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Recommendation

The Jefferson County Marijuana Task Force, after considering available evidence,

recommends that the Jefferson County Board of County Commissioners permanently

prohibit marijuana establishments within unincorporated Jefferson County. The task

force finds that condoning and licensing marijuana establishments is not consistent with

the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Jefferson County. The task force

recommends that the Board of County Commissioners adopt the following ordinance:

PURSUANT TO THE AUTHORITY GRANTED BY SECTION 16(5)(F) OF ARTICLE

XVIII OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO, THE BOARD OF

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF JEFFERSON PROHIBITS THE

OPERATION OF MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITIES, MARIJUANA PRODUCT

MANUFACTURING FACILITIES, MARIJUANA TESTING FACILITIES, AND RETAIL

MARIJUANA STORES WITHIN UNINCORPORATED JEFFERSON COUNTY,

COLORADO.
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Executive Summary

The Jefferson County Marijuana Task Force spent three months listening to

testimony, reviewing studies and examining evidence related to prohibiting or

permitting licensed marijuana establishment in unincorporated Jefferson County. The

task force found compelling evidence that it would not be in the best interest of

Jefferson County or its citizens to allow marijuana establishments. Although the

circumstantial evidence was significant, it is important to note that Colorado's

experience with legalizing recreational marijuana is relatively new and some data is

lacking. It will take another two to four years to be able to totally assess the impact of

legalizing recreational marijuana based on data and facts, not rhetoric. However, there

is compelling evidence to support the position that the probable and possible

consequences are sufficiently negative that the best decision is to ban marijuana

establishments. Some of the negative impacts discovered by the task force include:

Public Safety Impact

There is a probability that overall crime will increase. Applied logic would

suggest that whenever there is an increase in people under the influence of any

drug that crime would be impacted. This is particularly true with youth who

often engage in risky behavior that studies have shown increase with marijuana

use.

• Traffic fatalities involving operators who tested positive for marijuana have

increased 100 percent since Colorado commercializing medical marijuana.

• The legalization of recreational marijuana in 2013 has demonstrated that

marijuana-impaired driving will likely increase. 77 percent of the Colorado State

Patrol's 2014 Driving Under the Influence of Drugs (DUID) Program incidents

involved marijuana and 42 percent were for marijuana alone.

• Students being referred to law enforcement for incidents related to marijuana

have increased substantially since the commercialization of medical marijuana.

The percentage of total drug referrals to law enforcement has increased 45

percent.

• Since the commercialization of medical marijuana, and continuing with

recreational marijuana, the diversion of Colorado marijuana outside the state has
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increased. Through the U. S. Mail along there has been a 762 percent increase in

seizures of pounds of Colorado marijuana sent out of state.

• Recent experience in Denver shows an increase in citations for public

consumption of marijuana from 2013 to 2014.

Public Health Impact

• Thousands of studies from reputable universities and medical schools have

substantiated a number of negative health impacts including:

o Respiratory and pulmonary adverse effects

o Cardiovascular: Increase in contributions to heart attacks and strokes

o Cancer: Marijuana playing a role in certain cancers including lung and

testicular cancer.

o Prenatal Exposure: Impacts on fetuses from marijuana-smoking mothers that

later cause cognitive and attention deficits.

o Immune System: Possible impact on the immune system in which marijuana

suppresses certain system components.

• Cognitive and Psychological Aspects of Use in Adults and Youth:

o A link with marijuana to psychosis and depression.

o Problems with marijuana dependence and/or addiction.

o Marijuana contributing to cognitive impairments including attention,

working memory, verbal learning and memory functions.

Other Health Issues

• Colorado's rate for marijuana-related exposures is triple that of the national

average.

• Marijuana-related exposures for children ages 0 to 5 on an average have

increased 268 percent from pre-to post-medical marijuana commercialization.
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• St. Anthony Hospital marijuana cases in the emergency department increased

184 percent in the first six months since licensed marijuana establishments began

(January 2014) compared to the same six months in 2013.

• In 2012, the City of Denver marijuana-related emergency room visits were 45

percent higher than the Colorado rate.

• Hospitalizations related to marijuana increased 82 percent from 2008 to 2013.

Government Impact of Legalization

• Sale or production of marijuana is a federal violation which pre-empts state or

local law. A marijuana establishment is a criminal enterprise under federal law.

A new administration could elect to enforce the law, subjecting those engaged in

the marijuana business to prosecution and the assets subject to seizure.

• There is a probability that the overall societal cost in the future will far outweigh

revenue. The experience with alcohol and tobacco supports that position.

• There is a possibility that property values could be reduced within

unincorporated Jefferson County and thus reduce property taxes.

• There is a probability that litigation from the marijuana industry, or against the

marijuana establishments, will increase.

Business Impact

• A survey of business owners in unincorporated Jefferson County shows that 51

percent believe marijuana establishments would detract from the quality of life

and image of the county. Only 28 percent believed it would enhance the quality

of life and image of the county.

• From a business perspective, there is a concern that property values would be

adversely impacted, including some environmental concerns.

• Licensing marijuana establishments would also raise workplace drug policy

issues and potential litigation.
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• There is a possibility that licensing marijuana establishments would have an

impact on attracting new businesses and investment potential.

Educational Impact

• The normalization of marijuana has caused a significant reduction in teenagers'

perception of the risk of marijuana use, a significant factor in the rate of use.

• Regular use of marijuana among Colorado youth (ages 12 to 17 years) is ranked

4th in the national and 39 percent higher than the national average.

• The increased use among teens, particularly at early ages, leads to 1 out of 6

becoming addicted to marijuana.

• Studies show marijuana use adversely affects brain development which is not

conducive to educating our youth.

• Eighty-nine percent of school resource officers surveyed have seen an increase in

marijuana incidents in the schools since recreational marijuana was legalized.

• Data shows a 32 percent increase in drug suspensions and expulsions in schools

since medical marijuana was commercialized in 2009.

The task force believes it is critical that Jefferson County leaders send a strong

message that the use of marijuana is not in the best interests of its citizens or in keeping

with the healthy and safe environment they are trying to enhance in Jefferson County.

A chamber of commerce survey of Jefferson County businesses shows 51.6

percent believe allowing retail marijuana establishments would detract from the quality

of life in unincorporated Jefferson County. Only 28.5 percent felt that it would enhance

the quality of life. In the same survey, 53.4 percent felt that marijuana establishments

would detract from the image of unincorporated Jefferson County and only 24.8 percent

felt it would enhance the image.

In a Jefferson County tele forum poll, 72 percent of the respondents said that they

did not want recreational marijuana sales in unincorporated Jefferson County and 74

percent said marijuana sales would harm the lives of Jefferson County residents.

In 2010, the Jefferson County Board of Commissioners banned medical marijuana

establishments as they found the decision was "necessary to the preservation and
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furtherance of the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Jefferson County..." The

task force applauds that decision and asks the County Board of Commissioners to make

the same kind of decision on recreational marijuana establishments.
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Introduction

Amendment 64, concerning the use and regulation of marijuana, was passed in

Colorado in November 2012. Amendment 64 creates astate-wide system of regulated

retail marijuana establishments that can grow, sell, produce, and test marijuana and

marijuana products. After Amendment 64 was passed a number of other bills

governing marijuana have been enacted. Under the legal framework currently in place,

local governments have wide discretion in determining whether and how to regulate

marijuana establishments. Pursuant to Section 16 (5) (f) of Article XVIII of the Colorado

constitution and Section 12-43.4-301 C.R.S a locality may prohibit the operation of

marijuana cultivation facilities, marijuana product manufacturing facilities, marijuana

testing facilities, or retail marijuana stores through the enactment of an ordinance or

through an initiated or referred measure. Irrespective of the legal framework in

Colorado, marijuana remains illegal under federal law.

Jefferson County Board of County Commissioners

By unanimous action of the Jefferson County Board of County Commissioners an

ordinance was adopted, CC13-243, prohibiting the operation of marijuana

establishments within unincorporated Jefferson County effective July 28, 2013.

Prohibited marijuana establishments include:

1. "Marijuana cultivation facility" means an entity licensed to cultivate,

prepare, and package marijuana and sell marijuana to retail marijuana stores, to

marijuana product manufacturing facilities, and to other marijuana cultivation facilities,

but not to consumers.

2. "Marijuana establishment' means a marijuana cultivation facility,

marijuana testing facility, a marijuana product manufacturing facility, or a retail

marijuana store.

3. "Marijuana product manufacturing facility" means an entity licensed to

purchase marijuana; manufacture, prepare, and package marijuana products; and sell

marijuana and marijuana products to other marijuana product manufacturing facilities

and to retail marijuana stores, but not to consumers.

4. "Marijuana testing facility" means an entity licensed to analyze and

certify the safety and potency of marijuana.
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5. "Medical marijuana center" means an entity licensed by a state agency to

sell marijuana and marijuana products pursuant to section 14 of this article and the

Colorado Medical Marijuana Code.

6. "Retail marijuana store" means an entity licensed to purchase marijuana

from marijuana cultivation facilities and marijuana and marijuana products from

marijuana product manufacturing facilities and to sell marijuana and marijuana

products to consumers.

The ordinance prohibiting the establishment of marijuana facilities, centers, and

stores ceases to be effective on February 1, 2015, unless further action is taken to extend

the effective date of the ordinance.

Marijuana Task Force

In early 2014, the Jefferson County Board of County Commissioners formed a

Marijuana Task Force to report on and make recommendations concerning whether

marijuana establishments should be permitted in unincorporated Jefferson County.

Pivotal to the board's consideration are potential impacts of marijuana establishments,

positive and negative, upon public health, public safety, government operations, local

businesses and education.

The Marijuana Task Force met every two weeks over the course of several

months commencing Apri128, 2014. Initially, the task force reviewed its charge as

given by the Board of County Commissioners and resolved concerns over task force

structure and organization. A chairwoman was elected by the task force members. She

generally guided discussion and the work of the task force and was ably assisted by a

staff facilitator. Task force discussion and spirited debate focused on potential impacts

of marijuana establishments in unincorporated Jefferson County. Task force members

were invited to share expertise and collect studies pertaining to impacts of marijuana

for the group's consideration. Guest speakers presented information on a variety of

topics, including regulations, taxation and enforcement, to the task force. Efforts were

made to collect and share information relevant to public safety, public health, business,

education, taxation and regulation. Finally, public comment was invited and frequently

offered by members of the community to the task force.

Two subcommittees formed out of the task force. One subcommittee prepared a

report to support prohibiting marijuana establishments and the other to permit

marijuana establishments (Attachment 6) in unincorporated Jefferson County.
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However, there is only one recommendation from the task force based on majority vote

(7 in favor/2 opposed). The task force recommends that marijuana establishments not

be permitted in unincorporated Jefferson County, and that they be banned by resolution

and ordinance. The minority report is Attachment 6.

Given the state of the marijuana research, known ill effects of marijuana, and

federal law prohibiting marijuana, the board should exercise its discretion to prohibit

marijuana establishments. Marijuana is legal under Colorado law under certain

circumstances; however, it does not necessarily follow that marijuana establishments

are in the best interests of the citizens of Jefferson County or that they should be

allowed.

Even though Amendment 64 passed in the state, voters have taken a different

position with respect to the operation of marijuana establishments. This is evidenced

by the Jefferson County a town hall poll and chamber of commerce survey. A voter

could favor decriminalizing possession of small amounts of marijuana yet be adamantly

opposed to the development of marijuana establishments in the community.

Undoubtedly, opposition to marijuana establishments is in part due to negative impacts

on life in Jefferson County as described in the Impact Section of this report.
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History of Marijuana Legalization in Colorado

1917: Colorado criminalized marijuana.

2000: Colorado Constitutional Amendment 20 approved by voters provided an

affirmative defense for the medicinal use of marijuana for certain chronic or

debilitating diseases or medical conditions.

2006: Amendment 44 legalizing marijuana was on the Colorado ballot but failed to

pass.

2008: Colorado had between 1,000 and 4,800 medical marijuana cardholders and no

known dispensaries.

2009: Medical marijuana became commercialized and expanded in Colorado.

• In February, the U.S. Attorney General announced that the federal

government would discontinue legal action against medical marijuana

dispensaries in California.

• In July, the Colorado Department of Health failed to reinstate the five patients

per caregiver ratio.

• Commercial "dispensaries" emerged under the guise of being caregivers for

numerous individuals without fear of federal interference.

Colorado went from approximately 4,000 medical marijuana cardholders to

41,000 and no known dispensaries to over 250 by the end of 2009.

2010: The Colorado Legislature passed HR 1284, which legalized medical marijuana

centers, cultivation sites, and edible manufacturers.

July 6, 2010: Jefferson County Board of Commissioners passed Resolution CC10-285

prohibiting medical marijuana establishments as in the best interests of

the health, safety and welfare of the citizens.

2012: There were 5321icensed dispensaries and over 108,000 medical marijuana

cardholders in Colorado.
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2012: Colorado voters passed Constitutional Amendment 64 which legalized

marijuana for recreational purposes.

May 28, 2013: Jefferson County Board of Commissioners adopted Resolution CC 13-

215 creating a temporary moratorium prohibiting marijuana

establishments.

June 18, 2013: Jefferson County Board of Commissioners adopted Resolution CC 13-

243 extending a temporary moratorium prohibiting marijuana

establishments until February 1, 2015.

2013/2014: Colorado Legislature passed a variety of laws governing the recreational

marijuana industry. Colorado state government passed rules and

regulations to regulate the marijuana industry.

January, 2014: The first recreational marijuana establishment began operating.

Apri115, 2014: Jefferson County Board of Commissioners adopted Resolution CC 14-

159 establishing the Jefferson County Marijuana Task Force.

Apri130, 2014: There were 116,180 marijuana registry ID cards.

June, 2014: Local response to licensed recreational marijuana establishments:

• 36 counties and 174 cities have banned recreational marijuana establishments

• 8 counties and 45 cities have a moratorium, or temporary ban, on recreational

marijuana establishments

• 5 counties and 6 cities have prohibited new businesses but allow medical

establishments to migrate to recreational marijuana establishments

• 15 counties and 30 cities have permitted licensed marijuana establishments

July 1, 2014:

• There were 493 licensed marijuana medical centers and 2121icensed

marijuana retail stores.
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• There were 7291icensed marijuana cultivation facilities and 2791icensed

recreational cultivation facilities.

• There are 149 medical marijuana-infused (edible) businesses and 631icensed

infused-product businesses for recreational marijuana.
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Introduction to Impact

In order to thoroughly assess the impact of licensing marijuana establishments,

the task force believes it is important to consider factors that contribute to the rate of

drug use. Drug policy's (enforcement, prevention and treatment) purpose is to limit the

number of people using drugs because of the negative impact on users, their families

and friends and society in general. The primary factors that affect the rate of drug use

are:

• Availability: The more available the drug, the more people tend to use.

Availability includes the amount of time it takes to obtain the substance.

• Perception of Risk: The lower the perception of risk the greater the use. This

includes the risk of getting into trouble as well as the adverse mental and

physical impact on the individual.

• Public Attitude: The greater the public acceptance of a drug, the greater the use.

The public includes family, community, state and the nation.

• Price: Although not universally accepted as a primary factor, many drug

experts, including a RAND Corporation study, cite price as being a factor in use.

The lower the price the greater the use, the higher the price the less the use.

Youth are particularly vulnerable to the price since oftentimes their income is

limited.
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Public Safety Impact

Introduction

The Jefferson County Board of Commissioners is rightfully concerned with the

impact of marijuana establishments on public safety. Although licensed marijuana

establishments are relatively new, there is data available based on Colorado's

experience with commercial medical marijuana establishments beginning in 2009. This

data is a good precursor of what to expect with recreational marijuana. The task force

examined crime statistics, traffic fatalities, impaired driving, diversion and youth

behavior. The evidence is overwhelming that legalizing marijuana has had a significant

impact on public safety.

Crime

Over the past number of years in Colorado crime has remained relatively stable

although there was a 2.1 percent increase in violent crimes and a 1.3 percent rise in

property crimes from 2012 to 2013.' However in Denver, with the majority of medical

and recreational marijuana establishments, the crime rate shows a 2 percent increase in

property crime from 2009 to 2013 and a 25 percent rise in violent crimes from 2009 to

2013.2 In comparing the first six months of 2013 to the first six months of 2014, Denver

has had a 7 percent increase in all crimes:z

Crime data is potential trend information and cannot be positively linked to

either the medical or recreational establishments. However, this may be an indication

of probable or possible outcomes particularly considering studies relating drug use and

crime. There is an inherent problem with people being under the influence of any

substance and criminal behavior. In Denver for instance, in 2013, 48.4 percent of male

adult arrestees tested positive for marijuana — an increase of 16 percent from 2008.3

Also, by mid-2013 Denver Police had written more tickets for public consumption of

marijuana than they had in a112012.4

Youth and Crime

The studies and statistics relating to youth anti-social behavior and marijuana

use are substantial. A 2006 report entitled "The Relationship Between Alcohol, Drug

Use and Violence Among Students" by the Community Anti-Drug Coalition of America

(CADCA):
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• Over 60 percent of the youth involved with weapons in school were marijuana

users.

• 27 percent who threatened someone else with a gun, knife or club or threatened

to hit, slap or kick someone were marijuana users.

According to a Department of Health and Human Services report, young people

who use marijuana weekly are four times as likely as non-users to engage in violence.s

An Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) report shows the incidents

of youth physically attacking others, stealing or destroying property increased in

proportion to the number of days marijuana was smoked in the past year.6 The

National Survey on Drug Use and Health shows youth engaged in fighting or other

delinquent behavior were more likely than other youth to have illicit drug use in the

past month, which includes assault and theft.'

In Colorado, prior to the commercialization of medical marijuana, approximately

8 percent of teens (age 12 to 17) were considered regular marijuana users. That

percentage jumped 25 percent after the commercialization of medical marijuana to over

10 percent. In fact, in that age group, Colorado is 39 percent higher than the national

average and ranked fourth in the nation.8
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The result of the increase in drug use among teens has been displayed in

behavior in school. From school year 2008/2009 to school year 2012/2013, there has been

a 32 percent increase in drug-related suspensions and expulsions the majority of which

are for marijuana.9
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Over the same period of time, while alcohol violations remained relatively stable,

the violations for drugs and referrals to law enforcement went from 24 percent of all

referrals to 34. This is a 42 percent increase.lo
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A June 2014 survey of 100 school resource officers revealed that 89 percent have

seen an increase in marijuana-related incidents since recreational marijuana has been

legalized. Of those resource officers, 61 percent reported that they believe the students

are getting marijuana from friends who obtain it legally or from their parents.l'

Impaired Driving

While overall traffic fatalities in Colorado have decreased approximately 15

percent from 2007 to 2012, fatalities involving operators testing positive for marijuana

increased 100 percent.1z

The percentage of all traffic fatalities involving operators testing positive for

marijuana doubled from 2007 to 2012 from about 7 percent to 16.5 percent. Prior to

2009, Colorado averaged approximately 40 fatalities where the operator tested positive

for marijuana. After the commercialization of medical marijuana, that increased 24

percent to an average of over 60 a year.
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Officia12013 records from the Larimer County Sheriff's Department show that in

stops for driving under the influence of drugs (DUID), 94 percent tested positive for

marijuana. The first three months of DUIDs in 2014 are on a pace to exceed the number

in 2013.

The Colorado State Patrol Driving Under the Influence of Drugs Program

initiated in 2014 shows that during the first six months, 77 percent of the arrests

involved marijuana and 42 percent were marijuana alone.

According to the Colorado Department of Transportation, Drug Recognition

Experts (DRE) completed over 500 impaired driving evaluations of which 62 percent

were for marijuana as confirmed by toxicology reports.

Diversion of Colorado Marijuana

Proponents of legalizing marijuana base their position on a number of issues

including the belief that legalizing marijuana would eliminate the black market.

However, with the legalization of marijuana Colorado has become the black market for

at least 40 other states that have been identified receiving Colorado marijuana.

According to the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) National Seizure System,

there has been a 397 percent increase in highway interdictions involving Colorado

marijuana destined for other states since 2008.
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From 2005 to 2008, compared to 2009 to 2013, there was an over 30 percent

increase in the pounds of Colorado marijuana seized in highway interdictions. During

the latter years, it averaged over 3,600 pounds. Interdiction officers believe they only

seize about 10 percent of what actually gets through undetected.

The U.S. Postal Inspection Service Prohibited Mailing of Narcotics system reveals

that in 2009 there were no parcels of Colorado marijuana seized through the U.S. mail.

In 2010 there were 15 parcels seized containing Colorado marijuana destined to other

states. That number jumped to 1,280 percent to 207 parcels in 2013. The pounds of

marijuana seized during that same period increased 762 percent from 57 pounds in 2010

to 493 pounds in 2013.
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Public Health Impacts

Introduction

The use of marijuana (cannabis) causes, at a minimum, a pleasurable experience

for many. Some who use the drug experience intense pleasure to the point of euphoria.

The primary psychoactive ingredient in marijuana, THC, has its effect on the pleasure

and reward system of the brain and, when smoked, the effect is nearly immediate and

can last 4 hours or more. For a percentage of those who use either the smoked or edible

forms of cannabis, the pleasure also comes with certain costs. These costs to individuals

translate to costs to the health and safety of the public. The more individuals who use

marijuana, the greater the impact is on public health and the systems and resources

needed to address the impact.

Several issues are at the heart of the debate about the public health implications

of legalizing the retail sale of marijuana. One issue is the question about the potential

benefits and harms of individual use of marijuana and the degree of impact on public

health. A second issue is the question about how commercialization of marijuana (via

retail medical and recreational marijuana establishments) might impact public health

and if/how the negative impacts to public health might be offset by the possible benefits

of commercialization. Though we do have data around these issues, the evidence base

in some areas is still in its infancy.

Before reviewing the evidence around these issues, it is important to note that

the passage of Amendment 64 de-criminalizes use and possession of up to an ounce of

marijuana (approximately 50 or more marijuana cigarettes), as well as cultivation of six

marijuana plants by individuals. Decriminalization may help in the study of the human

(versus animal), in vivo (versus laboratory) health and public health effects of

marijuana use. It is estimated that well-designed research over,the next ten years may

give us the information needed to adequately inform public health and safety policies

around marijuana. Until then, we must look at what is widely accepted as sound

evidence.

General Health Effects of Marijuana Use

There are a number of compounds in cannabis known to have medicinal value,

and the field of research around medicinal uses of cannabis continues to grow. Most

accepted among the medicinal benefits is marijuana's ability to act as an analgesic to
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reduce chronic pain, act as an anti-inflammatory for certain diseases, serve as an anti-

emetic to reduce nausea associated with chemotherapy and to improve appetite, and as

an aid to reducing intra-ocular pressure. Emerging research shows promise for use in

some forms of epilepsy and to reduce muscle spasticity common in diseases such as

multiple sclerosis. Though some reports claim that cannabis may be effective in

treating certain mental health symptoms (including anxiety and depression), current

data show a greater connection between marijuana use and poor mental health

outcomes for adults and youth. Where medicinal benefits exist, effects can typically be

obtained with synthetic mimetics that do not include the ingredients which cause the

psychoactive "high" and don't require individuals to smoke the product. An extensive

review by the Institute of Medicine concluded that smoked cannabis should "generally

not be recommended for medical use."'

Acute and Chronic Health Effects in Adults and Youth

Respiratory/pulmonary health effects —Marijuana smoke contains many of the

same components that are found in tobacco smoke (including carbon monoxide and

cyanide). For heavy users, daily cough, chronic bronchitis, lung infections and

pneumonia are more common. Though there may be short term benefits of cannabis on

bronchial dilation, the inflammation caused by use appears to cause long term adverse

effects, including a number of conditions which are known precursors to chronic

obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) and cancer. It is believed that the immunologic

competence of the respiratory system in marijuana smokers may be compromised as

indicated by increased rates of respiratory infections and pneumonia.2 As yet, however,

causal associations between COPD and lung cancer have not been clearly established.3

Cardiovascular effects — It is generally well accepted that cannabis and THC

cause an increase in heart rate, which is a concern for people with existing

cardiovascular disease. Studies show that cannabis use contributes to a 4.8-fold

increase in heart attack within an hour after use and may exacerbate angina in patients

with cardiovascular disease.' Research around the association of stroke and cannabis

use is growing, with some evidence that cannabis use may cause a condition similar to

Reversible Cerebral Vasoconstriction Syndrome, accounting for an increase in strokes

among younger adult users 4

Cancer risks —Though current pre-clinical research indicates that the

cannabinoids in non-smoked cannabis may play a potential role in the treatment of certain

cancers, a growing body of evidence suggests that smoked cannabis is associated with

or a factor in the incidence of cancer. Bronchial biopsies of cannabis smokers have

detected signs of inflamed airways similar to what is seen in tobacco smokers which is

Jefferson County Marijuana Task Force 30 P a g e



evidence of precancerous changes suggestive of higher risk of respiratory cancers.' A

study from Sweden spanning 40 years showed that, among those who smoked the

highest quantities of marijuana, there was a 2.1 percent increase in lung cancer risk

(substantially less risk than for tobacco smoking).5 Other studies link marijuana smoke

to oropharyngeal and testicular cancers.b

Effects associated with perinatal (pre- and post-natal) exposure - (fetal

growth, neurobehavioral effects, etc.) -Exposure to marijuana during pregnancy has

been associated with cognitive and attention deficits, memory and learning problems,

early onset of depression, and substance use by early adolescence in children exposed in

utero.'~ 8.9 School-age intellectual development has been shown to be detrimentally

affected by prenatal marijuana exposure and exposure during lactation. Though the

extent to which the effects persist into adolescence and adulthood are uncertain, the

implications are that the impact on neuropsychiatric, behavioral and executive

functioning may influence adult productivity and lifetime outcomes.10 Generally

agreed is that the risks to the fetus and child are substantive enough to warrant

advisement of pregnant women not to smoke marijuana during pregnancy and

lactation and to avoid exposure to marijuana smoke.

Immune system effects -Though studies are mixed on the issue of immune

effects of marijuana use, several studies have found that cannabinoids cause

suppression of certain immune system components, resulting in increased susceptibility

to cancer and infections.11 Pulmonary infections are more common among heavy

marijuana users, possibly as a result of marijuana's impairing effect on certain immune

cells, alveolar macrophages, which are the primary line of defense against lung

infections.

Hospitalizations and calls to poison centers -Marijuana is considered to have

lower toxicity when compared with other psychoactive drugs because it does not

depress respiration or have the cardiovascular effects of other drugs. However, there

have been reported deaths due to heart attack in young adults who are pre-disposed.14
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Despite its lower toxicity, visits to emergency rooms related to marijuana use

have increased over the last several years, especially as the potency of THC in

marijuana has increased.13 The percentage of hospitalizations related to marijuana has

increased from 0.57 percent (2,541) in 2000 to 1.74 percent (8,078) in 2013.13

Because of the increase in high potency THC and the increased availability of

highly appealing edible and liquid forms of cannabis consistent with the transition to

legalization and commercialization, it was expected that rates of toxic/poisonous

exposures would rise, which is what data from poison center calls show. A study of

calls to poison centers found that states which have passed legislation to decriminalize

medical and recreational marijuana have an increase in the rate of marijuana exposures

in young children. In one study, the call rate in decriminalized states increased by 30.3

percent, and among transitional states there was a trend toward an increase of 11.5

percent per year.ls
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St. Anthony Hospital Marijuana Cases in ED

This dacurnent is far the Jefferson County Marijuare TaslQarce. For any questions, please wMact Loralee Sturm, Pubfic Relations - St

Anthorryr Hospicai.

St Mthorry Haspiml has e~erienced an invease in Emergenry Department roses dosed witl~ marihuana usage_ Flf 13 rep~sented a 57%

invease comparative m FY 2012 and FY 14 represe~tad a 159% increase from the previous year. Table 1 outlines the total amount of uses per

marth for each of tl~e respective years. Figve 1 depict the ma~rthly trend far fiscal years 2012 thmu~ 2014. Figure 2 demonstrates that aver

50% of tlwse that entered the St Mthorry Emergency Depxtmerrt due m maiju~a usage were between the gyres of 19 aid 36_

Fgure L Percept of J1~es witl~ Nlarguana Diagawsis
Table L Tod cases for FY 201x. 2013, and 2014

Y~r JUL AUG SEP OCT MOV DEC lAN F~ MAR APR MAY JUN Twal_, _ ~._z._ ..__.. _,..~.~ ~. ~_,._..~.._.._~,. _.._ __--~- _~...

2012 33 24 38 42 23 20 29 26 31 31 29 65 391

2013 27 54 55 39 48 75 53 3S 50 54 43 76 612

2014 103 89 109 149 135 IA7 119 127 156 199 170 172 1,585

Figve 1. Cxaph depictin` FY 2012, 2013, and 2014

SAH, Patients Seen in the ED w/ Marijuana Diagnosis, FY12-14

mo

sac --

iso

uo —

~zo

ioo

so —

eo — —

~o —

an

o —
o. ~ u m ce~ z s ~j >p u x a~ ce~ z d S u 7~ m x ec z

■ i-lt

■ 19.36

■ 37-54

■ 55t

The Rocky Mountain Poison Center reports in Colorado averaged calls about

marijuana-related poison/toxic exposures increased 89 percent from pre-medical

marijuana commercialization years (2006 to 2009) to past (2010 to 2013). This compares

with a national increase of 32 percent across the same period. During the same period,

Colorado average calls for poisoning/toxic exposures increased:

• 268 percent among 0 to 5 years olds

• 94.7 percent among 13 -17 years olds

• 25 percent among 18 - 25 year olds

• 69 percent among those over 26 years old

The overall increase across all age groups was 89 percent. In addition to an

increase in poisonings/toxic exposures, some anticipate an increase in illness due to

infectious microorganisms or hazardous components because edible marijuana-infused

products are not currently subject to state food safety regulations.
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Traffic Deaths —Among the greatest public health concern about marijuana use

is the risk users pose to others while operating motor vehicles. THC slows reaction time

and information processing and impairs perceptual-motor coordination, motor

performance, short term memory, attention, signal detection, and tracking behavior, all

critically important in the operation of motor vehicles. Though more studies are

needed, it is generally accepted that cannabis users are more likely to report having

been involved in accidents than drivers who don't use. Marijuana use causes consistent

decrements in driving performance contributing to a two to three-fold increased risk of

motor vehicle crashes. Of major concern is the higher rate of cannabis use among less

experienced young adult drivers who are at highest risk of injury and death from a car

crash.14

A recently published study from the University of Colorado, Denver, found that

the proportion of marijuana-positive drivers involved in fatal motor vehicle crashes in

Colorado has increased dramatically (while seeing no significant change in alcohol

involved vehicle crashes) since the commercialization of medical marijuana in the

middle of 2009. This compares to the 34 states which have not legalized medical

marijuana and have not seen a significant increase in fatal crashes involving marijuana-

positive drivers.lb
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Colorado has experienced a substantial increase in fatal vehicular crashes in

which the operator tested positive for marijuana. The number of operators testing

positive for marijuana, who were involved in fatalities, increased 119 percent from 32 in

2006 to 788 in 2011. The percentage of all traffic fatalities involving operators testing

positive for marijuana in 2006 was 7 percent and more than doubled to 16.5 percent) in

2012. Despite an overal115 percent decrease in traffic fatalities in Colorado from 2006

through 2012, traffic fatalities involving operators testing positive for marijuana

increased by 100 percent.lz,13

SOURCE: National Highway Transportation Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System

(FARS), 2006-20011 and RMHIDTA 2012

Cognitive and psychological effects of use in adults and youth -Marijuana use

changes the brains of users, both adolescent and adult users. The research on the extent

and duration of these changes is still in its infancy, but the implications of these studies

are concerning. The evidence base for a link between marijuana use and both

psychiatric disorders and cognitive impairments is growing, though longitudinal

studies are still needed. Current evidence indicates that, among people predisposed to

psychosis, marijuana use may precipitate the onset and worsen the course of the

disorder. Psychosis may also be triggered in people who use marijuana but are not

predisposed. The association between marijuana use and depression is less clear, with

some studies showing an increased risk of depression in young adulthood when

marijuana use is initiated before the age of 15 or with frequent use at age 21. At low

doses of use, cannabis has been found to relieve anxiety, but is shown to promote

anxiety at higher doses. Daily use has been associated with both dependence and

anxiety disorder for those who continue to use at age 29.
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Detrimental effects of marijuana on cognitive functioning indicate that, though

effects are present in both adolescent and adult users, adolescents appear more

adversely affected by heavy use than adults.l' It is widely accepted that both acute and

chronic exposure to cannabis are associated with dose-related cognitive impairments in

the areas of attention, working memory, verbal learning and memory functions, with

impairments not necessarily reversing completely upon cessation of marijuana use.

These impairments have been suggested as barriers to effective treatment of marijuana

addiction.18 Prenatal and adolescent use of marijuana has been shown via animal

studies to recalibrate the sensitivity of the brain's reward system and interferes with

neuronal connections in the brain. Adults who started using marijuana in adolescence

may have impaired neural connectivity in the brain regions associated with alertness,

self-conscious awareness, learning and memory and may explain the association

between adolescent use of marijuana and significant declines in IQ. These impacts may

explain, in part, the association between early and long term marijuana use and poor

academic and lifetime achievement.z

Marijuana's possible role as a gateway drug -Studies showing marijuana's

potential to desensitize the brain's reward system through interference with the

neurotransmitter, dopamine, help explain why use in adolescence could influence

multiple addictive behaviors in adulthood. Animal studies show that cannabinoid

exposure during adolescence decreases reactivity of dopamine, possibly priming the

brain for greater response to other drugs. It is also considered possible that people who

are more susceptible to drug taking behaviors are likely to start with marijuana because

of its accessibility.z

Rates of use, increased access, perceptions of harm and problems associated

with dependence/addiction -The 2011 National Survey on Drug Use and Health

(NSDUH, 2011) found the number of new initiates of marijuana in the previous year

among persons aged 12 and older increased from 2.2 million in 2008 to 2.6 million in

2011. The rate of current marijuana use among youths ages 12 to 17 decreased from 8.2

percent in 2002 to 6.7 percent in 2007 but increased to 7.9 percent in 2011.8

In Colorado, medical marijuana was commercialized in 2009. Adolescent and

adult rates of use in Colorado have been higher than the national average for several

years, notably since the expansion of medical marijuana between 2009 and 2012.

Among youth ages 12 to 17, Colorado was 39 percent higher than the national average

and ranked 4t" in regular marijuana use. Colorado's college age (18 to 25) reported 26.8

percent use in the past month compared to the national average of 18.8 percent, ranking
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Colorado 3rd highest. In 2012, Colorado adults 26 and older, use in the past month was

7.63 percent compared to the national average of 5.0 percent in 2012.13

Youth (Ages 12 to 17 Years)

Past Month Marijuana Use

National vs. Colorado
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Findings suggesting a connection between increased adolescent access,

perceptions about marijuana's potential for harm, and use of marijuana in communities

which have legalized marijuana are consistent with recent youth substance use data

from both Denver and Boulder. Marijuana use among Denver youth increased

markedly during the period of increased medical marijuana availability. In a Denver

Office of Drug Strategy report on Denver youth and marijuana, 52 percent of high

school seniors were reported to say that it would be "very easy" to get marijuana. The

report also noted that it is expected that legalization of recreational marijuana would

result in further increases in youth use.20 Reported rates of use within the past 30 days

among Denver high school students is higher than State and US averages (28 percent

for Denver, compared to 22 percent for Colorado and 23 percent for U.S.). Data from

Boulder County's 2011 Youth Risk Behavior Survey found a 20 percent decline in the

perception of the dangers of marijuana use between 2005 and 2011, with more than 25
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percent of students reporting current marijuana use in 2011. Though rates of use

among Boulder County high school students remained steady over the years prior to

2011, the decrease of level of perceived harm is cause for concern, as youth who believe

marijuana is not as harmful are three times more likely to report previous 30-day use

than other students, according to the survey results. Unfortunately, there are no

findings for Jefferson County youth for 2011 or 2013, as Jefferson County Schools do not

participate in the YRBS or Healthy Kids Colorado Survey.

The extent to which youths believe that substances might cause them harm is an

important factor influencing whether or not they will use these substances. Declining

levels of perceived risk among youths historically have been associated with

subsequent increases in rates of use. Among youths ages 12 to 17, the percentage

reporting on the 2011 NSDUH that they thought there was a great risk of harm in

smoking marijuana once or twice a week declined from 54.6 percent in 2007 to 44.8

percent in 2011. When compared with data from another national survey, Monitoring

the Future, for combined 8th and 10th graders the results showed a similar decline in

perceived great risk of harm of regular marijuana use over this time period, from 69.4 to

61.8 percent.

A Correlation between Perceived Risk and Use
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(Volkow, 2014)

It is estimated that 9 percent of those who have tried cannabis at least once met

the criteria for dependence to cannabis at some point in time. This compares to 15

percent for those who use alcohol. Among heavy marijuana users, the percentage that

meets the criteria for dependence maybe as high as 50 percent. Higher-potency

cannabis and edible products with high concentrations of THC are likely to contribute
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to increases in dependence rates among users, especially youthful users. Withdrawal

from cannabis is characterized by irritability, anger, anxiety, insomnia, mood changes

(depression), craving and appetite disturbance. Symptoms usually initiate between 24

and 48 hours after cessation and continue from 1 to 3 weeks.'

According to the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration

(SAMHSA), marijuana is the drug used by 61 percent of all Americans suffering from a

substance use disorder (abuse or dependence) related to drugs other than alcohol.

Public Health Impacts and the Commercialization of Retail Marijuana

A central concern for public health experts is the problems which are likely to

arise from the commercialization of recreational marijuana. These concerns are

informed by review of the impact of the legalization of medical marijuana as well as

review of the impact of commercialization of other substances of abuse, including

alcohol and tobacco. It is widely accepted that commercialization leads to increased

access, decrease in perceptions about harms and risk, and increase in use (New England

Journal of Medicine; June, 2014). This concern, as well as others, has resulted in the
American Medical Association, the American Psychiatric Association, the American

Society of Addiction Medicine, the American Cancer Society, the American Glaucoma

Society, the National Multiple Sclerosis Society, and the American Academy of

Pediatrics taking official positions opposing, at a minimum, legalizing the

commercialization of recreational marijuana.

There are also many emerging issues which are cause for concern, but which

may not be identified as public health and safety risks until a critical mass of

information is recorded such that investigation and response is warranted. These issues

include advances in cannabis production resulting in widely available products with

THC levels substantially higher than anything seen previously; plant cultivation and

THC extraction practices which present new dangers for human and environmental

safety; product design (edibles, synthetics, high potency "dabs", etc.) and use of

delivery devices and packaging which conceal use, appeal to children and pose new

and serious risks to health and safety. Impact on healthcare systems and resources

cannot yet be fully determined, but it is likely that commercialization will have a

significantly negative impact. Many advocates for legalization and commercialization

of marijuana often point to the societal costs of two legal drugs, alcohol and tobacco, far

outweighing those of marijuana. The American Society of Addiction Medicine notes in

a position statement on marijuana that legal drugs, such as alcohol and tobacco, provide
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evidence that drug use itself, not its legality or illegality, is a threat to national public

health, producing substantial financial and health burdens, including burdens on health

and behavioral health systems.19
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accessed online 8/14/2014

20 Proceedings of the Denver Epidemiology Work Group (DEWG), Denver Office of

Drug Strategy/The Denver Drug Strategy Commission, Apri118, 2014
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Government Impact

Introduction

There is little doubt that Jefferson County will receive some revenue from

licensed marijuana establishments. However, the potential costs could far exceed the

revenue. Currently there is not enough experience or information to make a totally

informed decision, but there is substantial risk in moving forward to license marijuana

retail establishments. Regardless of what other jurisdictions may or may not have done,

it is a violation of federal law for government leaders and employees to assist these

criminal enterprises.

Violation of Federal Law

Jefferson County Government has a reputation for efficient and effective

government operating within federal, state and local law as well as rules and

regulations. Many Jefferson County executives have taken an oath of office to uphold

the Constitution and the laws of the land. The law of the land, as confirmed by the

United States Supreme Court, is that federal law supersedes state or local law.

Constitutional Amendment 64 does not take precedent over conflicting federal

marijuana laws making the possession, distribution and cultivation of marijuana federal

felonies. In the case of retail stores, cultivation operations and edible manufacturers,

they would be considered criminal enterprise under U.S. law and subject to prosecution

and seizure of assets. The fact that the current administration has chosen not to enforce

these federal laws does not change these facts. Anew administration could take a

different approach to enforcing federal laws against marijuana. There are those that

believe neither state nor local government's prerogative to decide which laws to follow

and which to violate. They are concerned with the message that could send to the

citizens and youth of Jefferson County.

Revenue

Revenue projections are difficult at best. Colorado's experience with marijuana

establishments is very limited and there are a variety of factors that affect revenue. This

is obvious from state projections having fluctuated from over $100 million to $65

million to $36 million in just over six months. Some of the factors that would affect

Jefferson County revenue are:
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• Number of successful retail stores in and around the Jefferson County area

• Number of licensed retail stores approved in unincorporated Jefferson County

• Price of products

• Advertisements

• Location of retail stores

• Number of potential customers

• Number of potential customers who have elected to use medical marijuana

centers
• Amount of potential customers would likely purchase in a year

• Amount of revenue the state receives of which Jefferson County would receive a

small share

Other considerations are that Jefferson County has two sales taxes in place now:

• One is a half-cent for Open Space, which is collected countywide, including

incorporated areas. Revenue from this tax can only be used for Open Space

purposes.

• The other is one-half cent for roadway improvements in southeast Jefferson

County (generally south of US-285 and east of the Hogback). Revenue from this

tax can only be used for specific roadway improvements within the sales tax

district.

Any additional sales tax in unincorporated Jefferson County needs to go to a

vote of the people.

Should Jefferson County license marijuana establishments, the county could be

eligible for some of the tax revenue collected by the state. Jefferson County can also

levy reasonable fees to help offset some of the costs to the county caused by licensed

marijuana establishments.

The task force will attempt to provide a "ballpark" estimate of what annual

revenue Jefferson County might expect should marijuana establishments be permitted.

The formulas used are unscientific and not mathematically tested. The figures used are

based on information from the Colorado Legislative Council Marijuana Revenue

Interim Committee3, the Colorado Department of Revenue: "Market Size and Demand

for Marijuana in Colorado"2 and the Colorado State Demographer, July 1, 2012.
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Formula One

Mariivana Users

Estimated percent of adult users: 9%

Adult population of unincorporated Jefferson County: 405,617

Number of potential users in unincorporated Jefferson County: 9% x 405,617 = 36,505

Price and Consumption

Average cost of an ounce: $200

Estimated consumption per user annually: 1.9 ounces of marijuana

Estimated Sales

36,505 users x 1.9 ounces of marijuana x $200 per ounce = $13,871,900

Formula Two

Marijuana Users

Estimated percent of adult users: 12.9%

Adult population of unincorporated Jefferson County excluding areas where retail sales

are not allowed or conveniently available: 377,440

Number of potential users in unincorporated Jefferson County — 377,440 x 12.9%: 48,690

Price and Consum to ion

Average cost of an ounce: $200

Estimated consumption per user annually: 1.9 ounces of marijuana

Estimated Sales

48,690 users x 1.9 ounces x $200: $18,502,000
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Tax Revenue

Coun~v Revenue

1/z cent sales tax for Open Space (0.005)

1/z cent sales tax for SE Jefferson County Roadway LID (0.005) times half of retail

sales in SE Jefferson County

Jefferson County share of state sales tax —15% of 10% (.015)

Formula 1:

Formula 2:

Possible Revenues from Marijuana Sales

Open Space $13,871,900 x .005 tax = $69,359.00

Roadway $13,871,900 x .005 x 1/i = $34,679.00

State $13,871,900 x .015 tax = $208,978.00

Total $312,116.00

or approximately .0008% of

total Jefferson County 2014

revenue ($372,803,425)

Open Space $18,502,200 x .005 tax = $92,500.00

Roadway $18,502,200 x .005 x 1/z = $46,250.00

State $18,502,200 x .015 tax = $277,500.00

Cost

Total $416,250.00

or approximately .001% of

total Jefferson County 2014

revenue ($372,803,425)

There are numerous costs that have been identified related to the retail marijuana

establishments. The first is regulations and enforcement to assure that the businesses

are operating within the rules set forth by Jefferson County. Denver is projecting $5

million in taxes; however, their budget includes $3.5 million to hire 21 employees to

regulate the businesses. That is not including the costs related to the numerous citizen
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complaints about marijuana that Denver law enforcement responds to on a regular

basis. Colorado Springs, Aurora and Denver all have special marijuana teams that are

fulltime handling marijuana issues within their jurisdiction. It is probable that the

revenue Jefferson County could receive from marijuana sales will not cover the cost of

licensing, regulations and enforcement since a third is pre-designated to Open Space

and Roadway.

Eventually, the greatest cost to Jefferson County will be societal costs. If the

medical marijuana commercialization experience can be used to project what will

happen with recreational marijuana, then Jefferson County will likely see:

More impaired drivers

• More traffic fatalities

• More suspensions, expulsions and referrals to law enforcement in the middle

and high schools

• Greater use among the youth and college-age

• Increased marijuana-related emergency room visits

• Increased marijuana-related hospitalizations

• Increased marijuana ingestions by children under 12

• Increased marijuana-related exposures for children 0 to 5

• Increased diversion of marijuana from the "legal" market to the illegal market,

requiring law enforcement resources

• Increased marijuana-related pet poisoning

This does not include possible societal costs such as:

• Student truancy

• School drop-out

• Classroom disruptions
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• Increased high-risk behavior by youth

• Increased treatment for marijuana addiction

• Increased mental health issues

• Increased crime related to being under the influence

The above costs are difficult to project accurately. However, if alcohol and

tobacco use can be a forecaster for what to expect with marijuana, then the revenue

generated from marijuana will cover less than 15 percent of societal cost. Revenue from

alcohol covers only about 10 percent of the overall alcohol-related cost to society ($185

billion).' Revenue from tobacco covers only about 12 percent of the tobacco-related cost

to society ($200 billion).2 That is not a good investment and called by some "blindside"

economics.

Property Values and Taxes

Jefferson County operates with a dependence on property taxes. It is unclear

what would happen to property values within unincorporated Jefferson County should

marijuana establishments be allowed to operate. There has been discussion from

residents in unincorporated Jefferson County that should retail stores be allowed near

their area that they would move. They believe that eventually property values would

fall because unincorporated Jefferson County would be less desirable for families

moving into the area. Although both sides could argue property values, no one is

certain. This would be a gamble for Jefferson County related to property tax revenue

should marijuana establishments be allowed.

Litigation

Since medical marijuana was commercialized in 2009, and recreational marijuana

legalized in 2013, there have been numerous lawsuits on a variety of issues, including

but not limited to, drug-free workplace, licensing issues, local rules and regulations,

illegality of taxes, etc. Litigation for governments can be very costly. Many legal

experts believe government has just seen the tip of the iceberg when it comes to

litigation.
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Endnotes

1 Gil Kerlikowske, director, Office of National Drug Control Policy, presentation

to California Police Chiefs Association, March 8, 2010

2 Coalition for aDrug-Free California, "Talking Points," 2010
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Business Impact

Introduction

Like many other areas, marijuana's impact to business is one of emerging

research, which suggests the true driving impacts will require time to fully understand.

The financial impacts of Amendment 64 are unlikely to be completely understood until

full retail marijuana build out occurs and the market has stabilized over the next several

years.

'There are limitations on the ability to investigate the full range of potential

economic impacts. Without knowing the short and long-term effects retail sales could

have on the communities of unincorporated Jefferson County, it is challenging to

calculate the associated costs that could be passed on to the business communities, in

part, to absorb.

The financial revenue possibilities from retail sales of marijuana are mere

speculation with no solid data on which to base potential income. At the same time, the

costs associated, including increase to law enforcement programs and personnel, public

health and safety, regulatory procedures, rehabilitation programs, litigation and

environmental precautions are completely unknown and unplanned for.

Business Survey Results

Public input was sought with more than 120 business owners, 27 managers and

29 employees of businesses located in Jefferson County participating in an online

survey (see Attachment 1). Members of all five chambers of commerce within the

county were included. Forty-three percent of those surveyed felt that having a retail

store for recreational marijuana near their business would have a negative overall

impact. 32.7 percent felt there would be no overall impact and only 17.5 percent felt

there would be a positive overall impact.

51.6 percent of the responders felt that retail marijuana stores would detract from

the quality of life and 53.4 percent felt that stores would detract from the overall image

of the county. Some responders commented that residents and business owners alike

would leave unincorporated Jefferson County should retail stores be allowed.
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Effects on Property Values

Banning retail sales in unincorporated Jefferson County protects property values.

Due to a perceived negative image of neighborhoods that allow retail stores, such areas

could become a blight within their communities. In the mountain areas particularly,

large percentages of vacant commercial properties are already a growing concern. If

businesses do not wish to be located near a marijuana based facility, there is the

potential to detract from Jefferson County's ability to retain and attract a variety of

business industry clusters. Signage for marijuana businesses will likely become an issue

that the county will have to contend with. Concerns regarding waste product disposal,

water usage, contamination and wastewater impacts point to serious issues that can

significantly impact sites within the vicinity of a retail operation and also the business

community as a whole.

Workplace Drug Policies

Allowing retail sales in unincorporated Jefferson County sends a confusing

message to the current and future members of our workforce. Amendment 64 doesn't

speak to private employer Workplace Drug Policy. Because employers commonly drug

test and have the right to refuse to hire marijuana users, workers entering the workforce

may find it difficult to secure employment.

Additionally, there is the potential for companies to refuse to locate in Colorado

over concerns of available drug-free workforce supply. There is the possibility that the

number of jobs available for residents could be significantly reduced.

Effects on Business Attraction and Investment Potential

Violation of federal law is a risk to business owners and investors alike. 'The

industry is too new to predict the effects political climate will play on future legislation.

The anticipated facilities boom has yet to surface as municipalities take slow steps to

determine how they will handle retail sales.

Cultivation, manufacturing and testing facilities are large operations and are

unlikely to locate in unincorporated Jefferson County given building size and lease rate

requirements when compared to available sites. Smaller facilities would significantly

reduce potential benefits from jobs and taxes.

Time could provide a more detailed review of the appropriateness of allowing

retail sales in unincorporated Jefferson County. The issues listed in this report and the
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majority of opinion in the business survey convey the belief that marijuana

establishments would have a negative effect on business and will detract from the

quality of life. Banning marijuana establishments will provide the greatest benefit and

will serve to protect the stability of the business economy.
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Education Impact

Lower Perception of Risk -Greater Use

One of the most important areas of impact is the effects condoning and licensing

marijuana establishments will have on the educational process among our most

precious resource, our children. As more and more teens become complacent about

marijuana, there is a corresponding increase in use. T'he recent National Institute of

Health (NIH) survey on high school seniors' perception of risk in using marijuana

dropped almost 20 percentage points from 2006 to 2012 when only 40 percent of seniors

saw the use of marijuana as a risk.l

The NIH study confirmed that 60 percent of 12th graders do not see marijuana as

harmful, which corresponds to current use reported by the respondents increasing in

three grades studied by the survey (8th, 10~" and 12th); the highest rate since 1979.1 The

commercialization and normalization of medical marijuana in 2009 correlates with

increased drug usage and lower perception of risk among teens regarding marijuana.

The potential effects of retail marijuana on the youth demonstrate society's failure to

protect our youth against the increased public acceptance, rise in availability, and in

how commercialized medical marijuana has been presented to them.

Youth Addiction

This change in attitude and rise in use is compounded by the fact that today's

marijuana is much more potent than in the past. The mean concentration of THC, the

psychoactive ingredient, in confiscated cannabis more than doubled between 1993 and

2008.2 "It's much more potent marijuana, which may explain why we've seen a pretty

dramatic increase in admission to emergency rooms and treatment programs for

marijuana," said Dr. Nora D. Volkow, director of the National Institute on Drug Abuse.
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Teens are at the greatest risk to become addicted based on numerous studies. If

the teen begins at an early age he/she may be at higher risk. Approximately one in six

will become addicted, Dr. Volkow said. Teens who start smoking marijuana at earlier

ages also tend to smoke much more, and more often, than those who start in their later

teens. "We should also point out that marijuana use that begins in adolescence

increases the risk they will become addicted to the drug," said Volkow. "The risk of

addiction goes from about 1 in 11 overall to about 1 in 6 for those who start using in

their teens, and even higher among daily smokers."3
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Colorado Youth

How do Colorado youth fare when it comes to marijuana use? In 2009, Colorado

commercialized medical marijuana use. What impact did that have on youth?

• A 26 percent increase in youth regularly using marijuana comparing 2010-2012 to

2006-20014

• A 32 percent increase in drug-related suspensions and expulsions.s

• Colorado youth regular use is 39 percent higher than the national average and

ranked 4~ in the nation 4
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Average Past Month Use of Marijuana

Ages 12 to 17 Years

Pre- and Post-Medical Marijuana

Commercialization Year (2009)

12.00%
r
C

y Z~.D~~o

a
v

8.00%
a
s
a

6.00

4.00%

2.00%

0.00
2006-2008 2010-2012
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Impact on Learning Center (Brain)

The adolescent brain is developing and matures at a different rate than adults,

making any roadblocks to maturation a major educational concern. "We know from

our lab that adolescents are more impulsive, thrill-seeking, drawn to the rewards of a

risky decision than adults. They tend to not focus very much on costs. They are more

easily coerced to do things they know are wrong," says Laurence Steinberg, a

developmental psychologist at Temple University in Philadelphia, who is one of the

leading experts in the United States on adolescent behavior and adolescent brain

biology.b

Studies on adolescent use of marijuana at an early age have confirmed that there

are concerns about marijuana use and the effect on the brain's maturation. "Imaging

scans also found detectable differences in how their brains worked," said Staci Gruber,

director of the Cognitive and Clinical Neuroimaging Core at the Imaging Center at
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McLean Hospital in Boston. "The imaging scans found alterations in the frontal cortex

white matter tracts of the brain in the early starters, she said, that are associated with

impulsiveness. "The frontal cortex is the last part of the brain to come online, and the

most important," Dr. Gruber said. "Early exposure perhaps changes the trajectory of

brain development, such that ability to perform complex executive function tasks is

compromised."' It is clear that the adolescent brain is underdeveloped and drugs like

marijuana further complicate its maturation but how is this actually played out in the

area of performing in the educational setting. Current research shows us several areas

where children's marijuana use clearly effects how they learn, their learning

environment, and the outcomes of their education.

Recent studies have shown that using marijuana in the school-age years can

result in abnormalities in the brain. In a study of 40 marijuana users between 18 to 25

enrolled at Boston-area colleges published by the Journal of Neuroscience, researchers

studied the areas of the brain that were involved with emotional processes. They found

that there were clear differences among those who used marijuana and those who did

not. "I think the findings that there are observable differences in brain structure with

marijuana even in these young adult recreational users indicate that there are significant

effects of marijuana on the brain," says Dr. Jodi Gilman, lead author and a researcher in

the Massachusetts General Center for Addiction Medicine. What's more those who

used more were more affected. "Those differences were exposure-dependent; meaning

those who used more marijuana had greater abnormalities." Dr. Hans Breiter, co-senior

author of the study and a professor of psychiatry and behavioral sciences at

Northwestern University Feinberg School of Medicine. "There's a general idea out

there that casual use of marijuana does not lead to bad effects, so we started out to

investigate that very directly," Breiter said. "This research with the other studies we

have done have led me to be extremely concerned about the effects of marijuana in

adolescents and young adults and to consider that we may need to be very careful

about legalization policies and possibly consider how to prevent anyone under age 25

to 30 from using marijuana at all."$

Other studies have shown that marijuana use has an impact on IQ as concluded

by, for example, the Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Development Study

(Dunedin, New Zealand). "Participants were members [of this study] a prospective

study of a birth cohort of 1,037 individuals followed from birth (1972/1973) to age 38 y.

Cannabis use was ascertained in interviews at ages 18, 21, 26, 32, and 38 y.

Neuropsychological testing was conducted at age 13 y, before initiation of cannabis use,

and again at age 38 y, after a pattern of persistent cannabis use had developed."9 The

study showed that "persistent use of cannabis use was associated with

neuropsychological decline broadly across domains of functioning, even after
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controlling for years of education. Informants also reported noticing more cognitive

problems for persistent cannabis users. Impairment was concentrated among

adolescent-onset cannabis users, with more persistent use associated with greater

decline. Further, cessation of cannabis use did not fully restore neuropsychological

functioning among adolescent-onset cannabis users."9

School Discipline and Marijuana

Adolescents who use marijuana impact their educational environment through

disciplinary related episodes. A recently released report from Rocky Mountain HIDTA,

"Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact/Volume 2," chronicled a June 2014
survey of 100 school resource officers (SROs) who completed a survey concerning

marijuana at schools. The majority were assigned to high schools with an average

tenure of 5-1/2 years as an SRO. They were asked for their opinion to a number of

questions including:

Since the legalization of recreational marijuana, what impact has there been on

marijuana-related incidents at your school?

0 89 percent reported an increase in incidents

0 11 percent reported no change in incidents

What were the most predominant marijuana violations on campus?

0 51 percent reported possession of marijuana

0 37 percent reported being under the influence during school hours

0 6 percent reported possession of marijuana-infused edibles

0 4 percent reported sharing marijuana with other students

0 2 percent reported selling marijuana to other students

As John Walsh, U.S. Attorney for Colorado, noted in May of 2012, figures from

the Colorado Department of Education showed that drug-related school suspensions,

expulsions and law enforcement referrals increased dramatically after medical

marijuana was allowed in Colorado. He was quoted as saying that many school

districts in Colorado "have seen a dramatic increase in student abuse of marijuana, with

resulting student suspensions and discipline."
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In Jefferson County, according to the recent Colorado School Safety Data for

2013:

• 482 drug related incidents were reported

• 1,487 incidents of disobedient/defiant behavior

• 2,045 incidents of detrimental behavior.lo

Studies show that marijuana use has an impact on the part of the brain that

manages emotions and impulsiveness. This would help explain why certain

disciplinary-related behaviors are increasing, since there is a rise in marijuana use

among teenagers.

Educational Outcomes

Marijuana use impairs the area of the brain that controls emotions. In an article

tying emotions and learning outcomes together, three researchers from Arizona State

University studied the impact negative emotions have on the learning process.'1

According to the research outlined in the article:
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"The most common findings on emotions or emotionality and

achievement are negative associations between situational or dispositional

anxiety and school outcomes (such as test performance, course grades,

and high school completion; broad measures of negative emotion or

individual differences in negative emotionality are negatively related to

students' grade point average (GPA) and achievement scores."12

It is clear that there is a nexus between drug use and learning in the life of

students. A recent study on legalization of medical marijuana provides a precursor to

what legalizing marijuana establishments might mean. Results from a 2013 study of

17,482 teenagers in Montana found marijuana use among teenagers was higher in

counties where larger percentages of people voted to legalize medical marijuana in

2004. In addition, teens in those counties perceived marijuana use to be less risky. The

research findings suggest that a more accepting attitude toward medical marijuana may

have a greater effect on marijuana use among teens, according to Bettina Friese, PhD of

the Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation (PIRE).13

The medical marijuana legalization movement has given rise to the perception

that marijuana is a "low risk" issue among teens. Research shows that usage and

discipline in our local high schools is up among our most vulnerable age group.

Expanding to recreational marijuana could continue to accelerate lower academic

achievement, school violence and disruption, and a further decay of general health and

welfare among this important population.
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Some Common Misconceptions

For the purposes of this report, task force members felt that it was important to

address some of the common misconceptions regarding marijuana.

Inaccuracy: In Denver, which has the majority of marijuana establishments,

crime did not increase as projected but decreased in comparing 2014 to 2013.

Fact: Some marijuana industry proponents "cherry picked" the crime statistics

they used and did not include all crime reported by the City and County of Denver.

The irrefutable facts are that crime in Denver, in comparing January through June of

2013 to January through June of 2014, actually increased 6.7 percent. For instance:

• Crimes against persons increased 18.1 percent

• Crimes against property decreased 8 percent

• Crimes against society increased 22.8 percent

• All other offenses increased 114.9 percent

Misconception: The legalization of marijuana will decrease the consumption of

alcohol and thus the adverse impacts of alcohol abuse.

Fact: Since 2009, when medical marijuana was commercialized, alcohol

consumption per person has increased every year through the last recorded date of

2012. Alcohol tax revenue has increased from 2009 through 2013 and is on a pace in

2014 to continue that increase.

Misleading: Since legalization, traffic fatalities in Colorado have decreased.

Fact: The only official data for traffic fatalities from the Colorado Department of

Transportation (CDOT) is 2012. 2013 and 2014 statistics are based on raw data. 2013

won't be finalized until December 2014. However, to link a decrease in traffic fatalities

to legalization of marijuana is totally misleading because the data does not show any

toxicology results. If there is a decrease in traffic fatalities in 2013 and 2014, it could be

attributed to a number of factors such as safer vehicles, fewer miles driven, stricter

traffic enforcement, etc.
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The measure as it relates to marijuana is to examine toxicology reports related to

traffic fatalities. Data shows that traffic fatalities overall, from 2007 through 2012, have

decreased about 15 percent. However, traffic fatalities involving operators testing

positive for marijuana increased 100 percent. In 2006, 7 percent of the total fatalities the

operator tested positive for marijuana. In 2012 that percentage increased to 16.5

percent.

Misleading: Since legalization of marijuana, use among teenagers has dropped 2

percent.

Fact: This statement was based on a press release of the Healthy Colorado Youth

Survey that has not yet been finalized. Colorado failed to be included in the national

Center for Disease Control (CDC) because of the lack of numbers in their sampling.

This study only included students who were attending high school and still showed

that 1 in 5 were regular users of marijuana and the perception of risk of using marijuana

had decreased. Dr. Wolk, director of the Colorado Department of Public Health and

Environment (CDPHE) stated that the data was statistically insignificant and that, as

marijuana is normalized, they expect an increase in drug use among youth.

Data from the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) shows that

regular marijuana use of youth ages 12 to 17 increased 25 percent in the years following

the commercialization of medical marijuana. Colorado's average for this age group is

39 percent higher than the national average and ranked 4t" in the nation. The study also

shows that college-age regular marijuana use was 42 percent higher than the national

average and ranked 3rd in the nation.

Other data includes a 32 percent increase in suspensions and expulsions in

Colorado for academic years 2008/2009 compared to 2012/2013. A survey of 100

Colorado School Resource Officers (SROs) showed that 89 percent have experienced an

increase in student marijuana-related incidents since recreational marijuana was

legalized. Fifty percent of SROs have handled an average of one incident or more a

week.

Misconception: The proponents of marijuana establishments try to differentiate

between what they call the regulated versus unregulated marijuana industry. They

insinuate that, should a jurisdiction license marijuana establishments, that would

reduce or even eliminate those that do not require licenses such as home grows. In

other words, in unincorporated Jefferson County, those that are growing marijuana for

personal use and sometimes for the black market, would somehow cease operation if

they could buy from a licensed facility.
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Fact: There is no supporting documents or facts to support this view and it is

strictly supposition on the part of the pro-marijuana industry. There is nothing in

licensing a marijuana business that would impact the constitutional right should an

individual choose to grow their own marijuana.

Misleading: The Denver real estate market has increased since the legalization of

marijuana.

Fact: The Denver real estate market has increased and did so prior to the time

that marijuana was legalized. However, the link to the legalization of marijuana is

totally misleading. According to experts, the Denver real estate market, like many

others, have survived the recession and is on the rebound. Denver home values

increased 12.3 percent from July 2013 to July 2014. Likewise, home values increased

13.9 percent in Arvada, 13.8 percent in Parker, 12.7 percent in Ken Caryl, 12.6 percent in

Castle Rock and 11.7 percent in Evergreen. None of these cities or areas has marijuana

establishments. This is based on the Zillow° Home Value Index as reported in the

August 22 edition of The Denver Post. According to a business report, the overall market

for luxury homes is affected by the low inventory and rising interest rates. A Denver

Post article dated May 9, 2014 shows that the tight inventory leaves house hunters

struggling ahead of peak buying seasons. There are numerous factors that affect the

real estate market. It is premature to claim legalized marijuana has either a negative or

positive impact on the real estate market.
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Attachment 1: Chamber of Commerce Retail Marijuana in Unincorporated Jefferson

County Survey

Constant Contact Survey Results

Survey Name: Retail Marihuana in Unicorporated Jeffco
Response Status: Partial &Completed
Filter: None
Aug 04, 2014 10:0430 AM

7. Please select which pant describes you:

Number of Reaponae(s) Response Ratio

2. if you own, manage, or work for a business in Unincorporated Jefferson County, please describe the type of business (i.e.,
clothing, restaurant, service industry, etc.)

166 ResDonse(s)

3. Are you a member of any Chambers of Commerce or local business organizations?

Number of Responses) Response Ratlo

Yes 148 68.5
eo

4. If you answered Yes to the previous question, please select those that apply to you:

Number of Responses) Response Ratio
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5. IF a retail store for Recreational Marijuana were to open nea► your business, do you believe:

Number of Response~a) Response Ratio

6. Do you believe allowing Recreational Marijuana retail stoma in Unincorporated Jeffers
on County would detract from or

enhance the quality of IKe in Unincorporated Jefferson CouMy1

Number of Responses) Response Ratio

7. Do you believe allowing Recreational Marijuana retaN atoms in Unincorporabd Jef
ferson County would detract from or

enhance the image of Unincorporeted JaNarson County?

Number of Responae(s) Response Ratio

34 Comments)

8. Do you have any quesUona or commenffi for the JeNerson County Marijuana Task Force

79 Responses)
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Attachment 2: Jefferson County Tele Forum Po114/12/14

broadnet

~iIVdI~IVLWI~~III~Vd~i~uli~ll~~ili„IN.ti,~;;J~.~I,d~.::;J~ll~ll '' ~I~IIJIIIWI~~~l1~1(I' 1~~NI~11~.
Attendees Peak Attendees Entered Queue Screened Contributed Went Live Voice mails

7,520 (Outbound)
102 (Inbound) 1,693 193 76 0 29 74
10 Ho5t5

2 Screeners

Forum Length 7
57 minutes Direct

ype Total Minutes Avg Minus
Connect 60,077 (3,766 Inbound) 14

Jefferson CoontyCommissioners (website) ~ ~„~

Jefferson County Commissloners

Qu~sdon ~~d f4sponaea

Answer Key Vohs %
#4 • Do you feel the County Commissioners should ask the citinens in Jeffco to wte this ;. - ves 1 495 73%
November on whether retail and medical mj sales should be allowed in unincorporated 18:48 

No 2 180 27%Jeffco?
Tote) Vohs: 675

Ml • Oo you want to see retail sales oI medical marijuana in unincorporated Jefferson 18:57
Countyt

#2 - Do you want to see retail sales of recreational marijuana in unincorporated 19:02
Jefferson Coun[y7

Mswer Kay Votes %

Yes, and with
very little

~~ regulatlon on 1 121 16%
where sales

occur

Yes, buc with
s Vong Z 776 23%

regulations antl
enforcement

1 don't want
medical

~ marihuana 3 480 62%sales in
unincorpofdted

Jeffco

Togl Votas: 777

Mswar Key Votes %

Yes, and with
very little

regulation on 1 85 11
where sales

occur

Yes, but with
:: strong Z 721 16%

regulatlons and
enforcement

don't want
recreational mj

~ sal¢5 in 3 536 72%
unincorpore[ed

Jeffw

TOWI Votes: 742
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Mswer Key Votes q

#3 -Should commercial grow operations be allowed in unincorportated Jefferson 19:11 ~) - Yes 1 198 33%

County) \ l No 2 409 67%

Ò~ Totai Votes: 607

#5 -Would medical and recreational marijuana sales enhance or harm the lives of 19:18
Jefferson County residents?

#6 • Do you intend to shop for marijuana in unincorporated Jeffco should the
moratorium be lifted and retail sales allowed?

Mswer Key Votes %

believe they
would enhance
the lives of 1 136 26%

Jeffco
residentst

J I believe they
~•~ would harm

[he lives of 2 383 74~
Jeffco

residents

Total Votes: 519

Answer Key Votes °k

Yes, I would
buy mj in Jeffco

- if retail sales 1 105 19%
would be
allowed

19:23 ~~ No, I would not
buy marijuana

in
unincorporated z q38 81%

Jefferson
County

Total Votes: 543

eleForum Broadcast (Id 3931161 - TeleForum: Jefferson County TeleForum 4/21 (ID 10646) (xx) (Direct Connect)
Status: Archived

Graph Code Result Couni Percent
~ 1002 Live Answer 17.322 40

1009 Answering Machine 11.401 27
1006 Busy 513 1 %
1005 No Answer 2.647 6

'~ 100H Fax 329 1 %
~ 1003 Operator lnterce(% 9,015 21 %
~ 1004 No Ring 1,643 4 %
~ 1995 Outside of Curtew 34 0 %

Total 42,904
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Attachment 3: Jefferson County Jurisdiction Status on Medical and Retail

Establishments

B.QULDElZCOU NTY. _. _.

i co.ec.eex SUPERIOR
i ~'^y°" Retail and Medical banned
1
1

1
i

GIIPiN i
COUNTY i

~ WHEAT RIDGE
Retail and Medical allowed

i

i Norm
~ AO»
i GOLDEN w,.narn

j Retail banned;
__ _ _ ~ Medical allowed

•> i —~ 7

o

~. .. BROOMFIELD B _._

i_ 

~; 

WESTMINSTER
Retail and Medical

banned

i

i wnea

i

CLEAR CREEK ! 'K„~

COUNTY
~i

i

Ev~rf/rMn
IntlM~ C
Hills

i
i MORRISON

~

~~,n„yj Retail antl Medical banned I
j T;
~ l

Book ~
foras~
j LAKEWOOD

_.--._.--._.—.~.~ ~
1 Moratorium on Retail;

i Medical allowed

ARVADA
Retail and Medipl

banned

ADAMS COUNTY

LAKESIDE
no data

MOUNTAIN VIEW
--- -- - - i

r~—~,
Retail and Medical

allowed

___
EDGEWATER

Retail and Medical
F~l allowedGnM

CITY 8 COUNTY
OF DENVER~ ~

.~~
L.r~ ARAPAHOE

` _ _ _ COUNTY

~ BOW MAR
Retail banned;
medical unclear.

i ~ ~~ r'

1 ~ /A~pM ~PHk

1 ti~ cw,ir.. ~ ~ ~ L~TTLETON
j ~~' ~~ ~ Retatlbanned;
~ ~,- i Medical avowed

i
i

N
PARK ~~Pr^• ~ DOUGLAS

COUNTY ~~~"'~ ~ COUNTY

i ~ ~
i - ~ -c- _-

i .i

Updated July 7. 2014 ~ . -cqy° — rsra m_........_..

N
~° °, Legend:

~__, J Retail and Medical allowed ~ Moraronum on Retail; Medical allowed ~..~J Retail banned; Medical unclear

~ a, ~ Retail and Medical banned Retail banned; Medical allowed ~ ~ No data
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Attachment 4: Adverse Health Effects of Marijuana Use

Volkow, 2014 -New England Journal of Medicine - Volkow, et al., Adverse Health Effects

of Marijuana Use; New England journal of Medicine; June, 2014; 370;23; www.nejm.or~

July 21, 2014
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Attachment 5: The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact
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Executive Summary

Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (RMHIDTA) will attempt to

track the impact of marijuana legalization in the state of Colorado. "This report will

utilize, whenever possible, a comparison of three different eras in Colorado's

legalization history:

• 2006 — 2008: Early medical marijuana era

• 2009 —Present: Medical marijuana commercialization and expansion era

• 2013 —Present: Recreational marijuana era

Rocky Mountain HIDTA will collect and report comparative data in a variety of

areas, including but not limited to:

• Impaired driving

• Youth marijuana use

• Adult marijuana use

• Emergency room admissions

• Marijuana-related exposure cases

• Diversion of Colorado marijuana outside the state

This is the second annual report on the impact of Colorado legalizing marijuana. It

is divided into ten sections with each providing data on the impact of legalization prior

to and during the creation of the marijuana industry in Colorado. The sections are as

follows:

Section 1—Impaired Driving

• Traffic fatalities involving operators testing positive for marijuana have

increased 100 percent from 2007 to 2012.

• The majority of driving-under-the-influence-of-drugs arrests involve marijuana

and 25 to 40 percent were marijuana alone.

• Toxicology reports with positive marijuana results for driving under the

influence have increased 16 percent from 2011 to 2013.
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Section 2 -Youth Marijuana Use:
• In 2012, 10.47 percent of youth ages 12 to 17 were considered current marijuana

users compared to 7.55 percent nationally. Colorado, ranked 4'h in the nation,

was 39 percent higher than the national average.

• Drug-related suspensions/expulsions increased 32 percent from school years
2008/2009 through 2012/2013. The vast majority were for marijuana violations.

Section 3 -Adult Marijuana Use:
• In 2012, 26.81 percent of college age students (ages 18 - 25 years) were

considered current marijuana users compared to 18.89 percent nationally.

Colorado, ranked 3'd in the nation, was 42 percent higher than the national

average.
• In 2012, 7.63 percent of adults ages 26 and over were considered current

marijuana users compared to 5.05 percent nationally. Colorado, ranked 7'h in the
nation, was 51 percent higher than the national average.
In 2013, 48.4 percent of Denver adult arrestees tested positive for marijuana
which is a 16 percent increase from 2008.

Section 4 -Emergency Room Marijuana Admissions:
From 2011 through 2013, there was a 57 percent increase in marijuana-related
emergency room visits.

• Hospitalizations related to marijuana have increased 82 percent from 2008 to

2013.
• In 2012, the City of Denver rate for marijuana-related emergency visits was 45

percent higher than the rate in Colorado.

Section 5 -Marijuana-Related Exposure:
• Marijuana-related exposures for children ages 0 to 5 on average have increased

268 percent from 2006-2009 to 2010-2013.
• Colorado's rate of marijuana-related exposures is triple the national average.

Section 6 -Treatment
• Over the last nine years, the top three drugs involved in treatment admissions

have been alcohol, marijuana and amphetamines.

Section 7 -Diversion of Colorado Marijuana:
• Highway interdiction seizures of Colorado marijuana destined to 40 other states

increased 397 percent from 2008 to 2013.
• The average pounds of Colorado marijuana seized, destined for other states,

increased 33.5 percent from 2005 to 2008 compared to 2009 to 2013.
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Section 8 -Diversion bar Parcel:
• U.S. Mail parcel interceptions, with Colorado marijuana destined for 33 other

states, increased 1,280 percent from 2010 to 2013.

• U.S. Mail pounds of Colorado marijuana seized, destined for 33 other states,

increased 762 percent from 2010 to 2013.

Section 9 - THC Extraction Labs:

• In 2013, there were 12 THC extraction lab explosions and in the first half of 2014

the amount more than doubled.

• In 2013, there were 18 injuries from THC extraction labs and in the first half of

2014 there were 27 injuries.

Section 10 -Related Data:
• Overall, crime in Denver increased 6.7 percent from the first six months of 2013

to the first six months of 2014.

• The number of pets poisoned from ingesting marijuana has increased four-fold

in the past six years.
• Colorado estimates for annual revenue from the sale of recreational marijuana

varies from $65 million (.6 percent of all expected general fund revenue) to $118

million (12 percent of all expected general fund revenue)

• The majority of counties and cities in Colorado have banned recreational

marijuana businesses
• THC potency has risen from an average of 3.96 percent in 1995 to an average of

12.33 percent in 2013

There is much more data in each of the ten sections, which can be used as a

standalone document. All of the sections are on the Rocky Mountain HIDTA website

and can be printed individually; go to www.rmhidta.org reports.
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Executive ummary

Marijuana has been bought and sold in Jefferson County far decades, but has been sold by

individuals who often use violence to dominate the market. After 45 years of a federal and

local war on marijuana casting over a trillion dollars, marijuana remains universally

available, parfiicularly in our schools. Jefferson County has now been given an opportunity

to move away from decades oFFailed policy.

Jefferson County voted decisively in favor of A~r►endment 64. Please see Appendix gage 1,

Jefferson County official results, S4% in favor)

Jefferson County now faces the fallowing choice: Choose a model similar to alcohol that

embraces licensing, regulakion, transparency, accounfiability, and taxation; or stick with the

current model where organized crime, similar to Al Capone's criminal enterprise, often

dominates the sale of marijuana through violence, and illegal home grow operations

operate unencumbered throughout Jefferson County neighborhoods.

By opting in, Jefferson County will improve the economy, create hundreds of jobs, collect

millions in new tax revenue, boast real estate and construction, and eliminate a substantial

amount oPthe problems caused by the illegal sale of marijuana by black market operators.

By opting out, Jefferson County residents will continue to buy fratn black market operators,

or simply purchase marijuana from legal marijuana businesses in neighboring localities.

Under this model, Jefferson County will have increased costs trying to fight an

uncontrollable black market, but will be transferring the economic benefits and revenue to

neighboring localities that opt in.

This report recorn~nends that the Board of County Commissioners "nnt-ln"and be one of

the many Colorado counties that are clearly on a path to increased public safety, higher tax

revenue, more employment opportunities and a better overall quality of life.



Impacts

The specific areas aF focus for the Task Force were to examine the impacts, both positive

and negative, in four key areas:

• Public Health & Safery

• Youth

• Government

• Businesses &Economy

im a s o 1~on C.oun~r pl~blic Health &Safety

Prohibitionists made many dire predictions about the effects of marijuana reform. These

dire predictions have failed to materialize.

• Denver`s violent crime rate has decreased substantially post legalization. (App. 2,

City and County of Denver, Homicides dawn 32.0%, sexual assaults down 14.7°l0)

t Traffic fatalities are near record lows in Colorado. (App, 3, The Washington Post,

August 5, 2014. See also App. 9, CDOT data with fatalities falling from 743 in 2002

to 481 in 2Q13)

• According to the Colorado State Patrol, "The number of fatal crashes also dropped

2~.5°/a from 2013 to 2014 during the first quarter." (App. 1Q, CSP press release,

April 23, 2014)

• "Nn, marijuana isn't a,gateway drug." (App. 12, Vox, May 15, 2014. See also App. 18,

Institute of Medicine, "Marijuana and Medicine: Assessing the Science Base" 1999)

• New Study: Legal access to marijuana is associated with fewer opioid overdose

deaths. (App. 2Q, The New York Ttmes, September 1, 2014}

• New study: Couples who smoke marijuana are less likely to engage in domestic

violence. (App. 22, The Huffington Post, August 8, 2014}

• "U.S. Marijuana Legalization Already Weakening Mexican Cartels, Violence Expected

to Decline." (App. 24, TownhalLcom, August 11, 2014)
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In addition, several other localiries have provided similar evidence that the industry has

not been the dire public safety risk predicted by prohibitionists, In testimony provided to

the Task Force by Chairwoman Ramey Johnson, based on interviews she conducted with

several officials of Edgewater and Lakewood, Edgewater Chief of Police Hawes stated that

in terms of direct impact on calls and crime, marijuana stores have been negligible. Notes

from Chairwoman Johnson interviews, App 43-45.

Chairwoman Johnson also interviewed H) StoIF, City Manager of Edgewater, who stated that

liquor stores are more problematic than dispensaries, and that Edgewater would rather

have a dispensary than a bank, as banks get held up and pay na sales tax. Ibid.

Similar statements were received from Officer Chad Martinez and Lakewood Chief of Police

Padilla. According to Lakewood F.Q. data, medical marijuana dispensaries have a lower

incidence rate than most other businesses, mainly because would be criminals know that

dispensary locarions are well lit, secure and under constant surveillance. (Data presented

at Task Force Mtg, June 23rd).

In short, statewide data and testimony from several other communities shows that

marijuana businesses can be licensed, regulated, and taxed in a controlled and safe manner.



For decades, marijuana has been readily available to Je#'ferson County youth.

Prohibitionists predicted that teen marijuana use would explode with marijuana reform,

but both state and federal data show the inverse.

• From 2011 to 2013, Colorado's teen marijuana use rate decreased from 22a/c, to

24%, according to the Colorado Department of Publrc Heath and Environment.

Lifetime usage also decreased from 39% to 37%. (App. 27, CDPHE press release,

August 7, 2414).

• From 2409 to 2011, during the time that Colorado licensed and regulated over 50Q

marijuana businesses, Colorado's teen marijuana use rate declined from 24.8% to

22.0%, according to the Center far Disease Control and Prevention. (App. 24 CDC}

~ Colorado's teen marijuana use rate is well below the national average. ,

o in 2{}11, teen use in the U.S. was 23.1% while the Colorado rate was 22%.

[App. 30, CDC)

Q In 2413, teen use in the tI.S. was 23.4%, while Colorado's rate was 24%.

(App. 31, CDC, CDPHE)

Further, several studies show that marijuana reform does not increase teen use.

• "Legalizing medical marijuana doesn't increase use among adolescents, study says."

(App. 32, Science Daily, Apri123, 2014)

o Study Summary: "Parents and physicians concerned about an increase in

adolescents' marijuana use following the legalizatiot, of medical marijuana

can breathe a sigh of relief. According ko a new study at Rhode island

Hospital that compared ZO years worth of data from states with and without

medical marijuana laws, legalizing the drug did not lead to rnrreased use

among adolescents."

a 'Teen marijuana use hasn't exploded amid boom in legalization support, drug

survey finds." (App. 34, tJS News &World Report December 18, 2013]
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~ "Medical Marijuana Laws and Teen Use." (App. 37, Social Science Research Network,

May 28, 2(11~~

~ Abstract: "Dur results are not consistent with the hypothesis that

leguiizati~n leads to i»crensed use of marijuana by teenagers."

In the meantime, high school graduation rates are up in Colorado.

• "Graduation rates up in Colorado." (App39, The Denver Post, January 23, 2014).

The data and studies demonstrate marijuana reform, along with education and

enforcement, may lead to decreases in teen marijuana usage. Additional revenue created by

taxing the sale oErecreationai marijuana will also allow Jefferson County to create

campaigns to prevent teen use that further support the efforts of schools, the StaCe, and

local law enParcement



Currently, marijuana is legal in Jefferson County. The main question for Jefferson County

government is whether it wants to control fihe sale of marijuana through licensed and

regulated businesses, or spend its limited resources trying to control a decentralized black

market operating out of basements throughout the county.

By opting out, Jefferson County residents will continue simply purchase marijuana from the

black market dr legal businesses in neighboring iacalities. Jefferson County would be

forced to waste resources dealing with the negarive effe~ks of increased home grow

operations, including home invasions, electrical fires, odor, and illegal sales to minors.

This scenario comes without an increase in tax revenue to offset the cosh

Conversely, if Jefferson County residents are given the opportunity to purchase marijuana

through licensed, regulafied, and taxed businesses, there would be several positive impacts:

• ControI over time, place, and manner of marijuana sales;

r Increased property tax revenue for srhoals and other community improvements;

a Increased sales tax revenue for youth education programs, open space, roads and

law enforcement;

~ Estimates based an the current Jeffco tax structure are $416,250. (Appendix

42, Jefferson County) This number could be much larger iFvoters increase

the sales or excise tax rate.

Licensing Fees: Jefferson County should set licensing fees at such a rate as to pay for the

entire cost of administering the marijuana program. Such a structure would help ensure

that the program pays for itself.

In conversations with Chairwoman Ramey Johnson, officials from the City of Edgewater

detailed their positive experiences with the new cannabis industry. App. 43-45. The

Edgewater City Manager Hj Stolf explained to Chairwoman Johnson that the marijuana

D



industry added no cost to the city and that costs are covered by the administrative fees.

Stolf continued:

• Liquor stares are more problematic than dispensaries;

~ He would rather have a dispensary than a bank, as banks get held up and pay no

sales tax;

t 10% of Edgewater revenues comes from marijuana sales;

~ Marijuana stores are responsible, good business owners. They ask for help, and

have positive relationships,

Edgewater Mayor McNulty expressed similar positive statements to Chairwoman jahnson,

stating that the problems did not match up to what he thought they would be.

Edgewater Chief of Police Howes also had positive things to share, stating that there was a

pretty insignificant amount of crime far a city of their size, crime had not been tied to

marijuana, and that the cost to the city is negligible.

The Brookings insritute recently released a study, "Colorado's Rollout of Legal Marijuana

Succeeding." (App. 46, Brookings Institution, July 31, 2014). The study explains that the

sfiate has done a thorough and responsible jab implementing the policy.

Jefferson County can follow the lead of the State of Colorado, and other localiries, in

implementing a responsible, secure, and accountable program.

Ken Keely, Accountant for the City of Edgewater, perhaps stated it best in his conversation

with Chairwoman Johnson: The Marijuana Industry has always been around - now it is

taxed and helps pay for services. App. 43-45.

7



I~nacts to iefferson Cotnt~Ris~„c~~ EconomT

Data suggests that marijuana reform has been a inajar benefit to Calarado businesses and

the economy.

• Colorado has the fastestgrowing economy in the nation. (App. 49, Business Jnsider,

August 4, 2014)

• Colorado is having its best tourism season in fts htstory. (App. S0, The Denver Post,

May 27, 2014)

• Denver is having its best tourism season in its history. (App. 52, The Denver Post,

June 18, 2014)

i The ski industry just had its best ski season in its history. (App. 54, Coloradoun, Jutte

12, 2014)

• Over 10,000 jobs in the marijuana industry. (App. S5, Colorado Department of

Revenue)

• There are thousands o~additionai jobs in supporting industries such as

construction, real estate, insurance, accounting, architecture, security, legal, general

business supplies, state and local law enforcement, etc.

• "Colorado unemployment drops to 5.5°l0. (App. 56, The Denver Post, July 18, 2U14].

• "Denver ranks as a top market to watch' For commercial real estate." [App. 58,

Denver Business Journal, Jonuary 17, 2414).

• Qver 5 million square feet of Denver commercial real estate is occupied by

marijuana businesses. {App. 61, ~'artune, Qecember 12, 2013).

t Colorado seeing "Rock bottom vacancy rates:' (App. 66, The Denver Post, June 11,

2Q14~

• "Record construction activity in Denver." (App. 67, Inside ReQ~ Estate News, March

19, 214)

• "Report: Medical Marijuana Dispensaries Nat Linked to Neighborhood Crime." (App.

7Q, U.S News & Wortd Report, )une 6, 2012).

• Increased customer traffic and revenue for adjacent businesses.
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The Task Force conducted a study that was apparently distributed to several local chamber

of commerce groups, but the data appears to be tainted. It was intended to only go out to

those who are in fart members of local chambers of commerce, yet 28.4% of respondents

indicated they were NOT affiliated with such an organization. For this reason we did not

include those findings in our report, nor do we consider it a valid gauge of opinions from

the local business community.

According to the Edgewater Mayor McNulty in an interview conducted by Chairwoman

]ahnsan, the new marijuana industry had no effect on adjacent businesses, and the city had

received no complaints about marijuana stares.

Edgewater City Manager Hj Stolf stated in his interview with Chairwoman Johnson that

property values are up in their community.

[n short, Colorado is having record economic growth, tourism, real estate, construction, and

more. The question remains whether Jefferson County wilt benefit from these tremendous

economic opportunities, or sacrifice it to the black market and neighboring localities.
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Jefferson County shautd opt in far retail marijuana sales in order to take control away from

the black market, and enhance the economy and revenue.

Jefferson County should also reject a moratorium as it is the same as a ban, and would

benefit the black market, increasing casts, and deny the County economic benefits and

additions! revenue.

While Jefferson County voters decisively voted in favor of Amendment 64, if the JeFferson

County Commissioners determine that they are not yet ready to opt in, they should put this

matter backup Far a vote to let the citizens deride the matter. Whils it is possible that

some voters wanted legalization without licensed businesses, it is also possible that

opponents of Amendment fi4 are now ready to allow licensed businesses given the positive

signs coming from the rest of the state.

The Brookings Insritute report explained that Colorado has done a thorough and

responsible job implementing Amendment 64. The report gives special praise to Governor

Hickenlaoper far crearing the Amendment 64 Task Force, which was tasked with figuring

out how to make the new law work We would urge Jefferson County to do the same thing,

and convene a group of stakeholders with the task of making Iegal marijuana sales in

Jefferson County work. To date, several of the the Task Force members are dedicated to

thwarting the will of Jefferson County voters, and making the implementation of

Amendment 64 fail. Jefferson County deserves a Task Force that is dedicated to

implementing the will of its citizens.

It is the posirion of this report that the voters have already decisively said yes' to

Amendment 64, and'yes' to licensed, regulated, and taxed businesses.
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Data and studies suggest that Jefferson County can allow marijuana sales while enhancing

safety, the economy, and our basic civil liberties. Jefferson County residents decisively

supported Amendment 64, and now they need their representative government to rise to

the occasion and implement the law in the safest and most beneficial way passible.

Calarado's rollout of legal marijuana is succeeding on many counts. Colorado has seen

decreases in teen marijuana use and traffic fatalities, and record increases in the economy,

jobs, tourism, and more.

By opting in, Jefferson County has the opportunity to disrupt the black market, improve the

economy, create jobs, enhance revenue, and increase the civil liberties of its citizens. The

path forward will not be easy, but the state and many other localities have shown that legal

cannabis sales can be be safe, responsible, and beneficial.
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PART 1 CRIME IN THE CITY AND COUNTY f~F DENVER BASED QN UCR STANQARDS

TYPE OF OFFENSE

Homicide

VIOLENT Sexua! Assault
CRIME Robbery ~ ---

Aggravated Assault

JAN 1~lUL 34,
2013'

#

JAN 7.lUL 3'1,
2014*

#

CHANGE

# ` %
—_~..~___~._ .
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25

—_ 
17
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~ 2,278

--- 2,582

7

-88.

-23Q~

-71

-1,255

0.5°e6

-3.796

1,418

2,284

0.99b

-3.590SUBTOTAL . ~ ~_ _2,366

PART 1
PROPERTY

Burglary 2,812 -8.2°~

~ -0.2%

2,583 ~y ~ -8.19L

5,2i8R 17.196

2,840 -30.69fo

~-arceny (Except Theft from M~ 4,457 4,446

Then from Motor Vehicle 4,495 2,840 -30.6%

AutoTheQ

Arson -- ----•--~ - --- ---

SUBTClTAL

1,992 1,964 -28 -i.49k 1,966 -i.3°k

-- 53 82
----
11,914

29 54.7°k 84 58.5%

13,449
--

-1,485 -17.i°~
-
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} 14,975 -5.1°r6PART 1 TOTAL 95,'778 14,792 -1,583' -10.Q~

'The data exGudes offenses related to the USC process for comparative purposes

All files utilized in the creation of this report are dynamic pynamic files allow additions deletions andlor modifications at any time. resulting in more wmp ete

and accurate records in the databases. Due to continuous data entry after reports are corrzpiied numbers may vary in previous ar subsequent reports Data

ex~wrted an Q8lD7J20i4

PREPARED TO DEPARTMENT OF SAFElY PUBLIC INFORMATION STANQAROS

Excludes Vaffic acpdents, tratfiC moving violations and other Uaffic offenses

In t~Aay 20't3 the Denver Pogce Department implemented the Unified Summons and Complalni {USBC) process. This process unifies multiple types at paper

stations, exGuding Vatfic GcketS iota an elecUDniC process That intortnatian is transmitted to the Denver Sheriff, County Court, City Attorney and DistnCi

Attorney through a data exchange platform as needed. As a result of this process a reported aHense ~s generated which was previously not pptured in Naiionai

Inadent Based Repohing System tNIBRS) For comparison purposes. climes which were captureQ due to the llSBC process were exGuded from tt~e data

when comparing 2Q72 to 2013 M additional column has been added to the tables which reflects the actual number of crimes.
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[Press.Release] Zero Fatalities, Zero Tolerance:
Colorado State Patrol statewide enforcement
efforts this weekend

press release at cdps-l.state.co.us press.release at cd~s-I.state.co.us
Wed Apr 23 19:52: 491~fL7T 2014

• Previous message: jPress,Release~ Homicide, manslaughter charges fallow hunting incident, fatal crash
• Next message: jPress.ReleaseJ CBI to Host Multiple Shred-A-Tlion and RX Take Back Evens on Apri!

~~

• Messages sorted by: date thread sub"ect author

*Colorado State Patrol*

*Press Release*

www.csp.state.ca.us

*Sergeant Mike Baker*
*Public Information officer*

*3@3-234-4583 <303-239-4583>*

FflR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: pate: April 24, 2014

Time:

8 p.m.

Troopers statewide will participate in a high-visibility, strict
enforcement operation beginning Friday night, April 25, through Monday
morning. Every uniformed r~ember and communication officer in the Colorado

State Patrol will work through the weekend, supporting the operation's

"Zero Fatalities, Zero Tolerance" title.

The operation's goal is to utilize every resource available to actively

prevent fatal crashes over the weekend and to demonstrate the effect of a

unified enforcement effort throughout the state.

"The men and women of the Colorado State Patrol work hard every day to keep
our raaQways safe for everyone," said Colonel StAtt Hernandez, Chief of the
Colorado State Patrol. "I encourage our Troopers to have zero tolerance
far driving behaviors that endanger motorists on our state's roadways, as
we strive towards zero fatalities."

Compared to the first quarter of 2013, in 2014, Troopers have increased the ~P~+ /~
number of citations issued for proactive DUIJD arrests {by 12.80 , speeding
(17.2%), and seatbelt violations (14.90 , while increasing misdemeanor and

hHn•l/rrine_I e}a!a rn tie/ninortnaU/nrocc raloneo19R14_4~ri11~7(1(1Rfi11 himl '~~
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felony arrests ~ 7%. the number Af fatal crisl~e~ alsn ~c~'2p.~ecT ~2S.5~X ~rQ~.
X013 to 2 14 Quripg ~ f~rs~ ~rter.

"I am very proud of our efforts to improve traffic safety," Hernanez said,
"and I believe that our continued enforcement and educational programs will
save lives every hour of every day."

The statewide enforcement effort begins

at 6 p.m. on Friday, running until 12 a.m. Monday morning.

Media ride-alongs for the media will be available (when possible) upon
request for Saturday and Sunday. Interested media oufilets should contact
the on-call PIO at 303-239-4583 by no later fihan 5 p.m. an Friday, April
25, to discuss and facilitate a ride-along.

*Date of Incident: April 25-27, 2614*

Draft Release

*Initial Release*

Case Report Number:

*Public Release*

Update ar Follow-Up Release

ColoradoStatePatrol.com

Facebook.comjColorada5tatePatrol

Twit#er.com/CSP_News 
-------------- next part --------------
An HTML attachment was scrubbed...
URL: http://cdas-I.state.co Luis[oivermail/press.release/attachmentsJ2@140423/h6ldddeelattachment.html

• Previous message: [Press.ReleaseJ Homicide, manslaughter chard=.es follow hunting incident. fatat Brash

• Next message: jPress.Release] CBI to Host Multiple Shred-A-Thon and RX Take Back Events on April
~~

• Messages sorted by: date thread sub'ect a tl r

Marc infornlati~n shout the Press.Rcleasc mailine list / l

~p~

F.ttn•tlrrina_I etafo ~n iielnh.arm ~4t~rAea raln aenMflld_Gevil(t1flf1Rf1f1 I~1ml 'll7



News: New survey documents youth marlJnana use, need (or prevention I Department of Public Health and Environment

iYanslate
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News: New survey documents youth
marijuana use, need far prevention

9!2!14. 5 17 PM

Mark Salley, Communications Director ( 303-692-2013 ( mark.salleyCstate.co.us

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: Aug. 7, 2014

DENVER -- fewer high school students in Catorado think using marijuana is risky.

Preliminary results from the 2Q13 Healthy Kids Colorado Survey show the percentage of

students who perceived a moderate or great risk from marijuana use declined from 58

percent in 2011 to 54 percent in 2Q13.

The survey also shows cigarette use aman~ high school students trending downward, at

a faster pace than marijuana. Dr. Larry Walk, executive director and chief medical

officer for the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment noted that public

smoking bans, tobacco taxes, awareness campaigns and enforcement of underage

tobacco sales account far the continued decrease in underage cigarette smoking,

"We know what works to protect young people from unhealthy substances," Wolk said.

"As with tobacco, youth prevention campaigns wilt help ensure adult te~alization of
~~~ , ~7
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News: New wrvey documents youth marijuana use, need For prevention 1 Depattmeot of Public Health and £nvironmaat 4(2 J 14, 5.17 PM

marijuana in Colorado does not impact fihe health of Colorado kids."

Qne in five Colorado high school students used marijuana in the past 30 days, and mare

than a third have used it at some point in their lives, the survey shows.

and lifetime use

declined from 34 percent to 37 percent during the same two years. None of the declines

shown in the preliminary data represent a statistically significant drop in rates.

But health experts worry that the normalization of marijuana use in Colorado could lead
more young people to try it.

"If we want Colorado to be the healthiest state in the nation, then we need to make

sure our youngest citizens understand the risks of using potentially harmful substances,"
said Dr. Walk. "Later this month, we'll launch a youth prevention campaign that

encourages kids not to risk damaging their growing brains by experimenting with

marijuana."

While studies show using marijuana has an effect on brain development, the extent of

that effect will take years to determine conclusively, The campaign is designed to grab
kids' attention, present them with the existing science and empower them to make

informed decisions.

The Healthy Kids Colorado Survey collects anonymous health information from CoEorado
middle and high school students every other year. In 2013, the state departments of

health, education, and human services launched a unified version of the survey to

approximately 40,OQ0 randomly-selected students from more than 220 middle and high

schools. Final state and re~ianal results wiU be available this fall at

http: / /www.chd.dphe.state.co.us/.

2Q ~, y ~, ~ 2
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CDC-Youth Online: High School YQBS Colorado 20D4 and 20F1 Rcsults

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Your Qn! ne Source for Cred~la HeoC1h Infarmatlon

Youth Online: High School YRBS

Colorado 2009 and 2o~i Results

Currently Used Marijuana
{one or more times during the 30 days before the survey}
Colorado, High School Youth Risk Behavior Survey

Totg~ Zoos zou
'Total 2~t.8 (20R--29.7} 22.0 i 19.b-24.5)

I;~i59~ 1;18!

Footnotes

j' Percentage, confidence interval, ccU size

9!2!14, 5:11 PM

Application iJRL:http:/ineed.cdc.govlyouthonlinclApplResults.s+spx7
TT=F&OUT=O&SI~HS&Q[D=H~9&LIR=CO&YID=2009&UD2=C0&Y[D2=201 ! &C01..=T&ROW 1=N&RO W2=N&HT=QQ&LCT=LL&FS=S I
&FR=R I &FG=G 1 &FSL=S I &FRL=R l&FGI..—G I &PV=BcTST=False&C f=&C2~8cQP=G&DP=1 &VA=CI&CS=Y&SYID--Bchl'ID=&SC=DEFAULT
&SO=ASCBcPF-1
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CQC-Youth On►ina: Hl~h 5chooi YRBS United States 2011 and Colorado 2011 Results

Centers for Diseose Control and Prevention
Your Oni.ne Sasrce for Credible FEeagh informat{on

Youth Online: High School YRBS

United States 2011 and Colorado 20~~ Results

Currently Used Marijuana
(one or more times during the 30 days before the survey)

High School Youth Risk Behavior Survey

Totals United States 2011 Colorado 2011

Taal 23.1 (21 S 24.7) 22.0 (t9.6-245)

11t,970~ 1;18 l

Footnotes

t Pecrentage, con6dencc interval, ccU size

9/2/14, 5.13 PM

Application URL;http:llnced.cdc.DovlyouthonlinetApp/Results.usgx?
TT=E&OUl'~0&SID=HS&QID=H~19&LI~XX&YID=201 !&L[D2=C0&YID2-201 l&COLrT&ROW 1=N&ROW2=N&HT=QQ&L.CT=LL&FS=S!
&FR=R i &FG=(~ I &FSL-S I &FRG=R I &FGl.,di t &PY=&TST=~aI se&C i ~&C2=&QP-G&DP=1 &VA~I&CS=Y&SYID=&EY iD=&SC=DEFAULT
&50=ASC&PF=1
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CbC-Youth Ontlne. High School YRBS United States 2013 Results

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Your CM' ne Source for Credibia }lealth Information

Youth Online: High School YRBS

United States 203 Results

Currently Used Marijuana
(ane ~r mare times during the 30 days before the survey)

Uni#ed States, High School Youth Risk Behavior Survey,
2013

Year Totals

:D I ~ 23.4 (2 l _3-25.7}

13,314

Footnotes

Percentage, confidence interval, cell size

9/3/iR, I:35 PM

Applieakion URL:http:'~necd.cde.gav~youthoniine:App/Resuits.aspx?
TT=C&fJU"I'=d&SID=HS&Q[D=H~1R8cLiQ=XX&YID=20i 3&LlD2=&Y1D2=&COL=T&ROW l=N&ROW2=N&HT=QQ&LC'i'=LL&~S=SI&FR=R

t &FG=G 1 &FSI.,-31 &FRL=R 1 &FG[.~G 1 &PVC&TST=False&C1=&CZ=&QP=G&DP=1&VA=G&CS=Y&SYID=8cEYIQ-&SC=DEFAl1LT&50=A
3C&FF=1
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Estimate of Potential Revenue from Marijuana Retail Sales in Unincorporated Jefferson County

Assumptions:

• 1.9 ounces of consumption per user per year (Colorado Legislative Council Marijuana Revenues

Interim Committee)

• $z00 per ounce (Colorado bepartmeni of Revenue Market Size and Demand for Marijuana in

Colorado)

• 12.99'0 of adults consume marijuana (Colorado Legislative Council Marijuana Revenues Interim

Committee)

• Adult population in Jefferson County — 405,617 ~Colorada State Demographer as of July 1, 2012)

~ Adult population in areas of Jefferson County where retail sales are not allowed and/or are not

conveniently available —377,440 (Jeanie Rossillon —excluded populations from Edgewater,

Lakeside, Mountain View and Wheat Ridge)

• %z cent Sales tax for Open Spate (0.005}

• 'l: cent sales tax for SE Jeffca Roadway LID {0.005)

• Half of retail sales grass revenue in 5E leffco (Jeanie Rossillon)

• Jefferson County share of State Sales Tax —15% of 1090 {0.015)

Calculations

• 377,440 adult population x 12.99`o percent = 48,b90 adult consumers

• 48,690 adult consumers x 1.9 ounces per year = 92,511 ounces purchased annually

• 92,511 ounces x $20{~/ounce = $18,502,000 gross annual retail sales revenue

J7ax Revenue to Jefferson Coun~i

• $18,502,20Q sales x 0.005 tax ~ $92,50Q annual revenue for Open Space

• $18,502,200 sales x O.U05 tax x % ~' $46,z5Q annual revenue for SE Jeffco Roadway LID

• $18,502,20Q sales x 0.015 tax _ $277,500 annual revenue from County share of State sales tax



EDGEWATER

• Noe ra sales tax- same as other purchases, 3.5%
• Retail license fee=$53 annual business license ,license through state

first and then get a local license approved
• Edgewater is one square mile- dispensaries can not be closer than 500

feet from one another a school or daycare-its number
• All medical stares have converted to dual= medical and retail- have a

door that divides businesses
• Regarding sales tax revenue- can only give aggregate numbers of

revenue due to state law- can not say how much sales tax any
particular store collected (another person stated that recreational MIJ
sales tax is bringing in $14,004-$12-000/month)

• ~T~or IVIcl~fui~y i nns did nod ~[at~~[ u~rto--►What ~ t~'tsu~rt;
the woul"c~ die"

Mayor:
• Making sure that Edgewater is not counting on sales tax dollars

think of it as extra money "gravy"
• 7~n ~'fec~ ot~~~.~ar~ntlws~~esses
• ~omplainfs about~?tITstars
• Probably not have more than the 4 and one on line due to small space

• More folks came out against tobacco smoke- no one cane out against
having retail MIJ stores

• Able to purchase 3 new police cars in first year of medical sales

Chief Howes: 72U-763-3000
• Since the opening of retail, Edgewater has had 2 incidents- }burglary

with unopened safe, video in store not working, employee fired one
week earlier-suspect) {second incident, someone mugged outside of
store for small amount of MIJ}

• ~re~ insi~ni~icanY tint.a'~cr rte ~t~ it~t .his. ~,~e- r,~n~l,~ _lid`
'~ee~.~d to.I~

• ~S~~o ~e.~it~u is x~g~gi~iT~.~.~~ec~ corr~I~L4~~e~we~ii
~~sperrsaries arrc~ ~rinT~

• From pace perspective, no change in property values- Chief really
does not know for sure

• MIJ stares are bringing in increased money in businesses, so
landlords are increasing rent to MIJ stores ~~~ , ~3



• Chiefs as a group have pushed for mare money, but in ters of direct
impact on calls and crime MIJ stores are negligible

HJ Stolf- City Manager: 720-763-3008
• ;~"ropet~y ya ues ate u~L (one stare is next to bike store and brew pub

and second business is near Dunkin Donuts and Chix Fillet} these
retail are all very important far Edgewater economically

~ ~. guor sores ark mire ~r~~I~matic ~is~anes,
• ~t'~~v~ ~ di'spe " ~~ian a bad, ~.a„~~ p,~ih~ ug .~n~ pay no

~f~s Zai~
• l~[z ESL tII }'- Gists 3~E: C6~t~19ed.h~ i n i ~ tiup ~ee

~ ~~~.Q{~$eWa~81~~VeI'1L18S C0117~~.~C4II11Y11.1'

• citizens are very supportive- 73°'o voted yes for amendment 64

• "did not have legal retail far the money but because it was the right
thing to do"

• never had anyone speak out against it
• ~1dLi stc~~s_h~r~~.t~s~Qnsibl~good business. owne_r_~ They ask for help.

Positive relationships

Ken Keely —Accountant
• Can not disclose actual revenues- only have 4 stores —giving this out

could allow someone to guesstimate sales tax of any one store- against
the laws

• Edgewater has no industrial base- only retail, restaurants or small
retail {has target, and King Soogers and McDonalds that bring in
large amounts of sales takes)

• MIJ owners are excellent to work with
• Pros and cons
• If the political process has approved- for me it is just another business

• No impact on property values
• See how this experiment play out
• From an accountant perspective- it is a matter of dollars and cents- I

am not part of the political process- my role is to effectively
implement it. Ones perspective radically changes if wearing a
"political hat"

• Colorado embarking on an experiment- in the end it is a values
decision. Values change over tie. So do the people implementing
policy- change. No right or wrong answer ~P~ ~ y



• End of day- bizarre- new demand? Probably affects tourism
• Moe a question of political values
• Biggest issue is banking- safety concerns with the amount of cash in

stores
• Legitimate law enforcement concerns. To his knowledge, Edgewater

has had no problems
• See how it plays out
• Edibles raise concerns-drug component 

--;,.~- _,~_,4.,.~.
--~-~

~.~~
• For majority of people MIJ is re recreational and raises concerns

~~~ • ys



Mike Elliott

From: Bryant - DOR, Natriete <natriece.bryant@state.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, July 3Q, 2014 427 PM
To: Mike Elliott
Subject: Re: # of occupational licenses

Hi Mike,

As of July 'i, 2014, there have been 11,289 active accupatianal licenses issued by MED.

Natriece Bryant
Communicatiaus Specialist
State of Colorado, Department of Revenue
Executive Director's Office
1375 Sherman St., Denver, CO 80261
Phone: 303.$66.5536
Cell: 303.842.2741
Email: natriece.brvantCcr~.state.co.us
www.colorado.pov/revenue

On Wed, Jul 30, 2014 at 1:20 PM, Mike Elliott <mike(c~marijuanaindustrygroup.ar~> wrote:

Hi Natriece,

A reporter mentioned to me that DOR released the number of occupational licenses it has issued, 1 l thousand

and change.

Can you send me that info? There are dozens Qf reporters that would like that info, and they have all been

quoting my estimation of l OK. Glad to know my estimate was close.

Michael Elliott, Esq.

Executive Director

Marijuana Industry Group
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Jefferson County Marijuana Task Force

September 2014


