Cells to Washington Polson Center (2016)
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Marljuana Exposures to prescription drugs, household
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Increased or simply if the number of people reporting adverse
reaction has increased now that there is less risk. An ongoing
assessment of marijuana-related calls to poison centers and
visits to EDs is necessary as legal marijuana consumption
normalizes and new consumers become more familiar with
marijuana’s effects.
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IV. Road Safety

It is unlawful to drive while impaired by (or under the
influcnce of) matijuana in every state in the country.%
How states define or set Limits on impairment varies
substantially from state to state, including within the
group of states that has legalized matijuana. Colorado,
Nevada and Washington rely on blood tests to determine
the concentration of tetrahydrocannabinol (*THC”),
the main psychoactive ingredient in marijuana, or
THC metabolites™ in a driver’s system as 2 proxy for
impairment.™ In contrast, Oregon, Alaska, Washingeon,
D.C., California, Maine and Massachusetts all rely on

" trained observations of drug recognition experts (“DREs")
to determine a driver’s impairment.” Each of these strategies
has limitations and there is not yet consensus on the best
manner to determine marijuana impairment. :

THC thresholds treat marijuana like alcohol by redefining
driving with a quantifiable amount of THC or THC
metabolites as “impaired driving,”®® These laws are intended to
punish impaired driving by using a specific level of marijuana
in the blood as a proxy for intoxication. Support for THC
threshold limits is often built on the misperception that
‘THC levels correlate with impairment in much the same
way that alcohol does. However, the two substances are
metabolized in very different ways™ and are in no way
analogous.® Unlike alcohol, THC may be present and
detectable in blood samples weeks after marijuana use, long
after any impairing effects have dissipated.”

These arbitrary thresholds fail to establish impairment.
Thete is no clear link between concentration of THC ina
driver’s system and impairment.” Studies™ by the National

Highway Transportation Safety Administration (“NHTSA”),
the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety, and academic
researchers have all found that, unlike with alcohol, there

is no clear correlation between specific levels of THC

in the bloodstream and impairment.”™ Tests for THC
concentration in the blood fail to objectively establish whether
the driver is impaired and unsafe to drive.”

A recent report by the AAA Foundation for Ttaffic Safety
noted these THC threshold tests are so unscientific that they
both under and over punish drivers, meaning that they fail
to detect some drivers who are actually impaired and punish
other drivers who are not.” As a result, tests that detect
THC in a driver’s blood waste taxpayer dollars, risk unjust
arrests and prosecutions, and unnecessarily interfere with the
lives of people who are driving safely. At best, the only thing
these tests establish is whether 2 driver consumed marijuana
sometime in the past few hours, days, or even weeks.

Effccts-based tests, such as Standard Field Sobriety Tests
(“SPSTE™), that rely on the observations of trained DREs offer
one alternative to THC threshold tests. ™" At present, SFSTs
have been validated for identifying alcohol impairment,
but their sensitivity to marijuana impairment is not well
established.” While some individual components of the tests,
such as the Romberg's test (a measurement of time perception)
have been documented in the scientific literature to be fairly
consistent predictors of marijuana-influenced behavior, other
SFST components, such as the walk-and-turn test and the
horizontal gaze-nystagmus test, are not reliable methods

for propery identifying marijuana-impaired subjects.” At
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a minimum, these invalid performance measures should be continued their downward trajectory from 2014 to 2016, the
validated for testing marijuana impairment or replaced with first two years of legal sales of adult use marijuana (see Chart

more accurate and sensitive tests.” 12). In addition, the Colorado State Patrol= reports that DUI
marijuana citations declined by one third (33.2 percent) in
DUI Arrests the first quarter of 2017, from the same period last year.”

The total number of arrests for driving under the influence, In Washington, the number of arrests for any type of DUI
of alcohol and other drugs,™* has declined in Colorado and declined by nearly one-third (32.9 percent) from 34,256

Washington, the first two states to regulate marijuana for in 2011, the last full year before marijuana legalization,

adult use. According to the Colorado Bureau of Investigation,  to 22,993 in 2016, two years after legal sales of adult use

the number of DUI citations issued statewide declined marijuana began.® Moreover, DUI arrest rates have continued
by 16 percent from 26,146 in 2011, the last year prior to to steadily decline since before marijuana was legalized

legalization, to 21, 953 in 2016, the second year after legal through the establishment of a regulated marijuana market
sales of adult use marijuana began.” Despite a small increase ~ (see Chart 13).
between 2012 and 2013, DUI arrests in Colorado have

Chart 12: DUI Arrest Rate In Colorado per 100,000 people
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IV. Road Safety, cont.

Chart 13: DUI Arrest Rate In Washington per 100,000 people
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Available data show that very few DUIs in Washington (8
percent) or Colorado (4 percent) involved drivers who tested
positive for THC or THC metabolites™ only.®! In addition,
in Colorado (2015 data are not yet available in Washington)
marijuana was actually involved in slighcly fewer DUI atrests
in 2015 than in 2014.2

In Oregon, Alaska and D.C., the next three jurisdictions to
legalize marijuana for adult use in 2014, data are limited for
the time periods after legalization, and are lacking for some
of the years prior to legalization. In D.C. available dara show
that legalization does not appear to have increased DUI
rates. In Oregon, DUI offenses declined by 25 percent from
17,341 in 2013, the last year prior to marijua'na legalization,
to 11,882 in 2015, the first year after legalization.® Similarly,

2012

Voters Approved |-502 -

November 2012
Retall Stores Cpen -
July 2014
2013 2014 20156 2016

D.C. DUI arrests declined by 18.3 percent in the same
period, from 1,648 DUI arrests in 2013 to 1,346 in 2015.%
In Alaska, DUI arrests started to increase in 2015 — the year
after marijuana was legalized but before retail stores opened -
bur subsequently declined again in 2016. The number of DUI
arrests in Alaska in 2015 (3,161) and 2016 (3,063) are similar
to the number of DUI arrests in the state in 2012 (3,133),
and are markedly lower than the number of DUI arrests™! in

the years leading up to legalization.®
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Crash Rates

There is no clear correlation between marijuana legalization
and crash rates. While there was a slight uptick in the number
of drivers involved in fatal crashes who tested positive for
THC in Washington® and Colorado® in 2015, there is no
causal link between this increase and driver impairment.

This change in toxicology results may be a consequence of
changes to THC screening and data reporting procedures
post-legalization. For example, prior to legalization, both
states did not routinely test drivers to determine whether
THC was involved in a fatal crash and researchers had to
retroactively and manually recreate this information.” This
methodology is subject to a high etror rate and cannot be
accurately compared to the real time THC tests conducted
post-legalization.® In addition, these data come from the
National Highway Transportation Safety Administration
(“NHTSA”") Farality Analysis Reporting System (“FARS") and
are limited by wide variarions in testing procedures and testing
and reporting policies,®

Post-legalization, the NHTSA FARS data was manually
appended to include THC toxicity information.” For these
reasons and the lack of historical comparison value, NHTSA
warns against comparing these numbers across jurisdictions or
years, even within a single jurisdiction.®

An increase in drivers testing positive for THC may also
demonstrate an increase in marijuana use by adults 21 years
of age and older in the states that have legalized. The data
only illuminate that tested drivers consumed marifuana hours,
days, or weeks prior to the crash, possibly long before the
impairment effects wore off — they do not prove that a driver

was impaired by matijuana.

Further, research demonstrates that Colorado and
Washington's post-legalization fatal crash rates have littdle

to nothing to do with marijuana. The crash rates of both

states were statistically similar to comparable non-legal
matijuana states.”™ In addition, the increase in fatal crashes in
Washington, for example, far outpaces the increase in positive
THC results among drivers involved in crash fatalities, chereby
suggesting other factors are at play, influencing these crash
numbers. (see Chart 14),

Chart 14: Crash Fatallties in Washington (2008 — 2016)
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IV. Road Safety, cont.

Crash Risk

Research findings on the extent 1o which marijuana

use impairs driving are inconsistent.* While research
shows a clear correlation between alcchol and crash risk,
marijuana studies demonstrare that THC's effects on
crash risk are more ambiguous (see charts 15 A & B).

Some marijuana impairment studies suggest that .

THC is only associated with a relatively small

or uncertain increase in crash risk.* Others have
demonstrated that heavy marijuana users experience
fewer performance impairments than occasional users.*
Additional studies show that marijuana alone does not
lead to any increase in crash risk.%” Still others report
contradictory conclusions on the relationship between
THC intoxication and driving impairment.*

For example, a study commissioned by the U.S.
Department of Transportation and the National Traffic
Safety Administration shows that there is no correlation
between measured THC levels in a person’s blood and
impaired driving,” Similarly, a study conducted at the
University of Heidelberg shows that, even after several
days, high-dose marijuana usets — such as medical
marifuana patients — can still show elevated levels of THC
in their blood that meet or exceed the 5 ng/ml limit, even
though they demonstrated no signs of impairment.!®
Addirional research findings suggest that the higher
blood THC levels that are likely to be found in medical
matijuana patients do not correlate with functional
impairment.'™

These studics demonstrate that the crash risk associated
with marijuana use is uncertain. ‘They also provide
further proof that arbitrary THC blood thresholds fail
to establish impairment. More research is needed to fully
understand the association between marijuana use and
driving impairment,

Chart 15 A: Relatlve Crash Risk of Alcohol
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Chart 15 B: Relatlve Crash Risk o THC
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V. Marijuana and the Economy

Taxes and Revenues

By establishing a regulated adult use marijuana market,

state and local governments are able to tax marijuana in

a manner similar to other goods and services. Marijuana

sales in Colorado, Washington, Oregon, Alaska, and most
recently in Nevada, began slowly as consumers and regulacors
alike adjusted to new gystems. (Sales in California started

on January 1, 2018, and no data are available yet. Sales in
Massachusetts will ot begin until July 2018. Sales in Maine
are on hold pending approval of an implementation bill for
the state’s regulated marijuana program. In D.C. no recail

cultivation, manufacturing or sales are permitted at this time.)
Once up and running, however, overall sales and tax revenue
in each state quickly exceeded initial estimates.

For example, analysts predicted that marijuana sales in
Washingron would generate $162 million annually for the
first two years.!® In its first fiscal year, the statc fell shott of
estimates and only collected $65 million in marijuana excise
tax revenues. By the second year, revenues exceed estimates
with $185 million collected in the second fiscal year and
$315 million in the third fiscal year (see Table 2}.

Table 2: Marijuana Revenues by State

Total Revenue Collected by Year

Projected
Revenue Year 2 Year 3
Colorado™! $70 Million $§7.6 Million $130.4 Mitlion $193.8 Million $205.1 Million
(Calendar year) (2014) (2015) (2016) (Jan - Qct '17)
Washington= i $162 Million $64.9 Million $185.7 Million $314.8 Million $91.2 Million
(Fiscal year: (2014-15) (2015-16) (2016-17) {Jul — Sept "17)
Jul 1 -Jun 30}
Oragon™ $31 Million»~ $20.7 Million $70.3 Million $18.4 Million -
(Fiscal year: (2015-16) (2016-17) (Jul - Sept '17)
Jul 1-Jun 30)
Alagka™" . $12 Millipryost $1.7 Million $1.3 Million - -
(Fiscal year: (Oct'16—Jun'17)  {Jul - Aug "17)
Jul 1=Jun 30)
Nevada~® $60 Milligry= $ 13.2Million - - -
(Fiscal year: (Jul - Sept. '17)
Jul 1-Jun 30)

xxlil  Texes, License, and Fee Revenue by calendar yeer; Jan. 1 to Dec. 31, “Marijuana Tex Data,” Colorado Department of Revenue, hitps:/fwww.colorado.

gov/paclfic/revenue/colorado-marljuana-tax-deta.

Excise tax by fleca’ year; July 1 1o June 30. “Marljuana Dashboard,” Washington State Liquor and Cannabls Bosrd, hitps:/idata.|lch.wa.gov/storles/s/

WSLCB-Marljuana-Dashboard/hbnp-lasv/.

xxv Slate tax by flscal year: July 1 to June 30. "Marljuana Tax Statistics,” Oregon Department of Revenua, hitp://www.oregon.gov/DOR/programs/gov-
research/Pages/ressarch-marljuana.aspx; Noells Cromble, “Oregon pays out $85 milllon in pot taxss to schoo! fund, cops, other services,”
The Oregonian, updated October 11, 2017, hitp:/fwww.oregenllve.com/marijuanafndex.esf/2017/10/oregon._paye_out_85_milllion_in_1.html.

xuvl “Research Brlef #4-16: Updated Marijuana Tax Revenue Estimates," Legislative Revenue Offlce, State of Cregon, May 2016, accessed September 28,
2016, https:/fiwww.cregonleglslature.goviiro/Documents/RR%2004-18%20Updated%20Marljuana%20Revenus%20Ressarch%20Brief. pdf.
State tax by flacal year: July 1 to June 30. hitp:/ftax.alaska.goviprograms/programs/reporta/monthly/Marljuana.aspx?ReportDate=8/1/2017.
Laurel Andrews, “Here’s Where Half of the Revenue From Alaske’s Legal Pot Wil Go,” Alaska Dispatch News, July 12, 2016, accessed Seplember 28,
2018, hitp:/fwww.adn.com/alaska-mari|uana/2016/07/12/heres-where-half-of-the-revenue-from-alaskas-legal-pot-wiH-gof.

xxlx
Dacembaer 7, 2017, hitps:fftax.nv.goviPublications/Publlcations/.

Retail tax, wholesas tax, and llceneing and appllication fees for July through September 2017 only. State of Nevada, Department of Taxatlon. accessed

The State projected marijuana sales would bring In $120 milion in revenue over the flrst two yoars. News Release, State of Nevada, Department of
Taxation, Sept, 28, 2017, accessed December 7, 2017, https:fﬂax.nv.gow'upIoadedFiIesﬁaxnvgov!ComgnVTaxLibrary!duly-Mari]uana—SaIes.pdf.
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V. Marfjuana and the Economy, cont.

State Recreational Marljuana Exclse Tax Rates, As of January 2017
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Marijuana sales have generated almost $600 million for
Colorado since sales began on January 1, 2014.!% Revenue
almost doubled from the first year of sales to the sccond, and
is on track to almost triple from the first year of sales to the
fourth. In the first year of sales in 2014, the state collected
$67 million in revenue. And, in 2017, the state has already
collected $205 million through October. This is well over the
initial projection of $70 million per year.

Oregon, too, has surpassed revenue expectations. In 2014,
the state Legislative Revenue Office predicred the state,
would collect an average of $23 million gross revenue per
year, which was later increased to $31 million per year.}*

In the first fiscal year, state marijuana revenue fell below this
prediction, with $20 million collected by the state. Yet by
the end of the second fiscal year on June 30, 2017, the state
had collected $70 million, which was more than double the
predicted revenue,

ME
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Tax Rates

Finding the ideal tax rate for marijuana requires striking a
balance between generating sufficient revenue to compensate
state and local governments for regulating marijuana and
disincentivizing heavy marijuana consumption, while not
taxing it so heavily that consumers purchase marijuana from
the unregulated market where marijuana is not taxed.’®
Establishing the appropriate tax rate has required fexibility
from state lawmakers, consumers and marijuana businesses.
Some states have had to reduce or increase their overall
marijuana tax rate to better reduce consumer reliance on
the illicit market or generate more revenue for the state,'%
Calculating the appropriate rate in a nascent and growing
industry with significant price volatility is complicated.'?

Colorado, Washingron, Oregon and Alaska have all taken
steps to amend their overall marijuana tax rate after marijuana
sales began.'® In 2016, Colorado lawmakers approved a
reduction in the special marijuana sales tax to better curb

the unregulated market, but reversed course in 2017 and
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approved an increase in the special marijuana sales cax instead
to generate more revenue.'® Washington inidally imposed a
complicated tax structure that imposed a tax at each point in
the supply chain, but later switched to an effective 37 percent
excise tax."" Oregon lawmakers also switched from a
weight-based wholesale tax to a retail tax on sales of
marijuana,'! Nevada, the most recent state to implement
recail sales, learned from these states and added an excise

tax to retail sales before implementation even began.''?

And similarly, concerned that the tax rate set by voters in

the balloc measure was too low to generate revenue,
policymakers in Massachusetts have raised the tax rate well
before sales even begin!?

Medical marijuana remains less taxed, and less expensive, than
retail marijuana (see Table 3). In some states, such as Oregon,
medical marijuana is not subject to any tax. In others, like
Colorado, medical marijuana is not subject to a steep excise
taz, but is subject to a state sales tax. While the reasons for
the lower tax rate make sense — medical marijuana is used as
medicine and other prescription drugs are exempted from
taxation — the disparate treatment between medical and retail
marijuana can lead to a smaller tax base and lower revenue for
the state. !4

Table 3: Tax Rate by State (Medical vs. Adult Use Marljuana)

Stata TypelAmount Of Tax (Adull Use) [(Medical)!®
Colorado"® Beg. July 2017: 2.9% state sales tax
15% (exempted from 2.9% state sales tax)
+ 15% wholesale excise tax
Washington™” 37% excise tax on retail sales For certain types of marijuana and low-THC
+ 8% state sales tax products and high CBDs:
37% excise tax
Exermpl from sales and use tax
Oregon™ - 17% excise tax No tax
Alagka"? $50/ounce of of marljuana cultivation tax No tax
Nevada'® Exclse tax on first wholesale: 15 percent Excige tax on first wholesale: 15 percent
+ Retail excise tax (adult): 10 percent 2% excise tax
Californla™ Wholssale weight tax: $9.26/ounce of flowers; Wholesale weight tax: $9.25/ounce of flowers;
$2.75/ouncs of leaves $2.75/ounce of leaves
+ 15% excise tax + 15% excige tax
+ 7.25% state sales tax Exempt from state sales tax of 7.25%
+ Any local tax
Massachussite' 10.75% exclse tax No tax
+ 6.25% state sales tax
_+ Max of 3% local tax
Malne To be established by the state legislature No tax
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V. Marijuana and the Economy, cont.

Employment

‘The marijuana industry is undoubtedly growing and
generating hundreds of millions of dollars in tax revenue for
states. In addition, this growth in legal marijuana commerce

is generating hundreds of thousands of new jobs. Preliminary
estimates suggest that the legal marijuana industry employs
between 165,000 to 230,000 full and part-time workers across
the country.'® This number will only continue to grow as
mote states legalize marijuana and replace their unregulated
markets with legal marijuana markets.

One study by the Marijuana Policy Group (“MPG”) reports
that the legalization of marijuana in Colorado created

18,005 full-time jobs in 2015.' The majority of these jobs
(12,591) were directly involved with the marijuana business,
including jobs with stores, dispensaries, and cultivation or
manufacturing operations. The remaining positions (5,414)
were ancillary jobs created by the indusery, including security,
consulting and legal services.'™ MPG further estimates that
the majority of growth is not the result of an increase in
demand for marijuana, but rather from a reduction of the
unregulated, illicit market.'® The study also estimated that
9,936 direct jobs and another 4,272 ancillary jobs were
created in 2014.'% Another study by the Cato Instituce
found this job creation resulted in a small measurable decline
in unemployment in Colorado. The scasonally adjusted
uncmployment rate fell dramatically after the beginning of
2014, which is when that state’s retail marijuana sales began,'

Employment continues to grow in other states that have
legalized marijuana. The Washington State Institute for Public
Policy estimates that the state’s marijuana businesses employed
10,894 people in the fourth quarter of 2016.'** Licensed
marijuana businesses employed 66 percent more full-time
employees and paid 63 percent more in wages in the last
quarter of 2016 than in the first quarter of 2016,'* A report
requested by Oregon lawmaleers estimated thar as of February
1, 2017, there were approximately 12,500 jobs associated
with the marijuana industry in the state. This estimate only
includes jobs that directly touch marijuana and does not
include auxiliary businesses,!*!

These findings make clear that states that have
established™ regulated marijuana markets have benefited
economically by creating thousands of new jobs. ="
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VI. Going Forward: Other Measures to

Evaluate Impact

The first marijuana legalization law passed only five years ago
and the first regulated marijuana market was established just
four years ago.'* It is impetative that additional measures

are analyzed as legalization moves forward and more data are
made available. This type of evaluation is necessary to quantify
the breadth of outcomes associated with legal marljuana. Such
measures include, but are not limited to, opioid overdose

and treatment admission rates, the effect of the adult use
marijuana market on medical marijuana, the impacts of
social consumption spaces, and cfforts to repair past harms
from marljuana criminalization and improve equity in

the marijuana market. It is also necessary to evaluate the
impacts of the unique sentencing reform and environmental
protection provisions that were Included in Proposition 64,
California’s Adult Use of Marijuana Act.

The Relationship Between Marljuana Legalization
and Opiold-Related Harm

An increasing body of research suggests that legal access to
matijuana can help to address a number of public health
harms associated with opioids.'* In fact, there are signs across
the country that this is alteady happening — increased access
to marijuana has been correlated with reductions in some of
the most troubling harms associated with opioids, including

‘opioid overdose mortality and untreated opioid use disorders.

Many people are seeking lower-risk alternatives to opioids for
pain and finding that marijuana is a viable substitute.

Chart 16: Changes In Monthly Oplold-Related Deaths Following Marljuana Legallzation for Adult Use

In Colorado (2000 — 2015)
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Source: Livingston, M. D., Bamnett, T. E., Delcher, C., & Wagenaar, A. C. {2017). Recregtional cannabls legalization
and oplold-related deaths In Colorado, 2000-2015. Americen Joumnal of Public Health, 107, 1827-1820.
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VI. Going Forward: Other Measures to
Evaluate Impact, cont.

Opwer the past several years, eatly studies have revealed a
correlation between state marijuana laws and lower rates

of opioid overdose mortality, both in states with access to
medical'* and adult use®> marijuana, In states with medical
marijuana access, overdose mortality rates are almost

25 percent lower than in states with no legal access to
marijuana, and the reductions in mortality rates strengthened
over time,' An analysis of opicid overdose mortality in
Colorado including the years prior to and following the
legalization of adult use marijuana found that there wasa
post-legalization reduction of 0.7 deaths per month in the
.state and thar the decades-long upward trend of overdoses
trended downwards after 2014 (see Chart 16).” In addition,
legal access to medical marijuana has been associated with
a 23 percent reduction in opioid dependence or abuse-
related hospitalizations™®® and 15 percent fewer optoid
treatment admissions.'*

Researchers hypothesize that these trends suggest a
substitution effect, meaning people with opioid use disorders
or those who engage in risky opioid use may have chosen to
use legally accessible marijuana in place of illicitly acquired
oploids or other drugs. Several studies demonstrate that
people who use medical marijuana find that it is a lower-risk
alternative to opioids, has fewer harmful side cffects, helps
manage pain symptoms, lowers likelihood of withdrawal, and
is easier to access.'®

The efficacy of marijuana for treating chronic pain is
becoming increasingly recognized and established.'! Studies
are finding that some patients transition away from opioids.
through marijuaria use, or supplement marijuans so that they
can use fewer opioids.? A study of chronic pain patients
found chat using medical marijuana was ultimarely associated
with a 64 percent reduction in prescription opioid use among
members of the sample.¥> Another found a 44 percent
reduction in prescription opioid use after using medical
marijuana for chronic pain.'% '

Given that 98 percent of Americans already live in states with
some form of legal access to marijuana'®® — 21 percent with
both medical and adult use access, 41 percent with medical
access only, and 35.4 percent with access to low-THC or
limited CBD formulations — researchers are well-positioned
to evaluate how marijuana may fit into a broader strategy for
addressing the current opioid crisis. Since medical marijuana
policies vary so widely from state-to-state, (i.e. approved

number of conditions, acceptable forms for use, etc.), it is
likely that broader marijuana legalization may open up access
for people to use marijuana as a substitute beyond the limits
of their state’s own medical marijuana policies.

Impact on Medical Marijuana

Medical marijuana sales have remained static in Colorado
since adult use sales began, which contradicts early predictions
that retail marijuana sales would drastically reduce medical
marijuana sales.'¥s Some analysts believe that the lower tax
tate on medical marijuana incentivizes consumers to seck
unnecessary doctor’s recommendations to obtain a discount.
The Colorado Department of Revenue similarly suggests

that this tax differential is the reason medical marijuana sales
remain constant.'® Other analysts believe that customers

may be willing to pay additional tax to avoid the hassle of
obtaining a doctor’s recommendation.'#

‘The medical marijuana system in Washington faced significant
changes once retail marijuana was legalized in 2012. Medical
marijuana in Washington was largely unregulated, without
licensure or permits, from 1998 until 2015 when lawmakers
merged the two systems.'® Once adult use sales began,
consumets found that medical marijuana sold at dispensaries
was significantly cheaper than commercial marijuana sold at
retail stores.'*! Adult use marijuana operators were forced to
comply with regulations, inspections, testing and taxation
that increased their operating costs and thus, the price of
their product whereas medical operators, who operated
without regulation, had far lower operating costs and
cheaper products,’®

The lesson learned by Washington — and for other states
legalizing adult use marijuana — is that it is best to have

a regulated, stabilized medical marijuana market before
legalizing marijuana for adult use. This is the order in which
Nevada, Massachusetts and Maine will proceed. Alternatively,
California simultaneously began adult use and medical
marijuana sales under a newly regulated system on January 1,
2018, and chose to apply almost all marijuana caxes to both
types of marijuana, thus eliminaring incentives for consumers
to unnecessarily seek out medical marijuana.'*,
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Onslte Consumption Spaces

Consuming marijuana in public is illegal in all jurisdictions
that have legalized marijuana for adults 21 and older. Itisa
misdemeanor in Nevada and Washington, D.C., and a civil
penalty subject to fines and fees in in all other states which

have [egalized marijuana for adult use.™®These misdemeanor -

offenses and fines and fees pose a fundamental challenge to
fair marijuana enforcement, because they disproportionately
burden poor people with financial sanctions.™ People who
lack the means to pay the fines and fees risk being jailed for
consuming a lawful substance. ™" This means that individuals
who do not have homes or live in federally subsidized housing
may be vulnerable to criminal justice sanctions for marijuana
consumption — even in states where public consumption is
only subject to a civil fine — because they are often unable

to afford the associated fines and fees. Public use violations
are also disproportionately enforced against people of color,
particularly Black people (as discussed in the context of
Washingron, D.C. on pages 31 to 32).% Further, tourists
visiting states with regulated marijuana markets may lawfully
purchase marijuana, but may have no place to legally use it
unless they have access to a state resident’s private property. 56

To address these concerns, several states that legalized
marijuana for aduk use have also allowed “social use” clubs or

retail stores to be permitted for onsite marifjuana consumption.

However, the rollout of these onsite consumption businesses
has been slow. It is imperative that these businesses are
permitted so that all people have safe places to consume
marijuana, free from criminal justice intervention. Once
onsite consumption establishments are permitted, it is
essential to measure their impacts on arrests, public health
and government savings.

Equlty in the Legal Marijuana Market

Until recently, marijuana legalization laws have
inadequately addressed the lasting impacts of decades of
harsh marijuana prohibition and punishment and much
progress can still be made, This is illustrated by the current
lack of diversity in the regulated matfjuana market. The
communities most harmed by marijuanz criminalization have
struggled to overcome seemingly insurmountable barriers to
fully participate in this market. In light of this, some states™!
and cities are implementing rules aimed at reducing barriets to
entry in the marijuana industries, For example, in California, a
stated intent of the state’s marijuana legalization initiative was
to “reduce barriers to entry into the legal, regulated market.”
A prior drug felony in California cannot be the sole basis for
denying & marijuana license,”™® ‘This mitigates the harms to
low-income, Black and Latinx people who have borne decades
of disproportionate arrests and convictions for marijuana-
related offenses. Several jurisdictions, incduding Massachusetts

xxxlll In Alaska, California, Colorado, Maing, Massachusetts, Cragon, and Washington, uging merijuana In public is subject to a civil penaity. ALASKA STAT,
ANN, § 17.38.020; CAL. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE § 11362.1; COLO. CONST. ART. XVIII, § 16; OR. REV, STAT. 475B.010 et seq.; ME. REV. STAT. TIT,
7. § 2452, MABS. GEN. LAWS ANN. ch, 84G, § 7; WASH. REV. CODE ANN. § 68.50.4013. In Navada and Washington, D.C. public marijuana use Is
punishable es a misdemeancor coffanss. D.C. Law 20-0126; D.C. Officlal Code § 48-1201, et seq.; NEV. REV. STAT. ANN. § 453D.110.
Fellure to pay a flne can result In a person belng |alied. “Confronting Criminal Justice Debt: A Gulde for Policy Reform,” Criminal Juetics Policy Pro-
grern, Harvard Lew School, September 2018, hitp:/fcjop.law.harvard edulassetleonfrontlng—CrIm-Just:ca-Dabt—GuIda-lo—PoIIcy-Reform—FlNAL pdf

at 26.

Soclal use clubs are shared spaces where pecple can collectively gather to consume marjuana they bring with them or that others share with them.

Marljuana Is not typlcally sold et these clubs.

For example, Callfornla,'Messachussits, and Nevada allow local governments 1o permit onalts consurmption licenses. CAL. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE
§ 11362.1; MASS. GEN. LAWS ANN. ch, 84G, § 7; Brenda J. Erdoes and Asher A, Killlan to Senator Richard "Tiok® Segerbom. September 10, 2017.
Legislative Bullding, 401 8. Carson Streat, Caracn City, Navada. htips:/fwww.scribd.com/document/358620398/Legal-Opinion-Nevada-Marljuana-Lo
ungestirgwe= =1&content=277958campalgn=VigLink&ad_group=30738608 keyword=ft500ncl&source=impactradius&medium=affiliate. Malne law
sliows for mar{juana soclal glubs. ME. REV. STAT. TIT. 7, § 2452, In Colorado, most municlpallties have banned onsite marijuana consumptlon; howaver,
Denver Is the first oity in the state to permit social marljuena use llcenses and received lis first applicetion on December 11, 2017, Kethleen Foody,
"Coffse Shop Wanta to Ba Denver's Flrot Legal Marljuana Club,” U.S. News, Decamber 11, 2017, hitps:/www.usnews. comfnews/best-atates/coloracio/
articles/2017-12-11/coffee-shop-wante-to-be-denvera-first-legal-marljusna-club; Alaska is in the process of astablishing onslte consumption rules,
https:/fwww.commerce.alaska.goviwab/amco/MearljuanaRegulations.aspx. Oregon lewmakers are considering legislation to permit onsite consumption
businesses. SB 380 (CR 2017). And, neither Washington nor Washington, D.C. permit onsite consumption businesses. WASH. REV. CODE ANN. §
89.50.4013; Benjamin Fraed, “DC Bans Private Marluana Clubs, Making Legalization Even Murkler,” The Washingtonlan, Aprll 18, 2018, hitps:/favv,
washingtonian.com/2016/04/18/dc-bans-private-marljuana-clubs-making-legallzation-even-murkler/.

xxxvll Several states with medical marljuana programs have also expanded access to the ragulated market by making equlty a priority when issuing licensss.
For example, Marytand's medical marljuana law raquires Its Medical Cannabls Commisslon to "actively séek to achleve racial, ethnig, and geographlc
diversity” when It llcenses dispansearies, Md. Code Ann., [Health-Gen.] § 13-3307 (¢){2) (West 2015). Ohlo requires 15 psrcent of Its cultivation and re-
tall dispensary llcensse be set aside for residents who are members of one of four “economically disadvantaged groups,” Including, “Blacks or Afrlcan
Americans, American Indians, Hlspanics or Latines. and Asians."” Ohlo Rev. Cods Ann, § 3796.08 (C) (West 2018); Chlo Rev. Gods Ann. § 3796.10 {C)

(West 2018).
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VI. Golng Forward: Other Measures to
Evaluate Impact, cont.

and several cities — such as Portland, Oregon and Oakland,
San Prancisco, Sacramento, and Los Angeles — are

implementing or considering adopting programs to increase
equity in the marijuana industry and remedy past harms.'

‘The goal of these equity programs is to increase representation
in the regulated market of people most barmed by marijuana
criminalization. This goal can be most casily achieved
through a state-level equity program because marijuana
business licenses are issued at the state level. For example,
Massachusects’ Question 4, the Regulation and Taxation

of Marijuana Act, requires the state authority tasked with
marijuana oversight to adopt “procedures and policies to
promote and encourage full participation in the regulated
marijuana industry by people from communities that have
previously been disproportionately harmed by marijuana’
prohibition and enforcement and to positively impact those
communities.”'® Other states, such as Florida,™® Ohio™*
and Pennsylvania have adopted state-level equity programs
for their medical marijuana markers. 6!

Cities are also adopting programs to increase equity and
inclusion in the marijuana market. For instance, Oakland,
California launched the nation's first “Equity Permit
Program,” which sets aside 50 percent of medical and adult
use medical marijuana business permits for equity applicants
during the first phase of permitting,'®? Several additional cities
are considering a range of factors when making an equity
determinacion, such as an applicant’s conviction history for
past marijuana-related offenses, low-income status, gendet,
veteran status, and residency in an area that has experienced

a disproportionate number of marijuana arrests.' Portland,
Oregon passed an ordinance that allocates a portion of its
adult use marijuana sales tax revenue to fund women-owned
and minority-owned marijuana businesses.!%

Another barrier to employment in the marijuana industry,

as well as other industries, is having a prior marijuana
conviction. This can be particularly challenging for individuals
who have been convicted of matijuana offenses, which might
now be legal in their states. In response to this, states such

as California, Colorado and Oregon are allowing individuals
with past marijuana convictions to retroactively change

their records to reflect the eliminated or reduced marijuana
penalties following legalization.'® This helps people shed

the often-lifelong collateral consequences associated with
criminal convictions that may prevent them from obtaining
occupational licenses.

Priority licensing programs and record clearing remedies are
necessaty to begin repairing the disparate harms of marijuana
criminalization, yet true equity cannot be achieved unless
there are low barriers to entering the marijuana market and
until low-income persons have access to start-up capital.
Lower barriers to entry can be achieved by establishing smaller
licensing categories,™ such as cultivator licenses for small
farms, and scaling the application fees based on the size of the
business.' Limicing market concentration can also increase
the number of small businesses participating in the marijuana
market.'¥” This can be done by restricting the number of .
marijuana businesses any one licensee may own, or by limiting
the size of the businesses that can be licensed.'®
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From Prohibition to Progress:
A Status Report on Martjuana Legallzation



To increase access to capital, the federal banking issue must
be resalved, so that low-income people can obtain smafl
business loans. Current federal banking laws restrict low-
income persons’ ability to obtain small business loans or
grants to start a marijuana company. Unlike any other type
of business, medical and adult use marijuana businesses

are unable to access banking services, because marijuana
remains illegal under federal law.'® As a result, many would-
be marijuana entreprencurs are unable to obtain loans from
ot conduct financial transactions with banks to start and
maintain marijuana businesses,' Meaning that presently,
only individuals with money can easily enter the marijuana
industry. Until banking becomes available for people in the
marijuana industry, marijuana accelerator programs or other
private funding may be the only way that low-income
people will be able to access the capital necessary to start

a marijuana business. ¥

Repalring the Harms of Criminalization on
Communities

'California’s Prop. 64 included several novel provisions, such
as significant scntencing reform. The law eliminated or
substantially reduced most marijuana penalties. For youth
under 18 years of age, all penalties became infractions
punished with drug education rather than incarceration (as
discussed in more detail on pages 33 to 34). These swecping
reductions in criminal penaltics wete retroactive, This means
that individuals serving sentences for matijuana offenses at the
time of legalization qualified to be resentenced under the post-
legalization penalties. In addition, people with past marijuana
convictions may petition the court to reduce or remove their
penalties from their criminal records, In the first year of

marijuana legalization, California counties have reported that
nearly 5,000 people have either been resentenced, and likely
released from state supervision, or their marijuana convictions
were reduced on or removed from their criminal records.'”

While California was the only state, thus far, to include
retroactive record clearing provisions in its marijuana
legalization law, additional states have passed or are working
to pass™ such provisions through the legislature. For example,
the Oregon legislature passed a bill in 2015 allowing people
convicted of matijuana offenses to retroactively clear their
records.'”? In addition, Colorado passed a bill in 2017
allowing prior marijuana misdemeanors to be expunged from

a person’s record.

Repalring the Harms of Prohibltion on the
Environment

California’s Prop. 64 also included unique provisions almed
at protecting and repairing the state’s natural resources, These
include environmental protection and remediation provisions
to rectify decades of environmental harm caused by illegal
marijuana cultivation, Under state law, marijuana industry
licensees must comply with environmental regulations or
risk losing their license and facing civil fines or criminal
prosecution. In addition, millions of dollars in marijuana

tax revenucs are directed to clean up the environment and
improve the state parks. These environmental harms are

not unique to California, but occur nationwide, and these
provisions must be evaluated to see if they can, in practice,
improve the state’s water, land and natural resources. The
effectiveness of these provisions will help inform future
marijuana laws.
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VIl. Going Forward: Areas of Growth

With overwhelming popular support for marijuana
legalization, the time is tipe to advance reforms beyond
marijuana legalization and to begin repairing ancillary harms
related to marijuana criminalization. This includes reforming
police practices to reduce the racial disparities in remaining
marijuana arrests, limiting the extent to which marijuana
can be used as an excuse for police to stop individuals, and
removing criminal sancrions for minor marijuana-related
activities by young people under age 21.

Racial Disparities Persist

It is widely acknowledged that racial disparities exist in the
enforcement of marijuana laws in this country — Black and
Latinx people are more likely to be arrested for marijuana
law violations than White people, despite similar rates of use
and sales across racial groups.'” Marijuana legalization has
dramatically reduced the number of Black and Latinx people
arrested for marijuana-related conduct, yet racial disparities
persist, Initlal data show that while legalizadion substandally
reduced the total number of Black and Latinx people arrested
for matijuana offcnses, it did not eliminate the forces that
contributed to the disparity in the first place, such as the over-
policing of law-income neighborhoods, racial profiling, and
other racially motivated police practices.'”

In Colorado, for example, White people benefitted most
from the declines in marijuana arrests, which decreased by

51 percent, compared to 33 percent for Latinx people, and
25 percent for Black people between 2012 and 2014, The
marijuana arrest rate for Black people (348 per 100,000) in
Colorado was nearly triple that of White people (123 per
100,000} in 2014.17% The post-legalization arrest rate for
Black individuals in Washington is reported to be double the
arrest rate for other races and ethnicities.!” In Alaska, both
Black and White people experienced dramatic declines in
matijuana arrests between 2013 and 2015, 95 and 92 percent
respectively, yet disparities remain.(see Chart 17 below). Of
the 17 marijuana arrests in Alaska in 2016, 29 percent were
of Black people (a racial group that comprises only 4 percent
of the state’s population). Alasks’s marijuana arrest rate for
Black people (17.7 per 100,000) is ten times greater than that
of White people (1.8 per 100,000).7 A similar pattern has
emerged in Washington, D.C., and is discussed in more detail
on the next page,

Marijuana legalization can dramatically reduce the number
of Black and Latinx individuals arrested and convicted for
marijuana offenses, but it cannot change police practices.
Police reform is required to end the racial disparities in
marijuana enforcement (as discussed on page 33).

Chart 17: Marljuana Possession Arrest Rates In Alaska by Race (2012 — 2015)
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Case Study: Arrests in Washington, D.C.

In Washington, D.C., marijuana was decriminalized

cffective July 2014' and legalized for adults 21 and older

in February 2015."™ This has led to mixed results. Total
marijuana arrests dramatically declined in che first year after
legalization, but subtly increased in 2016. Arrests in D.C.
declined by 83 percent from 2014 to 2015, with possession
arrests falling by 97 percent from 1,840 in 2014 to 61 in
2015. In 2016, marijuana possession arrests further declined
to 35. Arrests for possession with intent to distribute declined
from 599 to 170 in 2015 and have stayed relatively stable at
179 in 2016."® Distribution arrests initially declined from
124 in 2014 to 81 in 2015, but then they increased by

81 percent to 224 in 2016,

Despite marijuana legalization in D.C., public consumption
of marijuana is a criminal misdemeanor.#" It was outlawed
on July 17, 2014.'® From that date to the end of 2015

there were 259 arrests for public consumption.'™ They
increased 182 percent from 142 in 2015 to 402 in 2016 and
disproportionately impacted Black men (see Chart 18 below).
Of the 661 public consumption arrests, 547 were of Black
people (82.8 percent), 580 wete of males (87.7 percent), and
480 (72.6 percent) were of Black males.!®® In 2016, one in
every 970 Black people were arrested for public consumption
of marijuana, while only one in every 10,331 White people
were.!® That means a Black person in D.C. is 11 times
more lilcely than a White person to be arrested for public
conszmption of marijuana (see Charts 19 and 20). This is
despite the fact that Black residents only make up around

49 percent of D.C.’s population, and use marijuana at similar
rates to White residents.'®

Chart 18: Publlc Consumption of Marijuana Arrests In Washington, D.C. by Race (2014 — 2016)
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Case Study: Arrests in Washington, D.C., cont.

Marijuana enforcement in Washington, D.C. has historically
been racially biased.’®® The advent of the new public
consumption charges shows drug laws still disproportionately
target communitics of color in D.C. The trend in marijuana
arrests in D.C. points to an increasing number of public
consumption arrests, wich the vast majority targeting

Black men,

‘These arrests demonstrare the need for legal marijuana
jurisdictions to allow for the social consumption of marijuana
use ar approved businesses. Otherwise, persons with no
private place to use marijuana — such as tourists and
individuals with government-subsidized or no permanent
housing — and individuals who have long been the targets of
racially biased policing, primarily Black people, will continue
to be vulnerable to arrest for using a legal substance.

Chart 19: Publlc Consumption of Marljuana Arrest
Rates per 100,000 in Washington, D.C. by Race (2016)
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Chart 20: Marljuana Arrest Rates per 100,000 in Washington, D.C. by Charge and Race {2010 — 2016)
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VIl. Golng Forward: Areas of Growth, cont.

Police Reform

Even after legalization, racial disparities in the enforcement of
the remaining marijuana-related offenses have persisted. This
can be mirtigated by language in state laws limiting the extent
to which law enforcement may use marijuana as the basis

for detention, search or arrest. ™ But, to fully remedy the
unequal enforcement of marijuana laws, police practices must
be reformed.

Racial profiling #* needlessly entangles communities of

color, youth and young adults, in the criminal justice system
for nonviolent activities that are not enforced in other
communities, such as public marijuana use. The targeted
enforcement of minor marijuana-related activities (as well as
other perty offenses) ensnarls hundreds of thousands of people
in the criminal justice system while breeding mistrust of the
police in these targeted communities, thereby reducing public
safety. Police departments should, thus, adopt model policies
that prohibit officets from engaging in racial profiling and
educate them on the harms of discriminating based on race.'®

In addition, police departments should promote .
accountability and transparency by collecting search, citation
and arrest data including, but not limited to, the age, gender,
race and ethnicity of the individual scopped; the date, time
and location of the stop; the duration of and reason for the
stop; whether and what type of citation was issued or arrest
made; and the identification of the officers involved. These
data should be compiled, made available to the public, and
evaluated so that police policies can be developed to reduce
raclal disparities in enforcement practices.'®

Marljuana Arrests of Youth and Young Adults

In several states, marijuana legalization for adult use has
had the unintended consequence of reducing historically
high numbers of youth (under 18 years of age) and young
adults (between 18 and 20 years old) stopped and arrested
for marijuana offenses. However, these reductions are
inconsistent from state-to-state and, in some circumstances,

youth now comprise a growing number of people charged
with marijuana offenses.

Between 2012 and 2015, marijuana court filings in Colorado
fell 86 percent for adules 21 years of age and older, and they
declined by 69 percent for youth under 18 years'of age and
78 percent for young adults 18-to-20 years old.'”" Arrests
followed a similar trend in the state between 2012 and 2014
wherein the marijuana offense arrest rate for adults 21 and
older decreased by 79 percent and young adults 18-to-20
years old experienced a 34 percent decrease in marijuana
arrest rates.' At the same time, the number of youth under
18 years of age cited for marijuana offenses increased by five
percent, which amounts to a one percent increase in the rate
per 100,000,152

In Oregon, marijuana arrest rates declined by 92 percent
between 2013 and 2015 for adults 18 years of age and older,
compared to 80 percent for youth under 18 years of age (See
Chart 21). In 2016, the marijuana arrest rate for Oregon
youth (19.1 per 100,000) was nearly 7 times the adult rate
(2.8 per 100,000)." Similarly, in Washington, marijuana
possession convictions declined by 99.1 percent for adults
18 years of age and older and 56 percent for youth under 18
years of age between 2012 and 2015. In 2015, 98 percent of
all marijuana possession convictions in Washington (1,691 of
1,723) were of youth (See Chart 22).

While the reduction in youth arrests following legalization
is a positive step, morc reform is needed. The impacr of
criminal convictions on the education, employment, and
other life opportunities for young people can be severe, even
for marijuana offenses. Decriminalizing marijuana-related
activities for youth and young people remains an area that
marijuana reform advocates could explore, as was done in
California and is explained in detail below.

xlvill For example, see Cal. Health & Safety Code 11362.1(c).

xllx  "Raclal profiing’ refers to the act of selecting or targeting & person(s) for law enforcement contact (Including stop, frisk, search, and arrest) based on
the Individual's real or percelved race, ethnicity, or national origin rather than upon reasonable suspiclon thet the indiidual has or Is engaged In crimi-
nal activity, Racial proflling Includes pclicles or practices that unjustifiably have a disparate impact on certain communities.” “The War on Marljuana in
Black and White,” ACLU, June 2013, accessad September 28, 2018, at p, 116, hitps:fwww.aclu.orgffles/assets/aclu-thewaronmarljuana-rel2. pdf.
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VIl. Going Forward: Areas of Growth, cont.

Marijuana Decriminalization and Penalty Reductions
for Youth and Young Adults

Possession of marijuana for personal use became an infraction
in California in 2011. But young people of color, particularly
Black youth and young adults, continued to experience
hugely disproportionate enforcement.!* Now, under Prop.
64, California youth under the age of 18 may only be charged
with infractions for marijuana offenses.'® They are no longer
threatened with incarceration or financial penalties; instead,
youth are required to attend drug awareness education,
counseling, or community service. All marijuana offenses

will be automatically expunged from a youth's record when
they turn 18.'7 Thousands of Califotnia teens will no longer
be saddled with a drug arrest record. The law will protect
young people from the long-term effects of felony charges and
convictions that arise from the choices they make as youth
and ongoing racial discrimination by police.

California’s law also uniquely protects young adults from
criminal justice involvement for marijuana-relaced activities.
While young adults 18-t0-20 years old in California do not
enjoy all of the benefits of matijuana decriminalization or
legalization, the penalties for most marijuana-related activities
were cither decriminalized or reduced for this group 1%
California’s approach is too new to be evaluated, but it appears
to be a good step toward reducing young adults’ risk of
ctiminal justice involvement for marijuana-related conduct.

¥ix 0 T TRV IRTToN ST 1) 1T epabt-idl || il 1 o] el telles e Ll i
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Chart 21: Marljuana Arrest Rates In Oregon by Age
(2012 - 2016)
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Chart 22: Public Consumption of Marijuana Arrests In
Washington, D.C. by Age {2010 - 2015)
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VIill. Conclusion

With marijuana legalization’s success and overwhelming
public support, the question is no longer whether to legalize
marijuana, but how, There is a clear need to prioritize policies
focused on repairing the unequal and racially discriminatory
harms of matijuana ctiminalization and enforcement.

This necessarily involves increasing equity and inclusion in
the regulated marijuana industry by reducing barriers to full
participation, clearing individuals’ records of past marijuana
convictions, and permitting people with past drug convictions
to obtain licenses and employment.

States, including those that have already legalized, must
address the persistently unequal enforcement of marijuana
offenses. This requires laws that limit the extent to which law
enforcement may use marijuana as the basis for detention,
search or arrest. Police practices must be reformed, such as
ending the practice of racial profiling. Demographic data
must also be collected for all remaining marijuana arrests and
made publicly available so they can be evaluated for racial
disparities.

Post-legalizarion, public consumption of marijuana violations
are an increasing concern. Low-income, Black and Latinx
individuals are arrested or cited for public consumption,

of marijuana at disparately high rates. To address these
disparities, fines for public consumption violations must not

be excessive and onsite consumption stores must be permitted.

Such stores will alleviate these disparities by providing adults
21 and older with a place to lawfully consume marijuana,
thereby reducing the number of people who consume in
public because no private spaces are available to them.

Marijuana should be decriminalized for youth (under

age 18) and young adults (18 to 20 years of age) so thata
minor marijuana faw violation no longer results in a young
person getting caught up in the criminal justice system. In
several states, marijuana legalization has had the unintended
consequence of reducing hisrorically high numbers of youth
and young adults stopped and arrested for marijuana offenses.
However, these reductions are Inconsistent from state-to-
state, In some circumstances, youth now comprise a growing
number of people charged with marijuana offenses. These
reforms should extend to schools so that marijuana use no
longer leads to school suspensions and expulsions, which
increases the likelihood of future criminal justice involvement
and unemployment. Instead, youth inside and out of school
should be provided with resources and services thar reduce
their likelihood of problematic drug use and improve their
educational and vocational prospects.

Finally, the tax revenues collected from marijuana sales must
be reinvested in the communities most harmed by marijuana
ctiminalization. These monies are essential to help rebuild
communities most devastated by mass incarceration and the
decades-long drug war by investing in programs that offer
people a new start.
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Appendix

AppendIx A: Support for Marljuana Legalization
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Appendix, cont.

Appendix B: Marljuana Legallzation and the Start of Adult Use Retall Sales by State

Datg Ballot Date Date Retail Mumber of Non-
Measure Possession  Sales Began Medical Retall Stores
Passed Legalized in Operation-as of
11172016
Alasia 11/4/2014 2/24/2015 10/1/2016 147
(Ballot Measure 2)
Callfornia 11/8/2016 11/9/2016 State-level ratall licenses are expected None
{Proposition 84} to start being issued on 1/1/2018;
issuance of local licanses wlill vary by
locality.
Colorado 11/6/2012 12/10/2012 1/1/2014 . 504
(Amendment 64)
Maine 11/8/2016 1/30/2017 Retalil licenses ars expected to be None
(Question 1) issued on 2/1/2018
Massachusetts 11/8/2016 12115/2016 Retail sales are expected to None
{Question 4} commence on 7/18/2018
Nevada 11/8/2016 11/2017 Sales through existing medical 37
{Question 2) marijuana outlets started on 7/1/2017
Oragon 11/4/2014 71/2015 Early retail sales of marijuana to 507
{Measure 91) adults 21 and over began at medical

marijuana dispensaries on 10/1/2015
and licenses for adult use retailers
began issuing on 10/2/2016.

Washington 11/6/2012 12/6/2012 7/8/2014 518
{Initiative 502)
Washington, D.C. 11/4/2014 2/26/2015 Retail sales remain unlawful None
(Initiative 71)
| | i i { T el | T | LR
R — | ;
il [ { sl ! £ Fn |
i i ' ™
I I I |t dall
"" i A, AT S B iR - Iy [ s Bl i P, T
i I 33 l) LM IRiniaoin | o P I | i a1
Ilv | i T I ’ JCTrcend 55 0 yon Lapunr Tamo ) t ; v 4
[ & | 1 il } i
I 1
38 From Prohiblition to Progress:

A Status Report on Marljuana Legalization



AppendIx C-1: Marljuana Arrest Rates In Alaska per 100,000 people (2012 - 2018)

Marijuana Possession
Gender Mele 176.5 154.9 123.2 113 18
- Female 520 46.6 393 a7 20

Race White 130.2 1029 826 88 15

I Black 234.1 2003 205.7 106 106
Other 77.0 87.2 66.9 5.1 15

Age 18+ 1135 105.1 84.9 79 05
<18 127.8 97.9 78.1 70 59

Matljuina Sales/Manulacturing

Gender Male 16.8 15.5 6.4 0.3 08
Female 48 5.4 3.1 06 - 0.0

Race White 1.2 13.0 48 0.4 0.2
Black 248 142 7.1 0.0 7.1
Other 8.7 58 44 0.4 0.0

Age 18+ 12. 115 5.4 05 0.4
<18 107 a2 0.0 05

8.0

128.6

11.6

Gender Male 193.3 170.4
Femnale 56.8 520 42.4 4.2 2._13
Race White 141.4 115.8 ar4 9.3 1.8
Black 258.9 223.5 2128 10.6 17.7
Other 85.7 83.0 7.2 5.4 1.5
Fiips ﬂ?&} 124.7 116.6 80.3 8.5 o 0_9
<18 1385 105.9 81.3 7.0 6.4
Sources (C-1 and C-2):

“Crime In Alaska 2012," Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Department of Public Sefety,

hitp://www.dps.aleske.govigetmedie/0d5aab2d-719c-498a-a4 1d-e9410280d8b8/UCR_2012;.28px, at 87, 70.

“Crime In Alaska 2013," Unlform Crime Reporting Program, Departmert of Public Safety,
http:/iwww.dps.alagka.gov/getmedia/b19234d2-7875-4282-Bec 1-9284ef0a22ef/UCR_2013;.a8px, at 68, 69.

“Crime in Alaska 2014," Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Department of Public Safety,
http://dps.alaska.govigetmedia/4aad361 e-2348-4a0d-20f1-2ee0853274ad/UCR_2014;.aapx, at 63-66.

"Crime In Alaska 2015,” Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Department of Public Safety,
htip://dps.alaska.govigetmedia/fd4b27c3-7660-4527-9d88-fcbefB438c10/2015-CIAK-Raviead-D2-08-2017;.a8px, at 65-68.
"Crime In Alaska 2018," Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Department of Public Safety,

hitp://dpe.alaska.govigetmedia/d31723ba-5195-432b-8541-9981026726b4/CIAK2016-for-publication-REV-08-06-17:.aspx, at 66, 69.
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Appendix, cont.

Appendix C-2: Marljuana Arrest Rates Ih Alaska per 100,000 by Race (2012 to 2016)
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Appendix D-1: Marljuana Arrest Rates per 100,000 In Callfomnia (2012 — 2016)

Muorjusnn Misdemeonor

Gender Male 33.1 273 26.4 26.2 241
Female 6.6 6.3 6.4 5.9 59
Rece  White 162 138 138 142 133
Black 419 30.1 28.1 257 239
Hispanic 250 21.8 213 205 19.2
‘Oher 58 5.4 48 46 43
Age 8 82. 66 7.4 Y 8.8
<18 581 50.2 45.8 a7.1 3

Gender Male 619 62.9 60.8 40.7 35.8
Female 6.9 7.7 7.8 a7 49
Race  Whise 31.2 305 279 173 140
Black 107.6 99.5 064 7no 62.4 — 3
Hispanic 32.4 35.5 34.4 _2_1;!_ = 3 20.1 I
~ Ofther 137 16.0 17.9 143 148
Age 1B+ 390 05 395 26.5 24.1
<18 184 17.1 15.2 8.7 7.8

540 0

Gender Male 95.1 80.2 87.2 66.9 58.9
Female 13.5 13.9 13.7 10.6 10.8

Race White 47.4 443 M7 31.6 274
Black 149.5 128.6 124.5 98,7 86.3

Hispanie = 5?"5_ 57.3 85.7 423 39.3

Cther 19.5 21.3 228 18.8 18.2

Age 18+ 472 . . 47.2 47.0 36.1 az2.8
- o <1B_ 76.4 67.3 - 61.0 46.7 -42.9

Source: "Crime Dete,” Stete of Califormla, Department of Justice, hitps:/foag.ca.goviorime.
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Appendix, cont.

Appendix D-2: Marijuana Arrest Rates in California per 100,000 by Race (2012 to 2016)
l
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Source: “Crime Data,” State of Callfornfa, Departmant of Justice, https:/foag.ca.govicrima.
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Appendix E-1: Marljuana Arrest Rates per 100,000 In Colorado (2012 — 2014)

% change 2012-2014

Arrest Type Possession 219 103 112 -49%
- Unspecified 20 14 11 ~44%
Sales 6 4 4 -26%
- Produgtion 3 2 3 -5% _
Smuggling <1 <1 0 R -
Age Group 1010 17 years oid 591 561 598 1%
1810 20 ye;:)ld_ o= 1480 997 o978 -34%
21 years or older 170 28 35 -79%
Rece/Ethniclty White 280 123 123 52%.
Hispanic 219 124 140 -36%
- African-American 468 275 348 -26%
Cther 71 35 R 4 -37%
Gender o MaI; 403 200 206 R -49%
Female 83 47 56 -40%

Note: Denver under-reported marjuana arrests In 2012 and 2013, due o an issue with differant arrest and cltatlons systems. Denver over-reporied amests
In 2014 due 1o Including & non-criminal clvil citation.

Source: Colorado Bureau of Investigation, National incident-Based Reporting System data.
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Appendix, cont.

{

Appendix E-2: Marljuana Offense Rates per 100,000 In Colorado (2012 - 2014)

% change 2012-2014

Offense type Posgession 352 172 187 -47%
- Producing 8 3 8 -26% R

Sales 12 9 g -25%
Smuggling 0 1 0 15%

Age Group 10 1o 17 years old 394 362 400 4%
18 to 20 years old 2331 1473 1468 0 T N
21 years or older 243 a7 57 1

Gender - Male 591 205 3156 -47% -
Female 162 R 7& 87 -0.42

Note: Race/ethnicity of suspect is not captured accurately for offenssa and i not reported In this table.
Source: Colorado Bureau of Investigetion, National Incldent-Based Reporting System data.
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Appendix F-1: Marljuana Arrest Rates per 100,000 In Malne (2012 - 2016)

farijuand Possession
Age 18+ 217.6 221.3 227.8 2082 200.8
<18 153.4 151.4 143.9 1325 115.6

Age 18+ 38.6 27.9 283 18.1 16.0

<18 20.1 19.7 16.1 12.6 9.4

Age 18+ 256.2 249.2 256.1 2473 216.8
<18 173.4 171.0 160.0 145.1 125.0

Appendix F-2: Marljuana Arrest Rates In Maine (2012 - 2016)
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Source {F-1 and F-2):

"Crime In Malne 2012," State of Malne, Depariment of Public Safety, hitp:/www.malne.gov/dpe/cim/crime_n_malne/2012pdiiCrime%202012.pdf, at 81.
“Crima In Malne 2)13," State of Maine, Department of Public Safaty; hitp://www.maine.gov/dps/oim/erime_in_malne/2013pdifCrime%202013.pdf, at 80.
"Crime In Malne 2014,” State of Malne, Department of Public Sefety, hitp://www.maina.gov/dpe/cim/crime_in_maine/2014pdf/Crime%202014.pdf, at 81.
"Crime In Malne 2015," State of Maine, Department of Public Safety, hitp://www.maina.gov/dpe/cim/crime_in_meine/2016pdi/088%20Dug.pdf, at 81.
"Crima In Maine 2018," Stete of Malne, Department of Public Safety, hitp:/www.mains.gov/dps/cim/oime_In_malne/2018pdfiCrima%202016.pd!, at 83.
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Appendix, cont.

Appendix G'.“ Marljuana Arrest Rates In Nevada per 100,000 (2012 — 2016)

Warijuars Pessegsion

Gender Male N.A, N.A. 288.1 282.4 NA. .
Female N.A. N.A. 67.5 58.3 N.A.

Race White NA. NA. 219.8 208.8 2433
Black N.A. N.A. B880.8 845.2 . 818.3
Native American N.A. N.A. 76.5 74.4 B0.8
Asian N.A. N.A. 40.3 = 309 - 5{10
Pagific Islander N.A. N.A. 21.3 68.0 76.5

Ethinlaiiy HispanialLatine M.A, N.A. 67.1 116.8 1?6.7_ a
Mot Hispanis/Lating N.A. N.A. 114.3 : 176.8 198.3

Age 18+ 249.2 216.7 202.2 193.6 2399
<18 169.6 104.5 97.2 93.3 92.7

Gender Male N.A. N.A. 288.1 282.4 N.A.
Female N.A. N.A. ‘ 675 58.3 . N.A.
Race White - H 1 MN.A 2108 208.8 243.3
= BIaI N.A. NA - 660.8 645.2 816.3
B Native American N.A, N.A 76.5 74.4 8(;8
Asian N.A, WA = 40.5 = 309 go.o i
= Pacific Islander N.A, NA 21.3 68.0 76.5
&hnﬁ@ﬁﬁy Hispanie/Laiine NLA, WA 6_7.1 116.8 108.7
Neot Hispanie/Lating NLA. MA 1143 1766 1883
Age 18+ 249.2 216.7 202.2 193.6 239.9
B <18 169.6 104.5 p7.2 893.3 2.7
Continued next page
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Appendfx G-1: Marl]uaria Arrest Rates In Nevada per 100,000 (2012 — 2016), cont.

Gender Male N.A. N.A. 353.6 3187 N.A,
°n Femals N.A. N.A, 759 83.9 N.A. o

Race White NA  NA 257.9 2335 2727
g Black NA. NA 837.9 729.2 9442

Native American N.A. N.A. 83.5 829 91.4

. Asien NA. NA. a8 36.4 56.3

Pacific Islander N.A. N.A. 213 68.0 80.8

Ethmiclly . Hispenlg/Laiino NA, N.A. 755 1288 121.5

Not Hispanic/Latino N.A. N.A. 130.1 201.6 230.5

age 18+ 289.0 2568 2450 217.7 272.0

<18 197.9 1328 114.8 104.0 105.6

Appendix G-2: Marijuana Amrest Rates In Nevada per 100,000 (2012 - 2018)

300
250
200 : : E
150
100 —
50 — .
(o 8
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
[ - —
Marljuana Possesslon Marijuana Sales / Manufacturing

Notee: * The number of marijuane sales/menufacturing and poseession arrests in 2012 and 2013 are estimated based on the total number of sales/
manufacturing and possession arrests each ysar, by age group, and the share of each arrest by age group In 2014-16.

Sources (G-1 and G-2);

“Crime In Nevada 2012," Nevada Department af Publlc Sefely, hitp:/reed.nv.goviuploadedFlias/gsdnvgovicontent/About/UCR/CrimelnNV_UCR2012, peff, &t 152;
*Crime In Nevada 2013," Nevada Department of Public Safaty, http:/frecd.nv.goviuploadedPlles/gedrivgov/content/About/lUCR/CrimelnNV_UCR2013.

pdf, at 184; "2014 Crime In Nevada,” Nevada Department of Public Safely https:/iwww.lag.state.nv.us/Division/ResearchiLibrany/Documents/
RepartaToLeg/2015-2017/118-18.pdf, at 135-6;

“2016 Crime 'n Nevada,” Nevada Department of Public Safety, http:/recd.nv.goviuploadedFies/gasdnvgovicontent/About/ UCR/2015%20CHme % 20In%20Nevada,
pdf, at 147-8.

“2016 Crime in Nevada,” Nevada Dapartment of Public Safety, http:/recd nv.goviuploadedFlles/gadnvgovicontent/About/UCR/2016%20Crime %20In%20
Nevada%20Book%20(Online)with_pages.pdf, et 324, 428.
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Appendix, cont.

Appendix H: Marljuana Arrest Rates per 100,000 In Oregon (2012 — 2016)

QGender Male 503.8 282.3 132.9 27.4 9.6

Female 125.7 61.7 33.0 7.0 3.0
Age 18+ 321.4 179.8 824 14.4 28
<18 281.3 137.9 829 27.2 18.1
Sources:

“State of Cregon Report of Criminal Offenses and Amests 2012 (abbraviated),” Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Cregon Law Enforcement
Agencles, July 2013, hitp:/Mwww.oregon.gov/oep/CJIS/docef2012/STATE%200F%200REGON%202012.pdf, at 4-5.

*Stats of Oregon Report of Criminal Offanees and Arrests 2013 (abbreviated),” Cregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon Law Enforcement
Agenciles, hitp:/www.oregon.gov/osp/CJiS/docaf2013%20Annual%20Report3%20-%20All%20sections.pdf, at 19,

“Stata of Oregon Report of Criminel Offenses and Amests 2014," Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting {OQUCCR Program, Oragon Law Enforcemant Agencles,
http:/Awww.cregon.goviosp/CJIS/doce/UCR%20Program/2014%20Annuel% 20Report’%20-%20Al % 20sactions-11-05-15.pdf.

"State of Oregon Report of Criminel Offenses and Amests 2015,” Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting {OUCCR Program, Oregon Law Enforcement Agencles,
hitp/hwww.oregon.govioep/CJIS/docs/UCR%20Program/2015% 20Annual%20Report/2015%20Annual %20Report % 20-% 20A11%20sactions-08-08-16.pdf.
“State of Oregon Report of Criminel Offanses and Arrests 2016," Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon Law Enforcement Agencles,
http:/fwww.oregon.goviosp/CJIS/docs/2018%20Annuai% 20Report/2018AnnualReport.pdf.

48 From Prohibition to Progress:
A Status Report on Marijuana Legalization



Appendix I: Marljuana Possesslon Convictlons In Washington by Age Group (2005-2015)
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AppendIx, cont.

Appendix J: Marljuana Arrest Rates per 100,000 In Washington, D.C. by Charge and Race (2010 — 20186)

o Possession Public
stribution Possession g:;l:r: ::;:t to Consumption

2010 Black 720 1,109.8 3241 N.A.

White 4.4 161.6 30.2 N.A.
- Other . 24 : 27.0 3.2 - m -
2011 Black 94.2 . 1,186.0 319.2 N.A.

White 3.2 102.4 156.3 N.A,

Other = 15.1 2;6.8_ 75.4 _NA_ g
2012 Black 47.7 ' E.B 248.1 N.A.

* White 0 91.8 120 NA

Other 45 - 144.4 421 N.A.
2013 Black 274 685.4 228.4 N.A.

White 3.2 83.8 13.7 N.A.

Other 16 905 20 N.A. -
2014 Black 35.1 502.6 - 17_5.4 289

White 24 51.2 6.0 4.4
o Other 3.2 - 65.5 11.1 " 95
2015 Black 24.0 16.6 48.0 363

White 1.2 20 24 48

Other 0 - TB - 6.3 8.5
2016 Biagk 64.0 8.0 514 103.1

White - E E.ﬂ 0.8 9.7

Other 8.7 3.2 7.9 34.1

Source: Census Quick Facts; Metropolitan Pollce Department.

50 From Prohibition to Progress:
A Status Report on Marijuana Legalization



Endnotes

b Justln McCarthy “Record-High Support for Marijuana U In US.,"
Gallup News, October 25, 2017, accessed October 31, 2017, howp://news.gallup.com/
poll/221018/record-high-support-legalizing-masijwanaaspx.

* Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2016: Popula-
tion Estimates,” United States Census Buceau, American Fact Finder, accessed October
23, 2017, hups://factfinder.census.gov/faces/mbleservices/jaf/pages/productview.
xhemlpld=PEP_2016_PEPANNRES&sronpt; 29 Legal Medical Marljuana States
and DC,” ProCon.org, updated October 13, 2017, accessed October 23, 2017,
hreps/ imedicalmarjuana,procon.org/view.resource. phpiresonrcelD=000881; “Mari-
Juana Legalbation and Regulxtion,” Dru;PnthIhnu. accessed October 23, 2017,

* "US. Vot:ruSlyGS - 27% Let Transgender People Serve, QulnnlplncUnlveuky
Natlonal Poll Finds; Voters Disapprove 5-1 of GOP Handling of Health Case,”
Quinniplac University Poll, August 3, 2017, accessed Gctober 23, 2017, heepac/ipall.
qu.edu/images/palllngiusfu8032017_Ujm62prt.pdff.

4 Vermont (H 511). .

3 “Potential 2018 Ballot Measuce,” Ballotpedia, accemsed October 24, 2017, heps//
ballotpedia.ong/Porential_201

¢ Connecticut (SB 11, HB 5314, HB 5539, HB 6518); Delaware (HB 110); Hlinols
(SB 316/HB 2353); Maryland (SB 928/HB 1185, SB 927/HB 1186); New Jersey
(A4872/53195); New Mexico (HB 102); New York (S3040B); and Vermont (H. 511).

? Por example, see 2 recent repore from the Caro Inmirute finding that "on the basts of
available data. ..we find licde support For the atronger claims made by elther opponents
or advocares.” Angela Dills, Sterse Goffard, and Jeffrey Miron, “Dose of Reallty:

‘The Effect of State Marijuana Legallzatlons,” Cate Instltute, Seprember 16, 2016,
hetp:/fwww.cato.org/publications/policy-analyais/dose-realiry-effect-state-martjuana-
legalizarions.

! “Marijuana Legalization In Calorado: Early Pindings, A Report Putsuant to Scnace Bill
13-283," Colorado Department of Public Safecy; March 2016, hups//edpsdocrastate.
co.us/ors/docs/reports/2016-5B13-283-Rpe.pdf

# “State of Oregor. Report of Criminal Offerwes and Arrests 2012 {abbreviated),” Or-
egon Unifoon Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon Law Enforcement Agen-
dcles, July 2013, hup:/feerwroregon.gov/osp/CJ15/docs/2012/STATE% 200F%20
OREGON%202012.pdF; “State of Oregon Repon of Crlminal Offenses and Arrest
2013 (abbreviared),” Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Progam, Oregon
Law Enforcement Agencles, 2014, hetpy/fwww.oregon. gov/osp/CJ15/docs/2013%620
Annual%20Report9%20-9%20A11%20sections.pdf; “State of Oregon Report of
Criminal Offenses and Asrests 2014, Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR
Program, Oregon Law Enforcement Agencies, 2015, hetps//www.oregon.goviosp!
CIS/docs/UCR%20Program/2014%20Annual %2 9620ec-
tlons-11-05-15.pdE; "State of Oregon Repore of Criminal Offenses and Arresta 2015,"
Oregor Uniform Crime Repordag (OUCCR Program, Oregon Law Enforcement
Agencles, 2016, hreps/forww.oregon, goviosp/C15/docs/UCRY%20Program/2015%:20
Annusl920Report201 59620Annual20Repord620-%20A19: 20secrions-09-08-16,
pdf; “State of Oregon Report of Criminal Offenses and Arrests 2016 Annual Report,”
Oregon Uniform Crime Reportng (OUCCR Pragram, Oregon Law Enforcement
Agencies, 2017, hitp:/fwww.oregon.goviosp/CJIS/docs/2016%20Annual9620
Report/201 6AnnualReport.pdf.

W *Coutt Filings for Adult Marijuana Possesslon Plummet,” ACLU of Wishington State,
March 19, 2014, accessed Ocrober 12, 2016, hreps:/faclu-wa. org/news/coun-fllngs-
adult-masijuans-posscasion-plummet.

U “1-502 Evaluation Plan and Prellminary Report on Implementatinn,” Washington
State Instituts for Public Policy, September 2015.

12 “Press Release: One Year Anniversary of Marfjuana Legaltzaclon In Washington, D.C.,"
Drug Policy Allisnce, February 24, 2016, accessed September 28, 2016, http:/fwww.
drugpolicy.omg/news/2016/02/friday-one-year-anniversary-marijuana-legalisation-
washlngton-dc.

5 Danlel Bgan and Jeffrey Miron “The Budgetary Implicarions of Matljuans Prohibi-
tlon,” In Pot Politicr: Mariiuana and the Costs of Probibitien, 17-39 edived by Earley-
wine M. Oxford Univensity Press, New York (2006},

1 “Status Report: Marljuans Legalkaton in Washington After 1 Year of Remil Sales and
2.5 Years of Legal Possession,” Drug Pollcy Altlance, July 2015, accessed September
28, 2016, hupr/fwww.drugpolicy.org/stes/default/files/Drug_Paltcy_Alllance_Sta-
tus_Repore_Marjuans,_Legalization_in_Washingron_July2015,pdf.

15 *Marijuana Tax Data,” Colorado Department of Revenue, Updated December 2017,
bexpss/fwrorev.colorado.gow/pactfic/vevenue/colorado-matljuana-tax-data.

16 “Murijuana Tax Revenue and Educaddon FAQ,” Colorsdo Deparement of Education,
hexps:/farorw.cde.state.co.us/communicatlons/20170919mjqanda.

"7 Noclle Crombie, “Oregon Pays Our $85 Million In Pot Tames to School Pund, Cops,
Cther Services,” The Oregonian, Oct. 6, 2017, accessed Dec. 6, 2017, hep:/iwwwior-
egonlive.com/marijuanafindex.sff2017/10/oregon_pays_our_85_million_tn_1.honl.

1 Lindsey Lassiter and Matthew Stadnickl, “Lessons Learned? Nevada Tax Straregy for
Recreational and Medical Marljuans,” Tax Foundation, June 23, 2017, hetps/ foax-
foundation.org/nevada-tax-

* Laurel Andrews, “Here's Where Half of the Revenue From Alasks's Legal Pot Will
Go,” Anchorge Daily News, July 12, 2016, accessed September 28, 2016, hup:/hwww.
adn.com/alaaka-marljuana/2016/07/12/heres-where-half-of-che- revenue-from-alaskas-
I f

2 M.GL.A. 94G § 14(b}{v); Cal. Rev. & Tax. Code § 34019(d),

2 Cal. Ret: & Tax. Code § 34019(d); Mase. Gen. Laws Ann, ch, 34G § 14(b)(v).

2 Cal. Rev. 8 Tax. Code § 34015(F)(1).

= [bid,

M Thid.

% Cal, Rev. & Tax Code § 34019.

* Colo. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 39-268.8-101 e# 2n.; "Masljuana Tax Revenue and Education,”
Colorado Deparment of Education, accessed Dec. 19, 2017, berps://vww.cde.state.
co.uv/communicarions/20160902marjuanarevenue,

7 Wash. Rev. Code Ann. § 69.50.540. .

2 *Martjuana Tax,” Oregon Department of Revenue, acxessed December 7, 2017,
hitp:/fvww.oregon.gov/DOR/press/Documents/marljuans: face_sheet.pdf. -

® Alaska Saar. Ann. § 43.61.010.

® *News Releass: July Marljuana Sales Generaed £3.68 Million in Tax Revenue,” State
of Nevada, Department of Taxatlon, Scpr. 28, 2017, accessed December 7, 2017,
hﬂpl {feax. v gevinploadedFiles/tacivgov/Content/ TaxLibrary/July-Marijuana-Sales.

L Ml..Gm.ImAnn ch. 94G, § 14,
3t Ky sebnance wee and mensal health indicators in the United Stases: Resslis from the
2016 National Survey on Dyug Use and Health” Center for Behavioral Health Statletlcs
and Quallty, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administradon, (HHS
Publication No. SMA 17-5044, NSDUH Serics H-52), : httpr://www.samhsa.gov!
data/sices/defoult/fles/NSDUH-FFR1-2016/NSDUH-FFR1-2016.hem; Lioyd D.
Johnston, Patrick M.O’Malky, Richard A. Miech,, Jerald G. Bachman, John E.
Schulenberg,, “Memitoring the Futnre national survey results on drug use, 1975-2016;
Overoieny ey findings om adolescent drng wse, " Ann Arbor: Institure for Soclal Research,
Unlversity of Michigan, 2017; “Youth Risk Behavior Survey Data,” Center for Diseass
Control and Preventlon (CDC), accessed November 1, 2017, https:/fwww.cde.gov/
healthyyouth/datafyrbe/resules. hrm.

* Johngon, J. K., Johnson, R, M., Hodgkin, D, Jones, A. A., Matteucd, A. M., & Har-
ds, §. K. {2017). Hetcrogeneity of state medical laws and adolescent recent
uge of alcohol and masijuana: Analysis of 45 states, 1991-2011. Substance Abuse,
1-8. htips://dol.org/10.1080/08897077.2017.1385801.

% Ibid,

% “Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance — Unlted Scates, 2015," Centers for Discase Con-
tiol and Prevention, Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, Surveiilance Summaries
Volume 65, No. 6, June 10, 2016, accessed Navember 1, 2017, heeps/fwww.cdc.gov/
healthryyouth/datalyrbe/pdff2015/266506_npdated. pdf.

% “Healthy Youth Survey 2016 Anatye Report,” Washlngeon Seate Department of
Social and Health Services, Department of Health, Office of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction, and Liquor and Cannabls Board, June 2017, accessed November
1, 2017, hisgsffwwmaaklys.nct/DocalHYS%202016% 20Analyric%20Report%20
Final%2010-24-17.pdf

% “Data Brief: Substance Use Overview,” WnilinponSﬂu Department of Socla! and
Health Services, Deparrment of Helth, Office of the Superintendent of Public In-
structlon, and Liquor and Cannabis Board, 2017, hetps:/fwww.doh.wa.gov/Pormala/1/
Documents/8350/160-NonDOH-DB-SU-Overvicw,pdf.

4 “Healthy Kids Colorado Survey,” Colorado Deparement of Public Health 8 Environ-
ment, 2017, eccessed November 1, 2017, hutps:/fwww.colorado.govi/pacific/cdphe/
bkes. .

® Scote B. Harpin, Ashley Brooks-Russell, Ming Ma, Katherine A. James, Arnold H.
Levinson. “"Adolescent Marijuana Use and Perceived Ease of Access Befare and After
Recreational Marljuana implementation in Colorado.” Substunce Use and Mirsr,
(2017) dok 10.1080/10826084.2017.1334069.

www.drugpolley.org

&1



Endnotes, cont.

i £2017 Alaska Youth Risk Behavor Survey Results, "Alaska Department of Health and
" Soclal Services, Divigion of Pyblic Health, acecssed November, 2017, hup://dbass.
alaska. gov/dph/Chronic/Pages/yrbs/yrbsresults.aspx.

# Thid,

@ Thid.

® Thid.

# Thid.

# “Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Syseam data from 1991-2015." Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, sccessed November 1, 2017, hrtps//nced.cde.goviyouthon-

# “Oregon Healthy Teens Survey,” Oregon Health Auchority, Oregon Public Health Di-

" vision, accessed November 1, 2017, hetpe/iwww.otegon,govioha/PH/BIRTHDEATH-
" CERTIFICATES/SURVEYS/OREGONHEALTHYTEENS/Pages/index.nspx.

# Thid.

@ Thid,

@ “1991-2015 High School Youth Rlsk Behavior Survey Data,” Centers for Diseate
Control and Prevention (CDC), accessed January 9, 2018, hetp://nced.cde.gov/
youthonline/,

® [bhid

# Thid

% *California Healthy Kids Survey,” Callfornia Department of Education, accessed
November 1, 2017 herp://chks.wested.org/.

# “Marijuana-related calls quarcedy 2013-2016,” Oregon Polson Center, https://www.
ohsu.edu/zd/outreach/oregan-polson-center/you-and-your-family/upload/Cannabis-
report-FINAL-1-24-2016.pdf; “Oregon Polson Center Data Snapthot - 2016,"
Oregen Polson Ceates, https:/fworw.obsu.edu/zd/outreach/oregon-polson-center/

% Tbid.

% “Annusl Report 2016," Washington Polson Center, heeps:/forww:
content/uploads/2016-annual-report-final.pdf; “Toxic Trends Report: 2016 Annual
Cannabis Report,” Washingwon Poison Center,” hepa://fwerw.wapc.org/wp-content/
uploads/Cannabis-Report.pdf. .

* Thid.

* Ibid. .

3 “Colorado Marijuana Dara 2016, Rocky Mountaln Polson and Drug Centes, hetps//
www.rmpdc.org/Poruals/23/docy/Colorado9:202016%20Marijuana¥b20statistics.
pdtvers2017-02-12-140328-797; “2015 Annual Report,” Rocky Mountaln Polson
and Drug Center, htp:f/rmpdc.org/Portals/23/docs/CO%2020159%20Annusl%620
Repore.pdfivens2016-10-11-084236-237.

# Thid.

© Thid.

i Ibu'

“ Howard 8. Kim and Andrew A. Monte, *Colorado Cannabis and I
Effect on Emecgency Care,” Awr Emerg Med, 68,1,(July 2016): 71-75, doi:10.1016/).
annemergmed.2016.01.004.

** Ibid; “Colomdo Hospital Association Databank Program, Colorade Hospltal Utlliza-
tion Daes 2011-2015, Colorado Hospiral Assoclarion, Oceober 2016, heepaiffcha,
com/wp-content/uploads/201 7/03/CHA-DATABANK-Utillization-Data-Five-Years,
pdf.

& Ibid,

% See ¢.g, Howard S. Kim and Andrew A. Monte, *Colorado Cannabis Legallze-
von and Is Effect on Emergency Care,” Ame Emerg Mo, 68,1,(July 2016): 71-75,
doi:10.1016/j.annemergmed.2016.01.004; Alicla Wallacs, “Colorado on marljuana:
ER visits, poison-control calls down cven as consumption rates remaln steady” The
Denver Post, Pebruary 1, 2017, hup:/fwww.denverpost.com/2017/02/01 /colozado-
marijuana-er-visit-poison-contral/,

% Drug-Impaired Driving Laws,” Governors Highway Safety Assoclacion, 2017, accessed
November 27, 2017, httpi/vwerw,ghea.ozg/sate-laws/Larues/drug%20Lmpalred %620

driving,
€ Drug-Impaired Driving Laws,” Governors Highway Safety Assoclation, 2017, sccessed
November 27, 2017, bup:/fwerw. ghsa.org/seave-laws/issues/drug96201mpaired %520

driving.

@ Soe Andrea Roth, “The Uneary Case for Marj[uana as Chemtcal Impueirmient Uncer
# Science-Based Jurisprudence of Dangerousness,” Califirmia Law Reviesy 103, 4,
(Auguar, 2015): 841,845, hnyﬂ-:hnhnhphmbdndqwdu!qiiﬂmmcglhrﬂc
le=4294 8ccontextecalifornialawrevicw.

® St 0.g., Tbld; Jecob Sulllum, “Hearlng On Stoned Driving Undermines Pot Pro-
hibitoniste’ Scary Prophecies,” Rerbes, Aug. 8, 2014; *Planes, Trains and Automo-
biles: Operacing While Sraned,” Commitoee on Oversight & Government Reform,
Subcommittee cn Government Operations, U.S, House of Representatives, July 31,
2014, heepn://ovenight.house. poviwp-content/uplosds/2014/07/FINAL-Patrice-Kelly-
Testimony.pdf.

7 Sge Morrls Odell et al., “Resldial Cannabis Levels in Blood, Urine, and Ol
Fluid Following Heavy Cannahis Use,” Forensic Sci Int, 249, 173 (2015): 173-80,
10.1016/).forsclint.2015.01.026; Amy Berning, Richard Compoon, and Kathryn
Wochinger, “Results of the 2013-2014 National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and
Drug Use by Drivers,” U.S. Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, February 2015, https://www.nhtsa.gov/sices/nhw.doc.gov/
iles/812118-roadslde_purvey_2014.pdE

? Bamry Logan, Shermry L. Kacinko, Douglas Beirness. An Bwluatien of Data from Drivers
Arrested for Driving Under the Tnfluence in Relation po Fer e Limiss for Cennabis, AAA
Poundatlon for Traffic Safety,2016. Accessed September 2016, hutps://www.asafoun-
datlon.org/sites/defaulc/files/EvaluarionOfDriversinRelationToPerSeReport. pdf,

A Tbid,

P “Traffic Safety Facts: Research Note,” Natonal Highway Traffic Safety Adminigtration,
February 2015, accessed September 28, 2016, http:/fwww.nhte. gov/Driving+Safery/
Research-+8c+Evaluadon/Alcohol and+Drug.+ Use+ By+Drlvers; Richard Compton,
Marijuana-Impaired Driving - A Report to Congress, National Highway Traffic Safery
Adminiseration (Jul. 2017) (DOT HS 812 440).

™ Barry Logan, Sherty L. Kacinko, Douglas Beleness, An Evaluation of Date from Drivers
Arrested for Driving Uder the Igffuence in Relasion to Per se Limirs for Cannabis, AAA
Foundation for Traffic Safery;2016. Accessed Seprember 2016. https:/fwrow.amafoun-
datlon.orgldues/default/files/Evaluation OfDriversInReladonToPerSeReport.pdf.

7 See e.g., Affidavic of Paul Armenrans, obralned via emall from Mr. Armentana, dared
Mazch 25, 2015,

7% Thid.

7 Ihid,

7 “Crime in Colorado, 2008 Colorado Reported Statewide Adnle Arrests,” Colomdo
Buneau of Investigation, 2009, http://crimelnco.chi.state.co.us/cic2k8/state620
totala/statewide, adult_grreses.heml; “Crime in Colorads, 2008 Colorado Reporeed
Seatewride Juvenile Artests,” Colomdo Bureau of Investigation, 2009, hitp://erimeinco.
chlstate.co.us/cic2kB/stare%20twzals/statewide._juvenile_grreste.himl; “Crime In
Colatado, 2009 Colordo Reported Statewide Adult Arrests,” Colomdo Bureau of
Investigation, 2010, http://erimeinco.cbi.state.co.us/clc2k9/stare$620c0tals/stace-
wide_adule_asrests, himl; “Crime in Colorado, 2009 Colomdo Reported Statewide
Juvenile Arrests,” Colorado Bureau of Investigation, 2010, herp://crimelnco.chLstate.
co.uslele2k/stared20totals/stacewide_juvenile_arrests.html; “Crime In Colorado,
2010 Colorado Reported Starewide Adult Arresns,* ColondnBumuoﬂmudslﬂm
2011, hetp:/ferimeinco.chi. state.co.us/cic2k] 0/rtate%2Ototls/stavewide_sdult_grrests.
html; “Crime In Colorado, 2010 Colorado Reported Statewlde Juventle Arrests,”
Colordo Bureau of Investigatlon, 2011, brtp//crimelnco.chi.state.co.us/clc2k 10/
statc9620totals emi; “Crime In Colerads, 2011 Colorudo
Reported Starewide Adult Arrests,” Colorado Bureau of Investigation, 2012, http:/feri-
meinco,chi.smre.co.us/clc2k] 1/srace%6200omals/sravewlde_adule_aereses. hemls “Crime
in Colomdo, 2011 Colorado Reported Statewide Juvenile Arrests,” Colorado Bureau
of Investigation, 2012, heps//crimelnco. chl.state.co.us/cle2lke1 1/srared620cotale/state-
wide_juvenile_azrests.html; “Crime in Colorads, 2012 Celorado Reported Satewide
Aduk Arress,” Colorado Burean of Investigadon, 2013, heepr/ferimelneo,chl.state,
co.uslcic2k] 2/state%20cotals/statewide_adult_serests.html; “Crime In Colorado,
2012 Colozado Reported Statewide Juventle Arrests,” Colorado Buresu of Investiga-
tion, 2013, hup://crimelnco.chlstate.co.us/clc2k] 2/xtate%2 Ototals/sarewide_ju-
venile_arrests.heml; “Crime in Colorado, 2013 Colomdn Reported Swarevwide Adult
Artests,” Colorado Bureau of Investigation, 2014, httpef/crimelnco.cbl.state,co.us/
cle2k]3/stacIb20cotals/srarewlde_adulr_grrests.brml; “Crime in Coloradn, 2013
Colorado Reported Statewide Juvenlle Arrests,” Colorado Bureau of Investigation,
2014, hetp://crimeinco.chistate.co.us/cle2k ] 3/stare9620t0mis/statewlde, juvenile_ar-
testt.beml; “Crime in Colorado, 2014 Colorado Reported Statewlde Adult Arrests,”
Colorado Bureau of Investigation, 2015, hup://crimelnco.chlstate.co.us/cle2k14/
stae¥20comla/stacewide_adult,_arrests.html; “Crlme in Colorade, 2014 Calorado
Reported Statewide Juvenile Arrests, Colorade Buresn of Lnvestigation, 2015, heepe//
crimelnco.chl.state.co.usfclc2k] 4/stated62 0totals/ satewlde,_juvenile_arrests.heml;
“Crime in Colorado, 2015 Colorado Reported Statewide Adult Arrests,” Colorado

52

From Prohibitlon to Progress:
A Status Report on Marljuana Legallzation



Burcau of Investigation, 2016, hitp://erimelnco.chlstare.co.us/cic2k] 5/smate_torals/
sravewide_adult_arrests.php; “Crime In Colorado, 2015 Colorado Reported Saatewlde
Juvenile Arrests,” Colorado Bureau of Investigation, 20186, hrtp://crimeinco.chLaate.
co.us/cic2lk15/seave_rotals/satewide_juventle_arrests,php; “Crime Ln Colorado, 2016
Colomdo Reporced Statewide Adult Arrests,” Colorado Burean: of Lirvestigation, 2017,
hup:/ferimeinco.chl.stave.co.ur/cic2k] 6/stwts_totals/sarewide_adult_arrests.php;
“Cdme in Colomdo, 2016 Colerado Reported Staccwide Juvenile Arrests,” Colorado
Bureau of Investigation, 2017, hetpi//crimelnco.chistate.co.us/clc2k] 6/state_totals/
™ Ablgall Abrams, “Colorado’s Marljuana DULs Are Down 33%," T#m, April 21, 2017,
hup/ftime.com/4749802/colorado-marijusns-dul-drop-33-percent-2017/.
% “Crime In Washingron 2008 Annual Report,” Washingoon State Associatlon of
Sheriffa & Police Chicfi, hup:/fwww.waspc.org/assers/CJ15/crime_in_wa_2008,
pdf "Crime in Washington 2009 Anrusal Report,” State Amociation of
Sheriffs & Police Chiefs, hrep:/fwerw.waspe.org/assers/C][S/clw_2009.pdf: *Crime In
Washingron 2010 Annual Report,” Wathington State Assoclatlon of Sheriffs & Police
Chiefs, http:/iwworvnaspe.org/assets/CJ15/20109620ckw.pdf; “Crime in Washington
2011 Annual Report,” Washingten State Assoclatlon of Sheriffs & Police Chiefs,
bttp:ffwwov.waspe.org/assets/CJ15/2011_clw.pdf; “Crime In Washingran 2012 Annual
Report,” Washingron State Agsociation of Sheriffs & Police Chisfs, huep://www.waspe.
orglussets/CJ18/2012%20dw.pdf; “Crime in Washington 2013 Annual Report,” -
Washington Stare Association of Sheriffs & Police Chiefs, hrrp://wrww.waspe.org/
assena/CJIS/2013%20ctw.pdf; “Crime In Washington 2014 Annual Report,” Washing-
ton State Asgocintion of Shetiffs & Police Chiefy, htep:/fwrorw.waspe.arg/assens/CJIS/
ciw9202014%20small.pdf; “Crime In Washington 2015 Annual Report,” Washlng-
von Stare Assoclation of Sheriffs & Police Chiefs, hetp:/iwrwrw.waspe.org/asscts/CJIS/
erime9%20in%20washington%202015.small.pdf; "Crime in Washington 2016 Annual
Repon,” Washingron State Assoclation of Sherlffs 8 Folice Chiefs, hetp:/fwww.waspe.
org/assets/CJ1S/2016%20xime%20In%20washingron small, pdf.
“Marfjuana Legglization in Colorado: Early Findings, A Repore Pursuant to Senate
Bill 13-283," Colordo Department of Public Safety, March 2016, hep://edpsdocs,
ntate.co.usfors/doca/reports/2016-5B13-283-Rpe.pdf; “Cannabls Use Among Dilvers
Suspecred of Driving Under the Influence’or Involved in Collisions: Analysis of Wash-
ingron State Parrol Dara,” AAA Foundarion for Traffic Sufecy, May 2016, accessed
October 12, 2016, hetps://www.asafoundatlon.org/sites/default/files/CannablsUse-
® Ihid,
® "State of Oregon Report of Crinainal Offenses und Arrests 2008 {(abbreviated),”
Qregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Onegon Law Enforcement
Agencies, February 2011, http:/fwrweoregon.goviosp/CJIS/docs/2008/2008_an-
nual_report.pdf; “State of Oregon Report of Crirninal Offenses and Arrests 2009
(abbeevizwed),” Oregon Unlform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon
Law Enforcement Agencles, May 2011, http:/fwwworegon.goviosp/CJIS/
docs/2009/2009_annual_report.pdf; “Stace of Oregon Report of Criminal Offenses
and Amrests 2010 (abbreviated),” Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR

Program, Oregon Law Enforcement Agencles, June 2012, hitp://www.oregon.gav/omp/

CJI5/docs/2010/2010_annual_report. pdf; “Stare of Oregon Repore of Criminal Of-
fenses and Arress 2011 (abbreviated),” Oregon Unlform Crime Reporting (OUCCR
Program, Oregon Law Enforcement Agencies, July 2013, hep:/iwwor.oregon.govl
osp/CJIS/docs/201 1/STATE%200F%200REGON%202011.pdf; *State of Oregon
Report of Criminal Offenses and Arrests 2012 {abbreviated),” Oregon Uniform Ctime
Reporting (QUCCR Progtam, Oregon Law Enforcement Agencles, July 2013, hetp://
www.oregon.goviosp/CJ15/docs/2012/STATE%200F%200REGON%6202012,pdf
"Srare of Oregon Report of Criminal Cffenses and Arrests 2015," Oregon Uniform
Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon Law Enfarcement Agencies, http://
wrw.oregon.goviosp/C]1S/docs/UCRY%20Program/201 5% 20Annual %20 Report/201
SAnn ectlons010317.pdf; “Srare of Oregon Reporr of Criminal Offnses
and Arrests 2016, Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon
Law Enforcement Agencies, hrtp:/fwarw.oregon.goviosp/CITS/doca/20169%20An-
npal9%20Report/2016AnnualRepore.pdf.

# "Metropalitan Police Deparrment Annual Repore 2014," Metropolitan Police Wash-
ingron D.C., hetps//mpde.de.gov/sites/defaule/files/de/shes/mpde/publication/arrach-
ments/MPD%20Annual%20Reporc#202014_lowres 0.pdfi “Metrapolican Police
Department Anoual Report 2015, Metropolitan Police Washingeon D.C., heepes//
mpde.dec.govisites/default/files/de/sites/mpde/publicationfartachments/MPDY%20An-
nual%20Report6202015_lowres_0.pdf.

“Crime Reported in Alaska 2008,” Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Depare-
ment of Public Safery, hetpa://dpe.slasks gov/getmedial165ebadc-8c52-4aze-bad3-
b2472308d4706/UCR_2008;.aspx; “Crlme Reported in Alaska 2009,” Uniform Crime
Reporting Program, Deparmment of Public Safety; https://dps.alaka. gov/gecmedia/
58221 8c-693c-4297-868F-bdbdef2a441d/UCR,_2009; "Crime Reporced In Alaska
2010,” Uniform Crime Reporting Progeam, Department of Public Safety, htips://dps.
alesen,govi 5668d-c733-4fa6-8cd4-97 12264 S6/UCR_2010; “Crime
Reported in Alaska 2011, Uniform Crite Reporting Program, Department of Public
Safery, heeps://dps.alaska.gov/grimedia/2ad01 898-18b3-48b9-a0e1-bBd15¢540406/
UCR_2011; *Crime In Alaska 2012, Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Depart-
ment of Public Safety, hrtps://dps.alasks. gov/getmedla/0d5asb2d-719c-498a-a4 1d-
€94f0260d6b8/UCR,_2012; “Crite in Alatha 2013,” Unlform Crlme Reporting
Program, Department of Public Safety, hrepe://dps.alaska.gov/germedia/b19234d2-
7875-4282-82¢1-9284ci8222cf/UCR_2013; “Crime In Alaska 214," Uniform

Crime Reporting Program, Department of Pisblic Safery, hteps://dpa.aleskn.gov/
germedia/daa0361e-9348-4a0d-9cf1-9ec0953274ad/UCR_2014; “Crime in Alaska
2015," Unlform Crime Reporting Progmm, Deparement of Public Safety, hitpe://
dpa.alaske.gov/geemedia/fd4b27c3-7660-4527-9dB8-febaf5436ci/2015-CIAK-Re-
vised-02-08-2017;.a8px; “Crime Reporeed in Alasks 2008, Uniform Crime Reporting
Program, Department of Public Safety, hetps://dps.alaska.gov/getmedia/d31723ba-
5195-432b-854£9991025£25b4/CIAK2016-for-publication-REV-09-06-17;.aspx.
Faralicy Analyals Reporting System (FARS), WTSC Serlous Injury Data Source: Colli-
sion Locatlon Analysls System (CLAS), WSDOT.

David Migoys, “Exrlusive: Traffic fatalities linked to marffuana are up sharply in
Colorado. It legalization to blamei” Denver Post, August 25, 2017, www.denverpost,
com/2017/08/25/colorads-marijusna-traffic-faralities/,

Darrin T. Gondel, "Driver Toxicology Testing and the Involvement of Marijuana in
Faral Crashes, 2010-2014,” Washingron Traffic Safiry Comelaslon, Rebruary 2016,
sccemed Seprember 28, 2016, bitp://wisc.wa,goviwp-content/uploads/dim_up-
loads/2015/10/Deiver-Toxicology-Testing-and-the-Involvement-of-Marfjuana-in-
Paral-Crashes_REVFe:i2016.pdf.

Ibid.

See Barty Logan, Sherty L. Kacinko, Douglas Belrness, 4 Bvaluation of Dasa from
Drivers Arvested for Driving Under the Influence in Relasion co Per e Limics for Cannn-
bis. " AAA Foundation For Traffic Safety,2016, accessed Segrember 2016, hreps:/frww.
asafoundarlon.org/sites/defaule/files/Evalnation QO riversInRelation ToPerSeReport.
pdf {“The Fawalicy Analysis Reporting System {FARS) {s a public darabase containing
Informarien on traffic crashes thar result in » Racality. These deta ane often used to
report prevalence data regarding drugs and driving buc there are significant Jimitatfons
as described by the Natlona! Highway Traffic Safety Administration, These limitations
include, but are not limited to wide variation In testing procedurcs (matrix vested,
cutoff concentrations, equipment used, drugs Included in testing), differences in
policy regarding who is tested, and procedure for reporting dara to FARS analyss In
each state. Further, the data only indicate that 4 drug was preseat; fo conclusions can
be mads regarding Impalrment based on drug positivity which could have resulted
from previous day use, for cxample, Based on these limitations, while FARS dats may

. be useful In idendfying the prevalence of cannabis use In rested drivers, ir does not

provide overall prevalence estimates, NHTSA emphaslzes that the data ave not reliabl:
for comparing drug use between years or across states, Therefore, it s Impassible ro
make any inferences regardlng impairment or causatlon from these limited data.™)
(emphaais added); Amy Berning and Deresce D. Smither, “Understanding the Limits-
tlons of Drug Test Informatlon, Reporting, and Testing Practices in Fatal Crashes,”
U.S. Department of Trensportation, Natlonal Traffic Sefety Adminlstration, Qffice

of Behavioral Safety Rescarch, November 2014, httpa://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/Api/
Public/ViewPublication/812072.

Darrin T. Gondel, “Driver Texicology Testing and the Involvement of Marijuana in
Fatal Crashes, 2010-2014," Washingron Traffic Safety Cominisslon, Februgry 2016,
accessed September 28, 2016, hetp://wisc.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/dim_up-
loads/2015/10/Driver- Toxicology- Testing-and-the-Involvement-of-Marijuana-in-
Faral-Crashes REVFeb2016,pdf.

Tbid.

Jayson D. Aydelotte ¢t al,, “Crash Fatality Rates After Recreational Marljuana Legal-
Ization in Washingeon and Colorado,” American fournal of Public Health, 107, no, 8
(August 1, 2017); 1329 - 1331, hep://ajph.aphapublications.org/dol/abs/10.2105/
AJPH.2017.303848.

www.drugpolicy.org

53



Endnotes, cont.

# See, e.g., RL. Hartman and M.A. Huestis, "Cannabis effects on driving skills, National

Center for Blotechnology Information™ Clinical Chemistry, 59, no.3 (March 2013):
478-92, dok: 10,1373/clinchem,2012,194381; ]G, Ramackers et al., “Dose relared
tisk of motor vehicle crashes after cannabis use,” Drug and Alkobol Dependence, 73,
no.2 (2004): 109-19, betpsi/Fwwwnchlnlm,nih.gov/pubmed/14725950; Mark As-
bridge, Jill Hayden, Jennifer L. Cartwright, “Acute cannabis consumprion and motor
wehicle colllslos tisks gystematic review of obsetvational sudics and meta-analysis,”
British Medical fowrnal, (Feb. 2012); R. Andeew Sewell, “The Effect Of Cannabis
Compared With Alcobol On Driving”, Am. J. Addict, 18, 0.3, (May 1, 2010): 185-
. 193; "Marljuara and Driving: A Review of the Selentific Evidence,” NORML, hup://
norml.org/ltbrary/item/marijuana-and-driving-a-review-of-the-scientific-cvidence.

% See, og., Hindrlk WJ, Robbe and James B, O’ Hanlon, "Marljuana and Actil Driving
Performance,” U.S. Deparument of Transpormdon, Narional Highway Traffic Safery
Administrarion, Nov. 1993; Hindrik W, J. Rabbe and James E O'Hanlon, "Maxi-
juans, Alcohol and Actual Driving Performances,” U.S. Department of Transporta-
tlon, Natlorsl highway traffic safety sdminbsteation, July 1999; Flona ], Cotper &
Barry K. Logan, "Drugs and Human Pecformance Ract Sheets,” U.S. Department of
Transportution, Nurfonal Highway Traffic Safety Adrminiscrarion,” April 2004; Richerd
Compton et al.,, “Drug-Impaired Driving: Understanding the Problem and Ways to
Reduce I: A Report to Congreas,” Nutional Highway Traffic Safety Admintstration
December, 2009, hrtpst/fworw.nhess. gov/sites/nhess.dor.gov/files/811268.pdf; Gary G.
Kay 8¢ Barry K. Logan, “Drugged Drving Expért Panel Report: A Consensus Protocol
for Assessing the Potentlal of Drugs to Impalr Driving,” U.S. Department of Trans-
porvetion, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, March 2011, hrtpedtformew,
rescarchgate.net/publication/242182523_Drugged, Driving Expert_Pand_rcport A,_

consensus_protocol_for_useslng the_potential_of_drugs_to_impeis_driving,

% J.G. Ramuekers et al,, “Neurocognitive Performance During Acute THC Intoxice-
tion In Heavy and Occaslonal Cannabls Usen” /. menza.a (2008):
266-77.

% Amy Berning, Richard Compton, and Kathryn Wachinger, “Results of the 2013-2014
Nationat Roadslde Survey of Alcohol and Drug Use by Drivers,” U.S. Department
of Transpormation, Natfonal Tralfic Safery Adminterration, Fehmury 2015,
hetps:/ fwerwnhteagovisites/nhtsa. dot. gov/filea/81211 8-roadside_survey_2014.pdE.

# Ses, 0.5, Douglas ]. Beimess and Herb M. Slmpson, “Role of Cannabls and Benzo-
diazeplnes o Motor Vehicle Creshes,” Tansportetion Research Circular, May 20086,
hrrp://onlinepubs.erb.org/Onlinepubs/cirenlers/ec096. pdffpage=18.

# HW] Robbe, “Marijuana, Alcohol and Actual Driving Performance,” U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation, Natlonal Traffic Safery Adminisceation Instlture for Human
Psychopharmacology, Univensicy of Maastrichr, The Netherlands, july 1999, DOT HS
£08 939; R. Compton, “Marljusna-Impalred Driving A Repore to Congress,” U.S.
Department of Transportation, Natlonal Highway Treffic Safety Administradon, DOT
HS 812 440, heeps://www.nhua.gov/slces/nhua.dot.gov/files/documents/812440-
marljuans-impaired-driving-report-to-congress.pdf.

1% Gisela Skopp et al., “Cannabinoldbefunde im Serum 24 bis 48 Seunden nach Rauch-
koorum [Serum cannablnold levels 24 o 48 hounlﬁumm:blllmnldng] Arch
Krinsined :(2003): 83-05.

161 B R, Nordstrom 8 C.L. Hart, "Asenlng Cognitive Functioning in Cannzbls Users:
Cannabls Use History an Imporant Consideration,” Nexropsychapharmacology, 31,
No. 12 (2006): 2798-2799; ].G. Ramackens et al,, "Neurocognitive Performance
During Acute THC Intoxicatlon In Heavy and Occaslonal Cannabls Usens,” J. Pryebo-
pharmacology 23, No.3 (2009): 266-77.

12 Nirah Chakshi, “Marijuana Could Deliver More Than $800 Milllon In Revenue to

and Celorado,” The Washington Post; Seprember 26, 2014, accessed Sep-
tember 28, 2016, hrps://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/govheatfwp/2014/09/26/
marjuana-could-deliver-more-than-800-million-in-revenue-to-washington-and-
colorado/.

1 Marfjuane Tax Dats,” Colorado Department of Revenue, accessed Novembesz 21,
2017, herps:/fwrww.colorado.gov/pacific/revenue/colorada-marijunana-tax-data

[hid,

19 Richard Phillips, “lssues with Taxing Marijuana ar the State Level,” Instirute on Taxa-
tion & Economic Policy, May 2015, hetps://ivep.omg/wp-content/uploads/macijuanals-

resrepor.pdf

'“Mhﬂede'Hl;hmcwlddrMupmﬂjumpzlmmdbohmduH:d:
market in Californla, analysls ssya,: The Wiashington Pos, Ocrober 30, 2017, hetps://
www.washlagtonpost.com/news/post-nation/wp/2017/10/30/high-taxes-could-drive-
up-marljuana-prices-and-bolster-the-black-marker-in-californla-analysis-sayaftuem,_
terme,414c0a454ab6.

17 The average market rate for marfjuana Aowers in Colorado fell from $2,007 per pound
on January 1, 2015, to $1,307 per pound on Qctober 1, 2017, “Average Market Race
Change Fact Sheet,” Colorado Department of Revenue, https:/forww.colorado.gov/
pacific/sites/defanlt/files/AverageMarketRateFactSheet. pdf,

1% joseph Bishop-Henchman and Morgan Scarbozo, “Marljusna Legalization and Taxes:
Lessons for Other States from Colorado and Washington,” Tux Foundadion, May 12,
2016, herp://taxfoundation.org/mariiuane-taves-lessons-colorsdo-washington/,

1% John Frank and Alicla Wallace, “Colorado looks to marfjuana tax as budget fix,
stretching the limits of what voters approved,” Denver FPost, May 2, 2017, hetps://
www.denverpost.com/2017/05/02/ mardjuans-tax-hike-15-percent/; “Retail Marljuzana
Sales Tix Changes Pact Sheer,” Colorado Department of Revenue, hrrps:/forew.
colorado.govipacific/slter/default/fles/201 7JulySB267, pdf, )

10]oseph Bishop-Henchman and Morgan Scarboro, “Marljuana Legaltzarion and Taxes:
Lessons for Other States from Colorado and Washington,” Tax Foundatlon, May 12,
2016, hrtps://exfoundation.org/marljuane-taxes-lessons-colorado-wazhingron/.

' *Regearch Brief #4-16: Updated Marijuana Tax Revenue Estimates,” Leglalative Rev-
enue Office, State of Oregon, May 2016, accessed September 28, 2016, hepa:/forww.
orcgonkgldature.gov/lro/Documents/RR962004-16%20Updated %20Mardjuana$620
Revenuc%20Rescarch%20Brief.pdf.

"12Lindscy Lassiter and Matthew Stadnicki, “Lessons Learned? Nevada Tax Strategy for
Recreational and Medical Marijuans,” Tax Foundatlon, June 23, 2017, heepes/frax-
foundarion.arg/neveds-tax-macijuana/,

13 Morgan Scarboro, “Massachuserrs Increases Marijuana Tax Rate,’ Tax Foundadon,
August 1, 2017, https//mxfoundation.org/massachusetts-marijuana-tax-increase/.

14 Richard Phillips, “Issues with Taxing Marfjuana at the State Level,” The Instinate on
Taxation & Economic Policy, May 2015, https:/fivep.orgfwp-content/uploads/mari-
Juanaissuesrepore. pdf,

5Liga Rough, "Cannabis Tax Rates: A State-By-State Guide,” June 22, 2017, htepe/f
www.leufly.com/news/industry/marijuana-ax-rares-by-stace.

16 Marljuana Taxes | File” Colorudo Department of Revenue, Taxation Division,
hrwps:/fwrarw.colorado. govipacific/tax/marijuana-taxes-file.

" Wash. Rev, Code Ann. § §9.50,535.

W0 Rev, Stat. § 4758.705.

119 Alacks Star. Ann. § 43.61.010,

2 Lindsey Lassiter, “Lessons Leamed? Nevada Tax Scravegy for Recreational and Medical
Marijuana,” Tax Foundation, June 23, 2017, accessed December 7, 2017, hupe://
taxfoundation.org/nevada-taz-marijuana/.

L Cal. Rev. & Tax Code §§ 34011, 34012,

2 Maxs. Gen, Lews Ann, ch, 64N, §§ 2, 3.

1 Ell McVey, “Chart: Cannabis industry employs 165,000 plus workers,” Marijuana
Business Daily, June 26, 2017, https://mjblzdaily.com/chart-cannabis-industry-
employs-165000-plus-workers/,

1%4*The Economic Impact of Marijuana Legalization in Colorado,” Masijuana Policy
Group, October 2016, heep:/fwww.mjpolicygroup,com/pubs/ MPG20Impact9%20
©3620Marijuana%200n%20Calosado-Final.pdf; Christopher Ingraham, “The
muarljusna Indusery created more than 18,000 new jobs in Colomdo kst year” The
Wieshingion Post, October 27, 2016, httpa://www.washingronpost.com/newsfwonk/
wp/2016/10/27 /the-marljuans-industry-crewted-over- 18000-new-jobs-In-colo-
ado-last-year/futm_terme=.0cfB66486¢72.

5Thid,

18[bid,

Zibid, p. 9

128 Angela Dills, Sietse Goffard and Jeffrey Mironm “Daose of Reality: The Effect of State
Marijuana Legalizarions,” CATO Institute, September 16, 2016, httpe://object.cato,
org/sicea/caro.org/fles/pubs/pdffpa799.pdf.

13“Employment and Wage Earnings In Licensed Marijiatia Businesses,” Washington
State Institute for Public Policy, June 2017, hetp://www.wsipp.wa.gov/Report-
File/1669/Waipp_Employment-and-Wage-Farnings-in-Licensed-Matljusnn-Business-
ex_Reporcpdf,

#1bid, p. 11.

181 Beau R. Whitney, “Cannabis Employment Estimates House Commlttee on Economic
Development and Trade,” Whitney Economice, February 22, 2017, hutpac/falislcg,
state.or.us/liz/2017R1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/99775.

19 COLO. CONST. ART. XVIIL § 16(3)(a}; Wash. Rev. Code Ann, § 62.50.4013(3)(x).

54

From Prohibition to Progress:
A Status Report on Marljuana Legallzation



** Phillipe Lucas, “Rationale for cannabis-based interventions in the oplold overdose
axisls,” Figrm Reduction Journal, 14, 58 (August 2017), hupsi//dol.org/10,1186/
§12954-017-0183-9.

14 Marcus A. Bachhuber et al,, "Medical cannabis laws and opiold anslgesic overdose
mortality in the United Sares, 1999-2010," JAMA Jnternal Medicine, 174, 10, (2014):
1668-1673; David Powell, Rosalie Liccardo Pacula, and Mircilla Jacobson, “Do
Medlcal Marjjuana Lews Reduce Addictions and Deaths Related to Pain Killers?,™).
Natlonal Bureau of Economic Research, November 2015, hetps://doi.ong/10.3386/
w21345; Rhee Smith, “The Effects of Medical Marijuana Dispensuries onAdverse
Oploid Qutcomes,” Socie! Sciemcr Resenrch Nevwerk, (August 3, 2017), , rerdeved from
heeps:/papers.ssm.com/absracts 3012381,

193 M. D, Livingston et al., “Reereational cannabis legalization and opioid-related deaths
In Colorado, 2000-2015," American Josrnal of Public Hewlth, 107, No, 11 (November
2017): 1827-1829.

15 Marcus A. Bachhuber et al., “Medical cannabis lews and opioid snalgesic ovendose
mortalley In the Uniced Scazes, 1999-2010," JAMA Iusernal Medicine, 174, 10, (2014):
1668-1673.

1% M. D. Livingston et al,, “Recreational cannabls legaltzation and opicid-related deaths
in Colomado, 2000-2015," American Jowrnai of Publéc Health, 107, No. 11 (November
2017).

15 Y Shi, “Medical madjuana policles and hospltalizations related to marijusna and opi-
old paln refleves,” Drug o Akobol Dependence, 173 (Aprl 1, 2017): 144130, heepe://
dolorg/10.1016/].drugalcdep.2017.01.006. .

1 David Powell, Rosalle Liccarda Paculs and Mirellle Jacobson, “Do Medical Marijuana
Laws Reduce Addictions and Deaths Related to Faln Killens?,” National Burcau of
Economic Research, July 2015, herpe://dolorg/10.3386Aw21345; Rhet A. Smith, *The
Effects of Medical Marljuana Dispensaries on Adverse Opiold Ourcomes,” Seclaf Sci-
ence Research Network, (August 3, 2017), htrpai//papers.ssm.com/abstrace=3012381.

" Amanda Relman, “Cannabls as & substitute for alcohol and other drugs,” Harm
Reducsion Journal, 6, 35 (Seprember 28, 2009): hope:/fdol.org/10.1186/1477-7517-
6-35; Phillppe Lucas et al,, “Cannabis a1 a subsdtute for alcohol and other drugs: A
dispentary-based survey of subatitution effect Ity Cansdlan medieal cannabls padients,”
Addicrion Research o Theory, 21, No.5 (November 20, 2012): 435-442, httpa://doLorg
/10.3109/16066359.2012.733465.

W 5, K.Aggarwal, “Cannabinergic pain medicine: a conclse dinlcal primer and survey
of randomlzed-conrolled trial resules,” The Clinsical fournal of Rein, 29, 2, (February
29, 2018): 162-171; “The Health Effects of Cannabis and Cannabinoids: Current State
of Bvidenice and Recommendations for Research,"Natlonal Academles of Sclences, Engl-
neering, and Medicine, Washingron, DC: The Narlonal Acedemics Press.

"2 Douglas Bruce ct al,, “Preferences for Medical Marljnana over Prescription Medica-
tions Among Persons Living with Chronic Conditlons: Alternative, Complementary,
and Tapering Uscs,” fournal of Alternative and Complementary Medicine, (Sepreraber
25, 2017): hepse//doi.ong/10,1089/acm.2017.0184,

8 Kevin F. Bochnke, Evangelos Litinws and Danlel J,Clauw, "Medical Cannabls Use Is
Associared With Decreased Optatc Medication Use in & Retrospective Cross-Sectional
Survey of Patients With Chronic Pain,” The Journel of Pain: Official Journal of the

Amorican Pain Socieiy, 17, no.6 (Junc 2016):, 739744, herps:/fdoLorg/10.1016/).
Jpain2016.03.002.

# § Haroutounian Er al., “The Effect of Medicinal Cannabis on Pain and Quality-
of-Life Outcomes in Chronic Pain: A Prospective Open-iebel Study,” The Clinical
Journal of Pain, 32, no.12 (December 2016): 1036-1043, heeps//doi.org/10.1097/
AJE0000000000000264.

! Nathan Kesel and SarahTrumble, “Americas marijuana evalution,” Third Wy, Auguac
24, 2017, hup://wrrwv.thirdway.org/report/americas-marijuans-evolution,

5 Joseph Blshop-Henchman and Margan Scarboro, “Marijuana Legalization and Taxes:
Leasans for Other States from Colorado and Washington,” Tax Foundation, Mey 12,
2016, httpa:/faxfoundatinn.arg/marljuana-taves-lessons-colorado-washington/#_fm?.

7 Richard Philllps, “Issues with Tixing Marijuana at the Scate Level,” Institute on Tiow-
tion & Beonomic Pelicy, May 2015, hreps://itep.org/wp-contentfuploads/marjuanals-
nlwepm pdf.

5 Colorudo's MlﬂjumnEnfnmutDMddeuﬂMuhtDumndSmdron
Mn.rljuanlln Colorade,” Colorado Department of Revenue, July 9, 2014, https://
wrw.colorado.gov/pacific/ster/defaylt/files/ MED3620Markery3620512¢%20and %20
Demand9%20Study¥20Press%20Release, 3%20]uly?209,%202014%5B1%5D pdf.

¥ Lindsey Lagsiter and Matthew Stadnickd, “Lessons Learned? Nevada Tax Strategy for
Recreationsl and Medical Marljuans,” Tax Foundatlon, June 23, 2017, heepa://eax-
foundation.org/nevade-tax-marijuana/,

1% Russ Belville, “Does Legalization Affect Medical Matljuana? The Leaton of Wash-
ington,” Weew News, October 27, 2016, https://www.weednews.co/does-legalization-
affect-medical-masijuana-the-lesson-ofwashington/,

”']bid.

132]hid,

- whid,

4% Confrontlng Criminal Justice Debt: A Guide for Policy Reform,” Criminal Justice
Policy Program, Harvaed Law School, heeps//ejpp.lawharvard.edu/assets/Confronting-
Crim-Justice-Debr-Guide-to-Policy-Reform-FINAL.pdf as 1.

3]hid,

1% 5e¢, o.g,, Scort Christian, “6 Things You Need to Know To Be a Colorado Weed
Tourist,” GQ January 3, 2014, hnpc.!!wwmm.wmlmryl&thlngn-m—know-mlondo—
weed-tourise,

127 The Control, Regulate, and Tax Adult Use ofMl.rljulnl Act of 2016 (Propogition 64)
L]

128 Cal, Bus, & Prof. Code § 26059(a).

15 Mass, Gen, Laws Ann. ch, 94G, § 4(a)(4); Recommendations for Ensuring Raclal
equity in Marijuana Licensing,” Boston City Council Committer on Jobs, Wages, and
Workforce Development, December 2016, hups:/forww.boston.gov/sices/defuulc/files/
document-file-01-2017/marljuane-report.pdf (including recommendations for devel-
oplng £n equitable recreational marijuana licensing system in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts); “2017 Cannabls Dispensary Permits Request for Peomit Applications,”
Clity of Oukland: Special Activity Permits Division, Office of the City Administadon,
October 2017, http://wrww2.0aklandnet.com/oakea 1/groups/cityadministrator/docu-
ments/memonandum/oak067010.pdf; “Cannabis Equity Report,” City and County of
San Franclsco, Office of Cannabls, Human Rights Commission & Controller’s Office,
November 1, 2017, heeps://sfgar. M=F&ID=55334848GUID
=DBB17596-3BCB-44D9-AIDF-SECA247EA16.; "Social Equity Proposal o City
Councll” Los Angeles Cannabls Task Force: Social Equity Commitee, Seprember 13,
2017, http://clkrep.laclty.orgfonlinedocs/2017/17-0653_pc_9-13-17.pdf; “Ordinance
Esrablishing an Equity Program for Cannabis Businesses,” Clty of Sacramento Law
and Leglalatlon Committee Repart, November 14, 2017, http:/fsacramento.granicus.
com/MetaViewer.phpiview_jd=218cevent_ld=31056mera_ld=506973.

18 Mass. Gen. Laws Ann. ch. 4G, § 4(a)(4).

6t Fla. Star. Ann. § 381.986(7)(d); Ohlo Rev. Code Ann. §§ 3796.9(C), 3796.10(C);
35 Pa. Stat. Ann. § 10231.615.

18 1hid.

188 bid.

164*Bgllor Title for Tax on Recréaricnaf Marjnana Sales,” Chry of Pordand, Augusr 2017,
hrps://muleco.us/file/55479/download.

18 Cal Health 8¢ Sef Code § 11361.8; Colo. Rev. Star. § 24-72-710; Or. Rev. Star. §

161705,

165 Ses, 0.g., “Pathways Report Policy Optlons for Regulating Marifuana In Callfornia,”
Blue Ribbon Commission on Marijuana Folicy, July 22, 2015, hrtps:/fwww.safe-
andsmarrpolicy.orgiwp-contentfuploads/2015/07/BRCPathwaysRepore.pdf at 23.

167 [hid, at 29.

W 1bid, ar 28.

21 U.5.C. §812 Schedule 1(c}{10).

"’_"JulleA.I-Hll. Banks, Marijuara, and Federalism, 65 Case W, Res, L. Rev. 597, 600
(2015).

7 "Propositlon 64 Data Summary Repart,” betpiffwww.oourts.ca.govidocuments/
Prop64-Pilings.pdf,

mORS 161.705

7 *The War on Mazljuana in Black and White,” ACLLJ, June 2013, accessed September
28, 2016, https:/iwwwadu.org/fles/asers/aclu-thewaronmarjuana-rel2, pdf,

1H#Keith Humphreys, “Pot Legalization Hasn't Donc Anything tw Shrink the Racal Gap
In Asrests,” The Washington Pos, March 21, 2016, accessed Scpember 28, 2016,
breps:/ fwrerwwashingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/03/21/por-legal zation-hasne-

done-anything-to-shrink-the-

racial-gap-in-drug-arcests/,
125“Marijuana Legalization In Colorado: Early Findings, A Repore Pursuant to Senae
Bill 13-283," Colorado Department of Public Safety, Division of Criminal Justice,
Office of Research and Statlstlcs, March 2016, hrp://odpsdocs.state.co.us/ons/docs/
reporta2016-SB13-283-Rpt.pdf.
17]hid,

www.drugpollicy.org



Endnotes, cont.

17*Crime in Algglen 2012,” Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Department of Publlc
Safety, hetpe://dps.alaska. gov/germedia/0dSaab2d-7190-4982-241d-e94f0260d6b8/
UCR _2012; “Crime in Alegkes 2013,” Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Depart-
ment of Public Safety, http:/fwww.dpsalaska.gov/germedia/b19234d2-7875-
4282-Bec1-92B4efD226/UCR,_2013;.a8px, at 66, 69; “Crime in Alaska 2014,
Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Department of Public Safery, hrep://dps.
alaske. gov/getmedia/42003616-9348-4n0d-9cf1-9ec0953274ad/UCR,_2014;.25px,
at 63-66; “Crime in Alasks 2015,” Uniform Crime Program, Depart-
mear of Public Safery; herp://dps.alaska.govigetmedia/fd4b27¢3-7660-4527-9d88-
fcbaf6438c80/2015-CIAK-Revised-02-08-2017;.a5px, at §3-68; “Crime In Alaska .
2016," Unlform Crime Reporting Progratn, Department of Public Safety, hutp://dps.
alaska govigetmedia/d31723ba-5195-432b-854.999102525b4/CIAK2016-for-
publicetlon-REV-09-06-17.aspx, at 66, 69; “U.S, Census Quick Facts,: United States
Census Buregu, httpe:/forww.censu. goviquickfacrd/,

19 Mike DeBonls and Peter Hermann, “Decriminalization actives, and D,C. police
prepare for sea change In marljusns laws,” The Washingen Post; July 17, 2014,
herps:/ forerwwvashingronpost.com/local/de-politics/ decriminalization-amrives-and-dc-

in-marijuana-laws/2014/07/16/0£2122b8-0c82-11e4-
b8e5-d0deB0767h2_storyhemldurem_terme,dfFd9685aceS.

17 Washington, D.C. (Inidadve 71),

8 Data produced s a result of a Freedom of Informarion Ace (FOLA) request to the
Metopolitan Polloe Department.

1 lb’d.

1ﬂ[bid_

2 D.C. Law 20-0126; D.C. Offictal Code § 48-1201, et s2q.

' Dara produced az a result of a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to the
Mmpnllun Police Department.

w5 [hid.

1841bid; U.S. Census Bureau,

7 *The Drug War, Mass Incarceration and Race”, Drug Policy Alllance, February 2016,
hrtpetforww.drugpolicy.org/altes/default/files/ DPA%20Fact%208heer_Dmpg3620
War?h20Mars$620Incarceration¥%20and%20Race. %28Fcb.962020169629.pdE

122“The War on Marljuana In Black and Whire,” ACLL, June 2013, accessed September
28, 20186, herper/fwww.aclu.org/files/assets/aclu-thewaronmarijuana-rel2.pdf

®1Ibid, p. 116-17.

9]bid, p. 121-22.

19 “Marijuana Legalizarion in Colorado: Barly Findings, A Report Pursuant to Senate Bill
13-283,” Colorado Department of Public Safety, March 2016, hitpe//odpsdocs. state.
co.us/ors/docs/reports/2016-5813-283-Rpe.pdf

walhid,

wihid,

1%"State of Oregon Report of Criminal Offenses and Asrests 2012 (abbreviated),”
Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon Law Enforcement
Agencies, July 2018, hetp://www.ocegon.goviosp/CJ15/docs/2012/STATE%20
OF%200REGON36202012.pdF; “State of Oregon Report of Criminal Offenses
and Arrests 2014," Oxegon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon
Law Enforcement Agencics, bup://www.oregon.gov/oap/CJIS/docs/UCR%20Pro-
gtam/20149620Annual%20Report%20-9620A119620sections-11-05-15.pdf; *State
of Oregon Report of Criminal Offenses and Arrests 2015," Oregon Uniform Crime
Reporting (QUCCR. Program, Oregon Law Enforcement Agencies, http:/forww.
arcgon,gevosp/ CJ1S/docs/UCRY620Program/201 596 20Annual% 20Repore/2015An
nualReportAllSections010317.pdf “State of Oregon Report of Criminal Offenses and
Arrcats 2016,” Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCCR Program, Oregon Law
Enforcement Agencics, httpi/fwww.oregon.goviosp/CJ15/doc/20169%20Annual 9620
Report/2016AnnualReport.pdf.

1% *Marijuang Enforcement Disparities in California: A Raclal Injustice,” Drug Policy
Alliznce and ACLU, May 20186, hup:/fwww.drugpolicy.org/resource/marijuana-
enforcement-dispatities-california-mcial-injustice.

1% Cal, Health & Safety Code § 11357.

lw]'hld.

W hid,

56 From Prohlbltion to Progress:
A Status Report on Marljuana Legallzation



