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Overview of state/local cannabis landscape



Cannabis legalization in the Pacific Northwest
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Basic theoretical construct

HealthBe haviorBe lie fs and  
NormsEnvironme ntPolicy
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Affe cte d  b y local p o licy 
and  ap p lication

Effe cts mig ht vary b y p op ulation or ind ivid ual 
characte ristics



State-to-State Variation



Cannabis legalization actions

O REGO N
Washing to n O re g o n

Passe d  le g alization Nov 2012 
(Initiative  502)

Nov 2014 
(Ballo t Measure  91)

Ad ult use  is le g al De ce mb e r 2012 July 2015

Re tail sale s b e g in July 2014 “early sale s” O ct 2015
Full re tail O ct 2016

Re g ulatory ag e ncy Washing ton State  
Liq uor & Cannab is 
Board  (LCB) – also  
re g ulate s alcohol, 
tob acco

O re g on Liq uor & 
Cannab is Commission 
(O LCC) – also  re g ulate s 
alcohol



Contrast: Rela t ive ly  P r eve n t ion -Align e d  Regulations

Po licy facto rs
Non-med ical p osse ssion and  use  b y p eop le  und e r ag e  21 is 
illeg al in b o th state s

Wash ing to n + O re g o n

Ad ult use  (non-me d ical) home  g rowing  not allowe d 

Cap s on numb e r of re tail cannab is outle ts 

“Buffe rs” for re tail cannab is lice nse s Both re q uire  1,000 ft 
from K12 p ub lic schools; WA ad d s p rivate  schools, p layg round , p ub lic 
transit ce nte rs, re c ce nte rs, child care , p ub lic p arks, lib rary, g ame  
arcad e s - b ut locals can mod ify.



Re strictions on cannab is ad ve rtising  (re lative  stre ng th) *
Hig he r cannab is re tail sale s taxe s (37% WA vs. 17-20% O R) 

Local authority to  b an sale s, ap p ly o the r re strictions  

8
+ WA legalization simultaneously created structure to control a previously unregulated medical market.
* Following additional restrictions on advertising implemented in 2017



Legal markets in communities: “presence” variation

O re g on

Washing ton



Time to start of sales and market maturity varies by state

Initial marke t g rowth tre nd  b reak

Dilley JA, Johnson JK, Colby AM, Sheehy TJ, Muse EJ, Filley JR, Segawa MB, Schauer GL, Kilmer B. (2023) Cannabis retail market indicators in five legal states in the US: A 
public health perspective. Clinical Therapeutics Jul 14;S0149-2918(23)00221-7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinthera.2023.06.015



Current status: State variation in retail cannabis outlets 
(J une 20 22)

Dilley JA, Johnson JK, Colby AM, Sheehy TJ, Muse EJ, Filley JR, Segawa MB, Schauer GL, Kilmer B. (2023) Cannabis retail market indicators in five legal states in the US: A 
public health perspective. Clinical Therapeutics Jul 14;S0149-2918(23)00221-7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinthera.2023.06.015



Within-state Variation



What can cities and counties do? “5 Ps” of policy
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Source: A toolkit for the Northwest (HHS Region 10) Prevention 
Technology Transfer Center (PTTC) Network. Reports and resources 
posted on this site were co-authored by Dilley and Segawa. Published 
October 2020. Available at https://pttcnetwork.org/centers/northwest-
pttc/hhs-r10-cannabis-toolkit-resources 

https://pttcnetwork.org/centers/northwest-pttc/hhs-r10-cannabis-toolkit-resources
https://pttcnetwork.org/centers/northwest-pttc/hhs-r10-cannabis-toolkit-resources


Methods: Assessment of 
Local Cannabis Policies
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•
•
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Population, place, and policy variation

County p op ulations, 2020          County re tail b ans De ce mb e r 2022     % county p op ulations cove re d  b y b ans



Local policies in Washington & Oregon, December 20 22
Wash ing to n O re g o n

# o f cit ie s* o r co untie s w ith  the  p o licy 
sho w n (% o f N)

# Citie s # Countie s % state  p op  
cove re d

# Citie s # Countie s % state  p op  
cove re d

Bro ad  re g u la t io n  o f re ta il sa le s/ sit ing N=165 N=39 N=122 N=36
Pe rmane nt o r te mp orary re tail b an 66 (40%) 9 (23%) 20% 35 (29%) 15 (42%) 15%

Zoning  re g ulations ap p lie d  on re tail 80 (48%) 26 (67%) 75% 77 (63%) 18 (50%) 80%
No local p o licy actions (“sile nt”) 19 (12%) 4 (10%) 5% 10 (  8%) 3 (  8%) 5%

Sp e cific re ta il re g u la t io ns N=99 N=30 N=87 N=21
Local marijuana-sp e cific b us. Lice nse 5 (5%) 0 (0%) 14% 20 (23%) 0 (0%) 34%

Local tax N/A N/A 79 (91%) 12 (57%) 72%
Cap  on re tail facilitie s > than state 6 (6%) 0 (0%) 6% 0 0

Marke ting  re strictions no te d 14 (14%) 3 (10%) 26% 28 (32%) 2 (10%) 18%
Place  b uffe rs/se tb acks no te d 61 (62%) 13 (43%) 60% 64 (73%) 14 (67%) 64%

Place  b uffe rs/se tb acks stronger than state 15 (15%) 9 (30%) 24% 49 (56%) 12 (57%) 40%
Co m m e rcia l Pro d uctio n / Gro w ing N=165 N=39 N=122 N=36

All activitie s b anne d 62 (38%) 7 (18%) 18% 36 (30%) 15 (42%) 18%
O utd oor b anne d 99 (60%) 13 (33%) 45% 76 (62%) 16 (44%) 50%

* Citie s with <2,000 p op ulation we re  no t includ e d , this was <2% of each state ’s p op ulation



% of state populations covered by local cannabis retail sales 
bans 

Washing to n O re g o n

Soon afte r imp le me ntation: 2016 (WA*)  and  2017 (O R) 30% 17%

Afte r marke t maturity: 2022 20% 15%
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* 2016 WA d ata from Dille y JA, Hitchcock L, McGrod e r N, Gre to  LA, Richard son SM. Community-level policy responses to state marijuana legalization in 
Washington State . Int J  Drug  Policy. 2017 Ap ril ; 42: 102–108. availab le  online  at 
http s:/ /www.ncb i.nlm.nih.g ov/p mc/article s/PMC5473373/p d f/nihms864551.p d f

“b ans” includ e s b oth te mp orary and  p e rmane nt p rohib ition of re tail sale s

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5473373/pdf/nihms864551.pdf


“Gray market” 20 13                “Green market” 20 19

East/We st state  d ivid e   

Dille y, Gre e n, e t al. (in p re p aration) 



Rural and Eastern area communities are more affected by change;
Low income communities, university areas are consistently affected 

Adjusted Incidence Rate Ratios 
for association between 
number of cannabis outlets 
within census tracts and census 
tract characteristics, 
Washington State 2019 vs. 2013

Dille y, Gre e n, e t al. (in p re p aration) 



Public Health  Effects?



General trends in cannabis risks among youth , middle and high  
school students, WA and OR (examples)
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Assessing behaviors associated with  presence of local cannabis 
retail outlets (driven by local policies)

•

•
•

•

•
•



Associations with  retail proximity
Ad juste d  o d d s fo r o u tco m e  a sso cia te d  w /  re ta il p roxim ity* Mid d le  Scho o l Hig h  scho o l

WA 8th O R 8th WA 10th O R 11th

Cannab is use  
Curre nt  use  (p a st  3 0  d ays) 1.06 1.09 1 .0 7 1 .1 0
Fre q ue nt use  (1 0 d + WA, 2 0 + t im e s O R) 1.08 1 .1 6 1 .1 5 1 .1 1

In junctive  no rm s
Yo uth  p e rso na lly b e lie ve  it ’s w ro ng  to  use .95 .95 .9 2 .95
Frie nd s b e lie ve  it ’s w ro ng .94 .9 2 .9 2 .9 3
Pa re nts b e lie ve  it ’s w ro ng .9 2 .9 3 .9 1 .8 9
Ad ults in  co m m unity th ink it ’s w ro ng .94 n/a .9 0 n/a

De scrip tive  no rm s
Gre a t  risk to  try .9 2 .9 2 .94 .94

Gre a t  risk to  use  re g ula rly .96 .9 4  .98 .97
Acce ss

Easy to  g e t 1.05 1 .0 9 1 .0 8 1.04

Significant associations (OR with p<.05) are shown in bold

*p roximity conce ive d  as the  inve rse  d istance  from school to  neare st cannab is re taile r. Dille y, Guttmannova, e t al. (in sub mission) 

Values >1  are “worse”

Values >1  are “worse”

Values <1  are “worse”

Values <1  are “worse”



Summary of associations with  retail presence

O utco m e  d o m a in WA 8 th 
g rad e

O R 8 th 
g rad e

WA 1 0 th 
g rad e

O R 1 1 th 
g rad e

Cannab is use 0/2 1/2 2/2 2/2
Injunctive  norms 
(“wrong ne ss”)

1/4 2/3 4/4 2/3

De scrip tive  norms (“risk”) 1/2 2/2 0/2 0/2
Acce ss 0/1 1/1 1/1 0/1

To ta l 2 / 9 6 / 8 7 / 9 4 / 8

# of sig nificant associations that are  “worse ” from a p re ve ntion le ns (p rior tab le )

*p roximity conce ive d  as the  inve rse  d istance  from school to  neare st cannab is re taile r. Dille y, Guttmannova, e t al. (in sub mission) 



Summary

•

•

•

•

•
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