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role o f cannabis lo impair a driver's perform ance to that ex­
tent that it will comprise trulTic accidents (M orland. 2000). 
However, the com bination cannabis w ith alcohol is known 
to have serious effects on the driving perform ance ' ’’ obbc, 
1098).

The potentials fi r  bias must be considered as in every ep i­
demiological study and the presented relative risks should 
be interpreted with caution. We sampled controls from m ov­
ing traffic. Although the willingness to participate was high 
(79% ), the non-response may have led to selection bias. 
Theoretically, potential drug Idicts might have refused to 
participate in our study. However, all motorists were by law 
compelled to undergo a breath test for alcohol. No majoi 
differences in age, sex, and alcohol levels were found wi.cn 
comparing controls who delivered a urine or blood specimen 
to m otorists who did not Thus, no indications o f  substantial 
selection bias in the control group were found.

The different distribution in the urine and blood speci­
mens between the cases and controls may have led to in­
formation bias. The main strategy in our study was to get 
urine or blood as a biological sample and not to limit the 
inclusion o f eases as well as controls by specifying one bi­
ological fluid. An advantage o f  urine over blood analysis is 
the longer persistence and higher concentrations o f  drugs 
a rd  its metabolites (c.g cannabis). However, this is also its 
m ajor drawback as persistence for cannabis may vary from 
I day to several weeks after the pharmacological effect has 
disappeared In that ease, it is most unlikely that a positive 
drug result is related to an increased risk for road accidents. 
Because o f  the much larger share o f  urine specim ens in the 
control group com pared to the eases an underestimation o f  
the relative risk for cannabis is possible. However, in this 
study it seems unlikely because overall 6 3% o f  all the urine 
specim ens and *.3% o f  all the blood specim ens w ere posi­
tive for cannabis, respectively.

On the other hand, i f  the ..pplicd analytical method is not 
sensitive enough, drugs might escape detection However, in 
our study this analytical bias is thought to be random; thus, 
there is no reason to believe that the level o f  error would 
differ between the study gro ps Such bias will finally un­
derestimate the study results lennekens and Burmg. 1987).

Another limitation o f  this study is the sam ple size The 
wide confidence intervals around some of the odds ratios arc 
a reflection o f  this phenom enon. However, to our consider­
ation expanding the number o f  eases would not change the 
mam findings o f  our study. T.xpanding the sam ple size will 
decrease the confidence intervals around the estim ates but 
will not majorly affect the point estim ates in question.

The causal directions o f  the associations found in this 
study need to be considered, From a non-cxpcrim ental study, 
it is difficult to unravel whether the drug (e.g. benzodi­
azepine), the reason for taking it or associated risk taking 
behaviour led to an increased accident risk (Ncutel. 1995'. 
Some underlying conditions, c.g sleeping difficulties, may 
themselves lead to increased accident risks and become the 
causal fa. or itself, and not the benzodiazepine prescribed

for this indication (C onnor et al., 2001> However, there is 
substantial evidence from exp placebo-controlled
studies with patients previously ^.noscd as insomniacs, 
that two nights o f  hypnotic drug use did cause a substantial 
im pairing effect on real driving behaviour, w hereas treat­
ment significantly improved sleep quality (O ’Hanlon and De 
filer, 1986) Some benzodiazepine hypnotics caused effects 
in the morning after the second night and in the following 
afternoon that exceeded the effects o f  0.5, 0.8 and l.0 g /l 
blood alcohol concentrations, which arc used as legal lim ­
its in several countries around the world (Brookhuis. 1998). 
Also other risk taking behaviour, associated with drug use 
like overcstim alion o f  capabilities, macho altitude, habitual 
speeding, and other indecent driving behaviour, could be the 
causal factor (Petridou and M oustaki, 2000).

Generally, determ ining the relation between drug use 
and road trauma accidents is extrem ely complex because 
o f  many important selection factors that are doubtlessly 
present. Many reports have dem onstrated a high rate o f 
drug use am ong injured motorists, but few studies have 
collected comparable drug use data from a control group 
of motorists w ho were not involved in a traffic accident 
(Honkancn et al.. 198(1/. Some researchers tried lo over­
com e the control group problem by using a ease-cross aver 
design, as in the so-called culpability studies o f  (fatally) 
injured drivers (Robertson and Drumm er. 1994; Lowcnstcin 
and K o/iol-M cl uin, 2(X)I). Im portant lim itations o f  this 
type . f  studies arc the generally sn ail numbers o f  subjects, 
and subjective elem ents that arc involved in evaluating cul­
pability Our stud'* is an epidem iological study including 

control group of non-accident drivers selected random ly 
trom the moving traffic flow. The key advantage o f  this 
study is that the control (non-accident) drivers were legally 
stopped, tested for drug use and com pared with a represen­
tative group o f  seriously injured drivers.

5. C onc lu sion s

In conclusion, although a causal relationship between 
road trauma accidents and the use o f  drugs other than a l­
cohol is not proven by the results o f  this study, it provides 
new insights in the role o f  these drugs in tiaffie crashes. 
Use o f  drug drug combinations constitute a risk for drivers 
that will be at least as severe as the risk caused by the 
use o f  moderate quantities o f alcol t he impact on so­
ciety is significant and actions related to reducing the use 
o f  these drugs by drivers are therefore n eedei. Still ob ­
vious gaps in our know ledge remain with respect to d if­
ferent effects o f certain d n g s  within the sam e therapeutic 
class and drug com binations (m ultiple and with alcohol). 
Our study provides evidc n :c that the use o f  drugs other 
than alcohol is associated with road traffic accidents. Users 
o f  these drugs should not drive a m otor vehicle, especially 
not if  taken in com bination with alcohol. Legislators and 
health care providers will have to face this reality anil act in
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accordance with new knowledge in order lo prevent drugged 
driving.
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A L  e m p l o y e e s  b i r e d  o v e r  a  s i x - m o n t h  p e r i o d  a t  a  l a r g e  h o s ­
p i t a l  u n d e r w e n t  p r t - e m p l o y m e n .  u r i n a r y  t o x i c o l o g y  
s c r e e n i n g .  R e s u l t s  o f  t h e  s c r e e n i n g  w e r e  k e p t  c o n f i d e n t i a l  
. t f i e r  a  y e a r  o f  e m p l o y m e r U .  t h e  p e r s o n n e l  f o l d e r s  o f  a l l  
e m p l o y e e s  s t u d i e d  w e r e  r e v i e w e d .  T w e n t y - t w o  o f  1 8 0  e m ­
p l o y e e s  ( 1 2 X )  b a d  t e s t e d  p o s i t i v e  f o r  d r u g  u s e .  E m p l o y e e s  
I n  c l e r i c a l / a i d e  p o s i t i o n s  w e r e  S i g n i f i c a n t l y  m o r e  l i k e l y  t o  
u s .  p o s u i v e  m a n  w e r e  e m p l o y e e s  i n  p r o f e s s i o n a l p o s i t i o n s  
( 1 7 X  v s  6 X ) .  D r u g - p o s i t i v e  e m p l o y e e s  w e r e  a l s o  m o r e  
l i k e l y  t o  b e  y o u n g  a n d  m a l e .  C o m p a r i s o n  o f  J o b  p e r f o r m ­
a n c e  v a r i a b l e s .  J o b  r e t e n t i o n ,  s u p e r v i s o r  e v a l u a t i o n s  a n d  
r e a s o n s  f o r  t e r m i n a t i o n  s h o w e d  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  
d r u g - p o s i t i v e  a n d  d r u g - n e g a t i v e  e m p l o y e e s .  E le v e n  d r u g -  
n e g a t i v e  e m p l o y e e s  w e r e  f i r e d  d u r i n g  t h e  s t u d y ;  n o  d r u g -  
p o s i t i v e  e m p l o y e e  w a s  f i r e d .  T h e r e  w a s  a  s t r o n g l y  s i g n i f i ­
c a n t  d i f f e r e n t  e  b e t w e e n  c l e r i c a l  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
e m p l o y e e s  o n  e a c h  o f  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s .  T h i s  s t u d y  d i d  n o t  

f i n d  a  r e l a t i o n  b e r w e e n  d r u g  u s e  a n d J o b  p e r f o r m a n c e .  T h e  
w i d e s p r e a d  u s e  o f  d r u g  s c r e e n i n g  p r i o r  t o  e m p l o y m e n t  
m a k e s  f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  o f  t b i s  i s s u e  I m p o r t , m l  K e y  w o r d s :  
p r e - e m p l o y m e n t  d r u g  t e s t i n g -  u r i n a r  . a x i c o l o g y ;  s c r e e n  
t n g .  J  G en In t o n  im  1989: 4 :4 4 - 4 7 .

H o s p i t a l s  a n d  o t h e r  e m p l o y e r s  have utilized urinary 
toxicology screens o f potentiaJ employees for many 
years The legality and va lid ity o f such testing have 
been questioned.' Federal employees have challenged 
a move to have a ll employees undergo screening; the 
court decisions in this case have found urinary drug 
screening in the absence o f probable cause to be an 
invasion o f privacy. The social value o f screening pro 
grams has been the subject o f reviews and editorials2-J 
that raise questions icgarding the accuracy of screen­
ing. the failure to include legal but abusablc drugs such 
as alcohol, and the ethics of making employment deci­
sions based on non-work-related behavior.

The research literature on drug screening focuses 
on technical aspects of screening No studies could be 
found addressing the basic question of whether drug 
usage correlates w ith  impairment o f job performance. 
To assess the relationship between positive urinary tox­
icology and job performance, all persons hired over a 
six-month period at a hospital were screened. This re­
port compares the job performance ^aaracteristics of 
employees who tested positive on the urinary tox ico l­
ogy screens w ith  those o f employees who tested 
negative

•A ssistan t P ro ;essor. D epartm en t of Internal Medicine. M ercer Uni- 
veisity  School o f Medicine. 8 5 7  O range Terrace. Macon. Georgia 3 1 2 0 1. 
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STUDY POPULATION AND METHODS \
Employees hired at a large teaching hospital iiJ 

moderate-sized urban area (SMSA <1,000 ,000) d u r ii 
a six-month period underwent standard urinary toil 
cology screening during their pre-employment phyi 
cal. 1 opcctJve employees were notified by the pq 
sonnel department during the interview process thj 
screening would be a part of their physical examinatiof 
and that the results would be used as pan o f a study q 
the usefu'ness o f urinary drug testing. A ll employed 
hired during this six-month period were tested. No a  
tempt was made to sec whether the screening prograa 
caused potentia l employees to drop out o f the intcri 
view process. No employee refused screening \  

The program was begun in response to a rcquefl 
from administration. Following review o f the available 
literature and extensive discussion, an agreement w x 
made to study the yield and usefulness o f screening 
The screening program was discontinued after the sod 
month study period, 9

One hundred ninety-two employees unarrwcnS 
urinary tox ico logy screening Samples were obtaincS 
in the Employee Health C lin ic during the pre-cmplorj 
ment physical examination. No attempt was made m  
d irectly observe specimen collection. The restrooS 
used for co llection is less than 10 feet from the cxanxffl 
nation room and the nurse's station; no 2 ttc.npt to sum 
m it a cold specimen or a dilu ted specimen was d<5 
tccted. Specimens were codec! using a random nurabcrj 
system and sent to the laboratory for analysis. RrsulSj 
were reported by the laboratory using on ly the randoM 
numbers assigned.

U 'inary toxicology was performed under the saj 
pcr-'ision o f a clin ica l chemist employed fu ll-time b fl 
the laboratory. Protocols for handling specimens fouoQ 
positive on an in itia l screen included in itia l c o n fir r ra  
tion w ith in  the laboratory bv a separate methodology 
and submission o f all conb..-ed positive tests to a rcfefil 
ence laboratory for independent corroboration. Spcc§l 
mens were tested for the fo llow ing substances: barbitvS 
rates, opiates, benzodiazcpenes, propoxypheDfyl 
meperidine, THC (marijuana), amphetamines, c g j 
cainc, phencyclid ine, and phenothiazines. Tabic a l  
shows the methods used for screening and confirffl*l| 
iton."1 5 The use o f internal confirmation p rio r to 
mission o f samples to the reference laboratory rcsultCM 
in no unconfirmed positives. False-negative resujjsl 
were not sought. .| g |
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TABLE 3

Job Retention and Job Performance Characteristics of 180 Employees

Subgroups by Jo b  Category 
and Testing  Status

P rofessional C lerica l/A ide
Testing Status 

Totals
Job Category 

Totals

Drug 
Positive 
in -5 )

Drug
Negative
{n “  73)

Drug 
Positive 
( n -  17)

Drug
Negative
(n -  85)

Drug- 
positive 
(n — 22)

Drug- 
negative 

( n -  158)

Profes­
sional 

[n -  78)

Clerical/ 
Aide 

{/»- 102)
1

Tol

Job retention i
<

Employed >  1 year 2(40) 57 (78)* 10159) 45 (53) 12(55) 102 (65) 59 (76) 55  (54)1 114
Resigned j

With notice 2(40) 12(16)* 3(1 8 ) 16(19)* 5 (2 3 ) 26(18)* 14(16) 11»tl9jT 33
Without nooce 1 (20) 3 (4) 4 (24) 14(16) 5 (2 3 ) 17(11) 4 (5) 18(18) 22 j

Fired o ( — )- ( ,) 0 ( - ) 10(12) 0 ( - ) 11 (7) 1 (1) 10 (10 , 116

Total employed <  I year 3(60) 16(22) 7 (4 1 ) 40 (47) 10(45) 56 (35) 19(24) 47 (46)

Supervisor evaluation
None 4 30) 28(38)* 10(59) 55 (65) 14 (64) 83 (53) 32 (41) 65 (64)1 97 j
Poor o .  -) 1 (1) 2(1 2) 3 (4) 2 (9) 4 (3) 1 (1) 5 (5) 6 1
Good 0 ( - ) 17(23) 4(24) 19(22) 4 (1 8 ) 36 (23) 17(22) 23 (23) 4 01
Excellent 1 (20) 27 ( 7) 1 (6) 8 (9) 2  (9) 35 (22) ' 28 (36) 9 (9) 37 fi

Other entries in personnel
IIIC

Commendations 0 ( - ) 10(14)* 2 (1 2 ) 10(12) I  (9) 20 (1 3 ) 10(13) 12 (12)1
Warnings 0 ( - ) 5 (7) 9 (5 3 ) 34 (40 ) 9 (4 1 ) 39 (25) 5 (6) 43 (42) ■:R a
No entry 5(100) 58 (79) 6 (3 5 ) 41 (48) 11 (50) 99 (63) 63 (81) 47 (46) I 10 j

•X2 not calculated due to small cell size.
tp -  0.04 comparing professional and clerical workers.
ip <  0.001 companng professional and clerical workers.

/ , '5%) than among drug-negative employees (3596) 
i nis difference was not significant. There was a strongly 
significant difference in the turnover rate o f clerical 
(46%) versus professional employees (26%) (chi 
square =  8.98, p =  0.003) Clerical employees who 
tested positive for drugs had a lower turnover rate 
(41%) than did clerical employees who tested negative 
(47%).

There was a strongly significant difference in the 
qualities o f evaluation received by clerical and profes­
sional employees (chi square =  21.74, p <0 .001 ). 
Professional employees were much more like ly to re­
ceive favorable evaluations (36%) than were c l-rica l 
employees (9%). A nonsignificant trend toward better 
evaluation among drug-negative employees as a total 
group resulted from the higher proportion o f drug-pos­
itive employees in the clerica l/a ide category. Compari­
son of only clerical/a ide employees showed no differ­
ence in the qualities o f evaluation. The number o f 
professional employees testing p o s i t iv e  for drug use 
wa. >o small to allow valid comparisons

A comparison of other markers o f job performance 
— commendations, warnings, promotions, and 
probation— showed a highly significant difference in 
likelihoods of receiving a warning between c le rica l/ 
aide employees (42%) and professional employees 
(6%) (ch i square =  29-92, p < 0 .0 01 ). There was a 
nonsignificant increase in the like 'ihood o f receiving i  
warning among drug-positive (41%) compared w itn

drug-negative (25%) employees. A comparison 
urug-positivc and drug-negative clerical/a ide 
ployees sho -d no difference. The warnings 
were o f several types. Many were for ratnor infrac 
related to arriving at work a few minutes eaily or lat 
few were for more serious behavior such as rude 
poor job performance, and sleeping on the job. Nonj 
the warnings given drug-positive employees wcit 
serious infractions. Clerical employees were sig 
cantly more like ly  to be fired or to leave w i .iout nc 
than were professional employees (ch i square =  
p — 0 04 3) Eleven drug-negative employees 
fired during the study; no drug-positive employee] 
fired. Reasons given for leaving were sim ilar 
drug-positive and drug-negative employees. Howe 
most groups were too small for valid statistical com | 
isons to be made.

DISCUSSION
Drug use is common in the United States. Give 

high frequency o f use o f diugs in the population 
certain that hospitr's and other major employers] 
have significant numbers o f employees who use i

Drug use on the job is generally agreed to be i 
mental to performance. Tests of motor and intelle 
function w h ile  intoxicated support this perccf 
Drug addiction is frequently associated w ith  ionf 
ment o f job performance, usually related to family 
economic stresses caused by addiction.
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A U  e m p l o y e e s  t r i r e d  o v e r  s  t i x - m o n t b  p e r i o d  a t  a  l a r g e  b o s ■ 
p i t a !  u n d e r w e n t  p  f -  m p l o y m e n t  u r i n a r y  t o x i c o l o g y  
s c r e e n i n g .  R e s u l t s  r f  t b  s c r e e n i n g  w e r e  k e p t  c o n f i d e n t i a l  
A f t e r  a  y e a r  o f  e r . p l o  m e n t .  t h e  p e r s o n n e l  f o l d e r s  o f  a l l  
e m p l o y e e s  s t u d i e d  s  e r e  r e v i e u e d .  T w e n t y  t w o  o f  1 6 0  e m ­
p l o y e e s  ( 1 2 \ )  b a d  t  t i e d  p o s i t i v e  f o r  d r u g  u s e .  E m p l o y e e s  
i n  c l e r i c a l / a i d e  p o n t o n s  w e r e  S i g n i f i c a n t l y  m o r e  l i k e l y  t o  
u .s .  p o s i t i v e  l o a n  w e r e  e m p l o y e e s  i n  p r o f e s s i o n a l  p o s i t i o n s  
( 1 7 %  VS- 6%). £>n g p o s i t i v e  e m p l o y e e s  w e r e  a l s o  m o r e  
l i k e l y  t o  b e  y o w ' g  a n d  m a l e .  C o m p a r i s o n  o f  f o b  p e r f o r m ­
a n c e  v a r i a b l e s ,  j  A  - M e n t i o n ,  s u p e r v i s o r  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  a n d  
r e a s o n s  f o r  t e r m i n a t i o n  s h o w e d  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  
d r u g  p o s i t i v e  a n d  d r u g - n e g a t i v e  e m p l o y e e s .  E le v e n  d r u g -  
n e g a t i v e  e m p l o y e  s  w e r e  f i r e d  d u r i n g  t h e  s t u d y ;  n o  d r u g -  
p o s i t i v e  e m p l o y  • w a s  f i r e d .  T h e r e  w a s  a  s t r o n g l y  s i g n i f i ­
c a n t  d i f f e r e n c -  b e t w e e n  c l e r i c a l  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
e m p l o y e e s  o n  t a r b  o f  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  T h i s  s t u d y  d i d  n o t  

f m d  a  r e l a t i o n  b> • e n  d r u g  u s e  a n d  f o b  p e r f o r m a n c e .  T h e  
w i d e s p r e a d  u s e  o f  d r u g  s c r e e n i n g  p r i o r  t o  e m p l o y m e n t  
m a k e s  f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  o f  t h i s  i s s u e  I m p o r t a n t .  K e y  w o r d s :  

p r e - e m p l o y m e n t  d r u g  t e s t i n g ;  u r i n a r y  to x i c o l o g y ;  s c r e e n -  
i n g . J  G in  Ik t u n M C ' 1989; 4 :4 4 -4 7 .

H o s p i t a l s  a n d  o t h e r  i v i p l o y e r s  have utilized urinary 
toxicology screens o f >oiential employees for many 
years. The legality and va lid ity of such testing have 
been questioned.1 Federal employees have challenged 
a move to have all cmp oyccs undergo screen ng; the 
court decisions in this case have found urinary drug 
screening in the absence o f probable cause to be an 
invasion o f privacy. The social value o f screening pro­
grams has been the subject o f reviews and editor.als2 5 
that raise questions iegardi.ig the accuracy of screen­
ing. the failure to include leg il but abusablc arugs such 
as alcohol, and the ethics o f making emplt yment deci­
sions based on non-work-relai -d behavior.

The research literature oi. drug screening focuses 
on technical aspects o f screening. No studies could be 
found addressing the basic question o f whether dnjg 
usage correlates w ith  impairment o f job performance 
To assess the relationship between positive urinary’ tox­
icology and job performance, all persons hired over a 
six-month period at a hospital were screened. This re­
port compares the job performance characteristics of 
employees who tested positive on the urinary tox ico l­
ogy screens w ith  those o f employees who tested 
negative.

•A ssistan t P rofessor. D epartm en t of Internal Medicine, M ercer Uni­
versity School of Medicine, 8 5 7  Orange Terrace. Macon. Georgia 3 1 2 0 1 .  

A ddress correspondence and rep rin t requests to  Dr. Pansh.
4 4
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i

STUDY POPULATION AND M ETHODS •

Employees hired at a large teaching hospital in 
moderate-sized urban area (SMSA < 1.000,000) durii 
a six-month period underwent standard urinary tox 
colog' screening during their pre-employment phyi 
ta l. Prospective employees were notified by the 
sonrcl department during the interview process it3  
screening would  be a pan o f their physical examinant* 
and rba: the results would be used as part of a study a 
the useiulness o f urinary drug testing A ll employed 
hired during this six-month period were tested. N o *  
tempt was made to see whether the screening prograS 
caused potentia l employees to drop out o f the tntoH 
view process. No employee refused screening. $1

The program was begun in response to a requcfl 
from administration. Following review o f the availably 
literature and extensive discussion, an agreement w3| 
made to study the yield and usefulness o f screening 
The screening program was discontinued after the s ix l 
month study period. f l

One hundred mnety-rwo employees undcrw q fl 
urinary tox ico logy screening Samples were obtained! 
in the Employee Health C lin ic during the pre-cmplo’f f l 
racnt physical examination No attempt was made i$ l 
d irectly observe specimen collection. The restrooM 
used for co llection  is less than 10 feet from the exaraSI 
nation room and the nurse's station; no attempt to s u d J  

mit a coid specimen or a dilu ted specimen was 
tected, Specimens were coded using a random num ba j 
system and sent to the laboratory for analysis. ResuiSI 
were reported by the laboratory’ using only the randoM 
numbers assigned.

Urinary toxicology was performed under the s*j5 
pervision o f a clin ica l chemist employed fu ll time b f j  
the laboratory Protocols for handling specimens foucwfl 
positive on an in itia l screen included in itia l con firU M  
tion w ith in  the laboratory by a separate methodolog® 
and submission o f all confirmed positive tests to a rcfcaM 
cnce laboratory for independent corroboration. 
mens were tested for the follow ing substances: ba rb itv jj 
rates, opiates, benzodiazcpenes, propoxyphene® 
meperidine, THC (marijuana), amphetamines, 
caine, phencyclid ine, and phenothiazines. Table 
shows the metlM-ds used for screening and confirm * ^  
tion.'<•, The use o f internal confirmation p rio r to su^Sj 
mission o f samples to the reference laboratory re s u lt# *  
in no unconfirmed positives. False-negative rcsuj?M 
were not sought. .KHE
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TABLE t

Analytic Methods Used (or Drug Screening and Confirmation*

Drug(s) 
Tested for

Screening
Method

Internal
Confirmation

Reference
aboratory

(marijuana) EMIT®-<lau TLC GC/MS
EMIT®-flau TLC I or GC/MS

tncme TLC TLC* GC/MS
oxypene TLC TIC. metabolite GC/MS
odiazepenes EM(T®-dau TLC IC or GC/MS
me and metabolite? EMIT®-dau TLC jC or GC/MS
Itu rates TLC GC GC or GC/MS
hetammes TLC TLC GC or GC/MS
oJiiwnes TLC TLC. metabolite GC or GC/MS

EMrr®-dau TIC GC/MS

1‘ *Uvng internal confirmation pnor to se'-C.ng spcclmi nj 'w l *  .~!i,e,tcc uuu<atory resulted in no unoom firmed postoves, TIC — tfim-layer 
Twtograpny; EMIT -  enzyme-multiplied immunoassay technique; GC -  gas chromatography; MS -  mass spectrophotometry.

•Cocaine screen done by TLC. metabolite by EMIT.
■ (Alternate method 'or TLC utilized ;nF~LC>,

Characteristics o f job performance were assessed 
| review of personnel files o f study employees. The 

jnncl department reviewed the files and extracted 
nteriJKla^orniat‘on on i0*3 evaluation, d isciplinary actions.

jmotions. commendations, term ination o f employ- 
Sent, and absenteeism. The reviewer had no access to 
formation concerning tre  individual employee’s 
iig screening status Summary information about each 
oployce was forwarded to the author for compilation 
[results.

Each job was characterized as clerica l/a ide or pro- 
sional based on the degree o f training required for 
job and amount of independent decision making 

ju ircd to perform he job. The categorization was 
ade w ithout knowledge o f any ind iv idua l’s drug tcst- 
; status.

p Statistical calculations were performed using the 
package (1985) run on a PRIME 50 computer.6 

amparisons were made using the chi-square statistic, 
feral subgroups included ce ll sizes too small to a llow  

abd calculations to be performed.

RESULTS
One hundred ninety-rwo sequentially hired cra- 

Upyecs underwent urinary toxicology screening, 
felvc employees were excluded from the study Six 

no results reported by the laboratory, four were 
^ e lu d e d  because o f two instances o f assignment o f the 

ae random number to two employees, and two never 
Jrtcd to work and therefore had no employee folder 

blablc to review.
The final study population was 180 employees, 

fcnry-two employees tested positive for drug usage, 
presenting 12% o f the study group Drugs identified 
reTHC (marijuana) (14), propoxyphene (3 ), barbi- 
ates (3 ). phenothiazine ( I ) ,  and m u ltip le  drugs 

phenothiazine, barbiturates, codeine, and propoxy- 
]>enC) ( i ) .

Demographic characteristics are shown in Table 2.

The employees were representative o f the racial 
makeup o f the community at large. The high percent­
age o f women in the study group (7 3 ^ ) reflects the 
high percentage o f total hospital employees in female 
dominated job categories (e.g.. nursing, ward clerk, 
nurse's aide). The new employees tended to be young.

Employees testing positive were more like ly  to be 
young and male; this tendency is supported by popula­
tion surveys o f drug usage.7 Test-positive employees 
were significantly more like ly  to be in clerica l/a ide 
positions (chi square =  4 .33, p “  0.0037). This find­
ing is also in keeping w ith  population surveys.*

Table 3 shows comparisons of the employees on 
•he various job-related criteria assessed during the 
study Comparison o f job retention at one year revealed 
a higher turnover rate among drug-positive employees

TABLE 2

Demographic Characteristics and Job Categories by Drug-testing Status 
in 180 Employees

Drug-testing Status

Positive 
No. (% )

Negative 
No. (%) Total

Age (yean) 
< 3 0  
> 3 0

16(14)
6 (9 )

96 (86) 
62 (91)

112 (62 ) 
68 (38)

Race
White
Black

16(13)
6 ( H )

111 (87) 
47 (89)

•,27(71) 
53 (29/

Sex
Male
Female

9 (1 9 )
13(10)

39 (81) 
119(90)

48 (27) 
132 (73)

Job category* 
Professional 
Clencal/aide

5 (6 )
17(17)

73 (94) 
85 (83)

78 (43) 
102 (57)

TOTAL 2 2 (1 2 ) 158 (88) 180(100)

*p “  0.04 comparing professional and clerical workers.
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TABLE 3

Job Retention ana Job Performance Characteristics of 180 Employees

Subgroups by Job Category 
and Testing Status

Professional Clerical/Aide
Testing Status 

Totals
Job Category 

Totals
Drug

Positive
( o - 5 |

Drug
Negative
(o -  73)

Drug
Positive
( n -  17)

Drug
Negative
( o - 6 i )

Drug-
positive
( 0 - 2 2 1

Drug-
negative

(n — 156)

Profes­
sional 

| n - 7 8 )

Clerical/ 
Aide 

( o -  102) .

Job retention 
Employee) >  1 year 

Resigned 
Wltti noticr 
Without notice 

Fired

2 (4 0 )

2 (4 0 ) 
1 (20) 
0 (— )

57 (78)*

12(16)* 
3 (4)
1 (1)

10(59)

3 (1 8 )
4 (2 4 )
O ( - )

45 (53)

16(19)*
14(16)
10(12)

12 (55)

5 (2 3 )
5 (2 3 )
O ( - )

102 (65)

28 (IB)* 
17(11) 
11 (7)

59(76)

14(18) 
4 (5) 
1 (1)

55 (54)1

19(19)1
18(18)
10(10)

114

33
22
11

Total employed <1 year 3 (6 0 ) 16(22) 7 (4 1 ) 40 (47) 10 (45) 56 (35) 19(24) 47 (46) 66

Supervisor evaluation 
None 
Poor 
Good 
Excellent 

O thf entries in personnel 
file

Commendations 
Warnings 
No entry

4 (8 " )  
0 ( - )  
0 ( - )  
1 (20)

28 (38)* 
1 (1) 

17(23) 
2> (37)

10(59) 
2 (1 2 ) 
4 (2 4 ) 
1 (6)

5 (65) 
3 (4) 

19(22) 
8 (9)

14 (64)
k (9)
4 (1 8 ) 
2 (9)

83 (53) 
4 (3) 

36 (23) 
35 (22)

32 (41) 
' (1) 

17(22) 
' 28 (36)

65 (64)1 
5 (5) 

23 (23 ) 
9 (9)

97
6

40
37

0 ( - )
0 ( - )
5 (1 00)

10(14)*
5 (7) 

58(79)

2 (1 2 )
9(5 3 )
6(3 5 )

10(12) 
34 (40) 
41 (48)

2  (9) 
9 (4 1 ) 

11 (50)
20 (13) 

39 (25) 
99 (63)

10(13) 
5 (6) 

63 (81)

12(12)1 
43 (42) 
47 (46)

221
48

l lOj

•X* not calculated due to small cell site.
tp -  0.04 comparing professional and clerical workers.
ip < 0.001 comparing professional and clerical workers

(45%) than among drug-negative employees ("3556) 
This difference was not significant There was a strongly 
significant difference in the turnover rate o f clerical 
(46%) versus professional employees (26%) (chi 
square =  8.98, p =  0 .003V Clerical employees who 
tested positive for drugs had a lower turnover rate 
(,41%) than did clerical employees who tested negative 
(47%).

There was a strongly significant difference in the 
qualities o f evaluation received by clerical and profes­
sional employees (ch i square =  21.74, p < 0 .0 0 l) .  
Professional employees were much more like ly  to re­
ceive favorable evaluations (36%) than were clerical 
employees (9%). A nonsignificant trend toward better 
evaluation among drug-negative employees as a total 
group resulted from the higher proportion o f drug-pos­
itive employees in the clerica l/a ide category. Compari­
son of only clerica l/a ide employees showed no d iffer­
ence in the qualities o f evaluation. The number o f 
professional employees testing positive fo r drug use 
was too small to a llow  valid comparisons.

A comparison o f other markers o f job performance 
— commendations, warnings, promotions, and 
probation— showed a h igh ly significant difference in 
likelihoods o f receiving a warning between c le rica l/ 
aide employees (42%) and professional employees 
(6%) (chi square =  29-92, p < 0 .0 0 1 ). There was a 
nonsignificant increase in the like lihood of receiving a 
warning among drug-positive (41%) compared w ith

drug-negative (25%) employees. A comparison 
drug-positive and drug-negative clerical/aide 
ployees showed no difference. The warnings 
were o f several types. Many were for m inor infrac 
related to arriving at work a few minutes early or lafi 
few were for more serious behavior such as rudci 
poot j r j  performance, and sleeping on the job. NonJ 
the warnings given diug-poahivc employees wci< 
serious infractions Clerical employees were sig 
cantly more i ike ly to oe fired or to leave w ithout nc 
than were professional employees (chi square =* i 
p *  0.043) Eleven drug-negauvc employees 
fired during the study; no drug-positive employee j 
fired. Reasons given for leaving were sim ilar 
d.ug-positive a.id drug-negative employees. Hov 
most groups were too small fo r valid staustical comj 
isons to be made.

DISCUSSION
Drug use is common in the United States. Give 

high frequency o f use of drugs in the population, 
certain that hospitals and other major employers’ 
have significant numbers o f employees who use <

Drug use on the. job is generally agreed to be i 
mental to performance. Tests o f motor and ixuelle 
function w h ile  intoxicated support this percept 
Drug addiction is frequently associated w ith  im f 
ment o f job performance, usually related to family 
economic stresses caused by addiction.

i
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bu io iuh ip  o f drug use o ff the job to overall 
ice is a subject o f great heat and lit t le  

are few population surveys o f drug use 
rkers: r.7 studies comparing the job perform- 

non-job-relatcd drug users w ith  those o f com­
biners w c ic  found. While drug abusers con- 
subset o f the population o f drug user*, the 
'p between use and abuse is complicated and 
derstood. Pre-employment drug screening 
presume that drug users arc less desirable 
than non-drug users. The National Institute 

‘ use estimated in 1986 that 40% o f Fortune 
'es use some form o f urinary drug screen- 

jployees.9 However, only three institutions 
ned the yields o f the ir screening programs, 
was done bv the Eraplo) r Health Service at 
Presbyterian Hosp iu i in New York in 

e others were done in private industry.11 Al J 
ch low  percentages o f positive screens that 
~3  were discontinued. No known study prio r 
rt has hired all individuals tested to compare 

rmances. We found no significant difference 
Individuals who tested positive and those who 
g it iv r using broad categories of job perform- 
'categories w c . e drawn broadly to ensure con - 
ty; review or routine ly generated personnel 

ted any special handling o f the group being

er studies o f the relation o f drug use to job 
ce are needed The size o f the drug-positive 
this study was clearly not large enough to 

b tlc differences in job performance or retcn-

ioe Other institu tions should attempt to replicate this 
study and expand the range o f job characteristics stud­
ied. I f  further studies show impairment in performance 
w ith certain drugs o r in  certain jobs, techniques o f 
identifying relevant drug use could be supported. I f  no 
relation between drug use and job performance c? be 
found, we should transfer the money now being spent 
on drug screening to other programs. The data pres­
ently available do not support the thesis that positive 
drug screening predicts poor job performance.
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This study focuses on the economic effects o f marnuana prombition and the consequences o f 
eliminating prohibition in Alaska A central concern in this analysis was estimating the cost 
savings associated with justice system expenditures for

• 1 aw Lnforccment

• ( our System

• Incarceration and Paroic/Prooaiion

Following the methodology o f Miron (2003) we find that a total o f approximately Sib million in 
direct expenditures is dedicated to marijuana prohibition annually by the State o f Alaska (2004 
dollars). I.aw enforcement is the least costly component o f this expenditure, whereas 
adjudication by the courts is the most costly.

In addition to the above, consideration was given to indirect economic costs associated with 
prohibition, including:

• l ost economic output

• Impact on family and social service budgets

• Secondary justice system effects

I he value o f these three items is estimated at over Sx million An upper boundary is difficult to 
estimate without detailed survey data on the effects o f prohibition on family and social services 
budgets.

I lie concern o f disproportionate minority arrest atul incarceration is raised, and although not a 
monctaiy cost, it is a social cost nonetheless

Marijuana prohibition brings to the Stale o f Alaska federal grants, fines and asset forfeitures 
which equal less than a million dollars per year, doing very little to < r*sct its costs. Net direct 
plus indirect costs are thus in excess o f S24 million per year, plus additional criminal costs

We found that marijuana prohibition causes additional crimes, although no estimate is provided 
ot total prohibition-caused crimes and associated costs. Hliinmation o f prohibition w ill, therefore, 
reduce crime. liven a I %> reduction in crime would produce budget savings m Alaska on the 
order o f $3.6 million dollars annually, as well as eliminating costs to victims.

f otal costs o f marijuana prohibition for Alaska arc easily in (he range ofS25 million to $30 
million per vear

Do these costs provide a commensurate benefit? O f central import in a cost-benelit framework is 
the question o f whether prohibition "works" in its primary object! e o f reducing consumption A 
literature search o f peer-reviewed professional literature leads to the conclusion that one cannot 
state that prohibition significantly ieduces consumption

Executive Summary



To the extent that consumption is curbed, the literature suggests a corresponding substitution o f 
other substances. As with Alcohol ProhibiMon in Uie early 20lh century, this substitution is. at 
least in part, towards more dangerous substances, In Alaska, the pioblem o f inhalant abuse in 
remote areas is quite set ions and may reasonably be regarded as a direct result o f marijuana 
prohibition

In sum. marijuana prohibition costs the State o f Alaska well over $24 million annually in direc* 
and indirect costs o f enforcement, not offset significantly by grants, fines or forfeitures. 
Prohibition does not succeed at its s'ated purpose, and in fact contributes to additional crime, and 
to use o f other, more dangerous substances. Marijuana prohibition, using the most favorable 
figures in a cost-bencfit analysis, is a costly failure.

Appendix I discusses the revenue potential o f hemp ir  an atmosphere o f state and federal legality 
Were Alaska to tax sales o f marijuana at a non-prohibit ve rate, similarly to alcohol and tobacco 
products, it is estimated that S i0-12 million dollars in state revenue could be generated annually. 
This estimate is based upon consumntion by Alaska residents and docs not include revenues from 
tourist "coffee shop" trade, discussed separately. While estimates from other locations may 
suggest potentially greater tax revenues, taxing marijuana too heavily in Alaska could encourage 
continued home production, undermining tax revenues.

Industrial hemp and the marijuana tourism trade could generate more in sales revenue than the 
combined total o f all prohibition enforcement savings and potential tax revenues, hstimalcs from 
locations such as Vancouver and Amsterdam suggest that tens o f millions in sales revenue is 
easily achievable. Ibis would in turn generate millions m property, licensing, and sales tax 
revenues. I he potential size o f these industries is speculative, but Alaska may possess unique 
advantages for such enterprises.

I f  Alaska ends marijuana prohibition, then, it w ill first eliminate S25-S30 million o f costs. Were 
it further to tax residents for marijuana consumption. SI0-12 million in direct government tax 
receipts could be generated Tens o f millions in industrial hemp and marijuana coffee shop 
tourist trade dollars could be generated as well, i f  Ballot Measure 2 is fully implemented, 
primarily from nonresidents.
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According to the International Centre for Prison Studies 3t King's College in London, the United States 
leads the world in incarceration o f its citizens. This leadership is not by a small margin, and il is both in 
absolute terms as well as by proportion.' The U.S. surpasses the second place contender, the Russian 
Federation, by 20%. It leads European industrialized countries by approximately 500%. The .Mask, 
incarceration rate exceeds the U.S. average.2 It is therefore reasonable to asscri that Alaska is a world 
leader in incarcerating its citizens.

Many factors affect incarcerations, but the war on drugs, in America, is a leading factor. The increase in 
incarcerations for drug offenses began in earnest about 30 years ago. Aggressive policing, combined with 
mandatory sentencing and the application o f drug testing to parolees and probationers, has caused a 
substantial change in the composition o f the American prison population. Whereas previously the 
majority o f prisoners were incarcerated for violent crimes, now the majority arc imprisoned for 
nonviolent crimes.

According to the Center for Juvenile and Criminal Justice (1999):

Contrary to the public perception that the incarceration o f violent offenders has driven 
America's prison growth, the Institute found that 77% o f the growth in intake to 
America's state and federal prisons between 1978 and 1996 was accounted for by 
nonviolent offenders. According to data collected by the United States Justice 
Department, from 1978 to 1996. the number o f violent offenders entering our nation’s 
pri'ons doubled (from 43,733 to 98,672 inmates); the number o f nonviolent offenders 
tripled (from X3.72I to 261,796 inmates) and the number o f drug offenders increased 
seven-fold (from 14.241 to 114.071 inmates). Justice Department surveys show that 
52.7% o f state prison inmates, 73.7% o fja il inmates, and 87.6% o f federal inmates were 
imprisoned for offenses which involved neither harm, nor the threat o f harm, to a victim

in this stud;' wc focused on one element o f the war on drugs in Alaska the prohibition o f marijuana. In 
the approach taken, we did not evaluate whether marijuana is beneficial or harmful to the user, oi ' ■ 
society. Rather, we focused on several mensurable aspects o f prohibition: What are the costs o f 
prohibition? Docs prohibition serve the ends it intends? Are there unintended consequences of 
prohibition, and what are they?

In Part I we address the direct costs o fjud i.ia l system resources used in marijuana prohibition. Three 
areas o f the justice system arc affected by marijuana prohibition. The first and least costly is policing, or 
law enforcement. The second and most expensive is the court system. The third is incarceration and 
probation parole Following the methodology established by Miron (2003), we c..unrated the proportion 
o f total resources in each area accounted for by marijuana prohibition. We then applied that proportion to 
the corresponding level o f expenditures in order to estimate costs associated with marijuana prohibition

Secondly, we investigated additional costs subsequent to enforcement and adjudication o f marijuana 
prohibition. I lure is a lost economic output associated with incarcerating marijuana offenders. There is 
an. impact on family and social services. Secondary offenses stemming from an initial marijuana

Introduction

http:7www.kcl.uc.uk/depstu/rcl/icpsAvorldbrict7highcst to lowest ratcs.php 
' The U.S. Average is 701 per hundred thousand population. The most recent data available for Alaska is in the 
2002 offender piofilc report. At 4599 average incarcerations for the year and estimated 2002 population o f  64.3.786. 
it puts Alaska's incarceration rate at 714 per hundred thousand. That is, Alaska is about 2% above the average.

http://www.kcl.uc.uk/depstu/rcl/icpsAvorldbrict7highcst


2

prosecution, including probation violations, or parole violations such as failing urinalysis or being in the 
presence o f marijuana, can result in costly imprisonment

Our attention then turns to a cost-bencfit approach to prohibition, reported in Part II After identifying the 
costs o f prohibition, we investigated the effects o f prohibition on behavior. The most direct question is 
the effect o f prohibition on substance use. That quest,on involves the impact o f marijuana prohibition 
upon marijuana consumption, as well as on consumption o f other cubstanccs. The literature also 
addresses the relationship between prohibition and crime. It is important to distinguish between cause 
and effect: do drugs cause crime, or is crime caused by prohibition?

In the course o f this study, wc relied on peer-reviewed professional literature. Often, proponents or 
opponents o f prohibition cite casual or , urious statistical associations to advance their case I here are 
difficult statistical issues in such studies, and often an apparent association can be superficial A study 
that is well done but not comp, able to others might be cited out o f context A case in point is a study 
produced in 198X which is often cited as evidence o f dramatic increases in marijuana use by youths after 
Alaska decriminalization in 1 ‘>75. I hat study is reviewed here

In Appendix I. an investigation o f tax revenue and hemp/marijuana industry potential is reported. Tax 
revenue potential is conservatively estimated, because the potential for home production is considered 
significant for Alaska Were the technique cited for a California study to be used here, revenue potential 
would be on the order o f 75% greater

Industrial hemp's tax revenue potential v modest Revenue potential for the coffee .hop tourist trade is 
more significant, i f  Alaska experiences anything like what existing international models have seen. In 
one 2002 study cited, shops in mstcrdam were earning S1.2 million dollars in revenue per year, w nli the 
government receiving half o f the money.

I lie Alaska laws and judicial decisions pertaining lo marijuana are presented in Appendix 11, (icncrally 
speaking, the current status is that the Alaska Court o f Appeals has struck down a portion o f a 1900 
initiative that re-criminahzed possession o f less than four ounces. Alaska's Supreme Court has yet to rule 
on the question lint possession o f more than tour ounces and less than 1 pound can result in ja il 
sentences o f up to 1 year and a S5.000 fine. Possession o f over 1 lb. can result in a sentence o f up to 5 
years and a $50,000 fine. Sale, or "manufac'urc" o f less than I oz. can bring a sentence o f up to I year 
and a $5,000 fine. Sale o f more than 1 oz. can result in a sentence o f up to 5 years and $50,000 fine. Sale 
to a minor can bring a sentence o f 10 years and a $100,000 fine.
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prosecution, including probation v io la tion , nr parole violations such as failing urinalysis or being in the 
presence o f marijuana, can result n costly imprisonment.

Our attention then turns to a cost-bcncfit approach to prohibition, reported in Part II. After identifying the 
costs o f prohibition, wc investigated the effects o f prohibition on behavior. The most direct question is 
the effect o f prohibition on substance use. That question involves the impact o f marijuana prohibition 
upon marijuana consumption, as well as on consumption o f other substances. The literature also 
addresses the relationship between prohibition and crime. It is important to distinguish between cause 
and effect: do drugs causf crime, or is crime caused by prohibition?

In the course o f this study, we relied on peer-reviewed professional literature. Often, propone » or 
opponents o f prohibition cite casual or spurious statistical associations to advance their case. There are 
difficult stat.'-tical issues in such studies, and often an apparent association can be superficial. A study 
that is well done but not comparable to others might be cited out o f  context A case in point is a study 
produced in I9S8 which is often cited as evidence o f dramatic increases in marijuana use by youths after 
Alaska decriminalization in 1075 That study is reviewed here.

In Appendix an investigation o f tax revenue and hemp/marijuana industry potential is reported. I ax 
icvcnuc potential is conservatively estimated, because the potential for home production is considered 
significant for Alaska Were the technique cited for a California study to be used here, revenue potential 
would be on the order o f 75% greater.

Industrial hemp's tax revenue potential is modest. Revenue potential for the coffee shop, tourist trade is 
more significant, i f  Alaska experiences anything like what existing international models have seen In 
one 2002 study cited, shops in Amsterdam were earning SI 2 million dollars in revenue per year. w ilii the 
government receiving half o f (he money

The Alaska laws and judicial decisions pertaining lo marijuana are presented in Appendix II. Generally 
speaking, the current status is that the Alaska Court o f Appeals has struck down a portion o f a 1990 
initiative that re-criminalized possession o f less than four ounces. Alaska's Supreme Court has yet to rule 
on the question. But possession o f more Ilian four ounces and less than I pound can result in jail 
sentences o f up to I year and a $5,000 tine. Possession o f over 1 lb. can result in a sentence o f up to 5 
years and a $50,000 line. Sale, or "manufacture", o f less than 1 oz. can bring a sentence o f up to I year 
and a $5,000 line. Sale o f more than I oz. can result in a sentence o f up lo 5 years and S50.000 line Sale 
to a minor can bring a sentence o f 10 years and a S 100.000 fine.
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Costs o f marijuana prohibition on the Alaska justice system must be estimated since there is no tracking 
o f costs by offense category for the State o f Alaska. 1 he methodology used here follows closely that 
established by Miron (2003) in imputing police resources dedicated to marijuana prohibition. Law 
enforcement costs arc based upon an estimate o f "stand alone" arrests for marijuana. Court system costs 
are based upon an estimate o f felony convictions. Costs o f incarceration are based upon the estimate o f 
marijuana offenders in the correctional system.

Law (Enforcement Costs

Wc examined arrest data for marijuana offenses and compared that to total arrest data for all crimes. We 
utilized the resulting proportion, after adjusting for "stand-alone" vs. incidental" arrests, to impute a 
budgetary figure for marijuana policing.

Arrest data by Census area for the State o f Alaska are provided bv the FBI Uniform Crime Statistics. '
The most recent year o f data availability is 2001. Arrests are tabulated for possession and for "sale or 
manufacturing". Data are available for both adult and juvenile offenses. For purposes o f this study, five 
years o f data are averaged for analysis (1997 to 2001) and reported m Table I by total, adult, and juvenile 
offenses.

The table shows that, over this period, arrests for marijuana offenses constituted 3.5% o f total arrests in 
Alaska. They constituted 2 .9% o f adult arrests and 6% o f ju \ nile arrests, as there are numerous classes 
o f offenses generally not committed by juveniles. (Conversely there are juvenile "status offenses", such 
as running away from home, which arc not crimes i f  committed by adults. However, these are 
outweighed by adult offenses.) Total arrests for marijuana offenses averaged 1,233 annually, with most 
o f them ( I08(>) for possession and the remainder (147) for sale or manufacturing.

There is an additional consideration in imputing police resources devoted to marijuana prohibition. Often 
an individual is initia lly detained for some non-marijuana offense, and subsequently, during a search or 
questioning, the marijuana offense is recorded, so the marijuana offense is not a "stand alone" offense. 
Two "arrests" are recorded, and the marijuana "arrest" is incidental to the original reason for arrest An 
incidental arrest is not as costly as a "stand alone" arrest, which may have required investigational and 
other resources.

The converse is also true: arrest lor a marijuana offense can lead to other charges. Arrests for incidental 
charges are not "free", as they w ill incur evidentiary handling, laboratory testing, reporting and other 
costs. So it would not be appropriate to simply exclude everything except "stand alone" marijuana 
arrests. Doing so produces a conservative estimate o f costs. "Incidental" marijuana arrests are also 
largely for possession rather than sale or manufacture, where the marijuana offense is often the focus o f 
an investigation prior to arrest.

J u s t ic e  S y s te m  C o s ts

’ http://fishcr.lib.virainia.edii/collections/stats/crime/aiTests94.html.

http://fishcr.lib.virainia.edii/collections/stats/crime/aiTests94.html


Table 1: Avciagc Number of Alaska Arrests 1997-2001 
(totals may not add due to rounding)

1 uial - All Offenders Average
T ossession 1086
Sale or Manufaclnring 147
Total 1233

Percentage o f  Total Alaska Arrests 3.5%

Adult Average
Possession 776
Sale or Manufacturing 98
Total 874

Percentage o f total Adult arrests 2.9°/,,

Juvenile Average
Possession 311
Sale or Manufacturing 49
Total 360

Percentage o f  Total Juvenile Arrests 6%

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Statistics as reported in: 
http://fisher.lib.virginia.edu/collections/stats/crime/.

Miron (2003) indicated that the proportion o f "stand-alone" arrests for marijuana possession may vary 
between 33% and 85%. No data are available on this question for Alaska. The aveiage is assumed here 
(5°%). I f  we concern ourselves strictly with "stand-alone" arrests for possession, the annual total is about 
641. We would add to that figure the 147 for sale/manufacture, to arrive at an average o f 818 "stand 
alone" arrests, constituting 2.2% o f total arrests. For the reasons stated, this is a very' conservative 
minimum for estimating costs.

The U.S. Bureau o f Justice Statistics (USB/S) provides data on total justice system expenditures by state 
annually. This is accomplished through a comprc isive survey o f state and local governments. The 
most recent year o f data availability is 2001. According to the data. Alaska spent $64 million on policing

4 w w w .oip.usdoi.eov/bis Justice Expenditure and Employment Abstiacts file CJcc0109.wk I

http://fisher.lib.virginia.edu/collections/stats/crime/
http://www.oip.usdoi.eov/bis
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expenditures in fiscal year 2001. To convert 2001 dollars into 2004 dollars, the consumer price index is 
used.' Total polu :  expenditures for Alaska are estimated at $68.1 million in 2004 dollars.

I f  we use the 3.5% figure for proportion o f total arrests, then we arrive at a figure o f S2.4 million in 2004 
dollars .or police expenditure s pertaining to marijuana prohibition. I f  wc consider the adjustment for 
estimating "stand-alone" arrests, then the corresponding proportion would be 2.2%. or $1.5 million. Tins 
is the least costly component o f marijuana prohibition.

Drug Offenses vs. Marijuana Offenses in A laska

Because the State o f Alaska does not track "marijuana offenses" as a specific categoiy through the 
remainder o f the judicial system, it is necessary to discuss marijuana arrest data in relation to total drug 
offenses. Drug offenses as a group arc tracked. Determining the relationship between marijuana arrests 
and total drug arrests assisted us in estimating prosecute1 r'al and corrections burdens imposed bv 
marijuana prohibition. We separated possession from sale or manufacture, because the first class o f 
offense is primarily misdemeanors while the secon J class is primarily felonies.

Most marijuana felonies fall into the "misconduct with a controlled substance IV" category. Marijuana 
offenses arc not found in the misconduct II or misconduct I categories at all. The misdemeanor categories 
o f misconduct with a controlled substance apply to possession o f small amounts o f marijuana, but m 
reproducing studies pertaining to judicial costs we confined ourselves largely to the felony categories, as 
is discussed below.

fable 2 provides data on marijuana arrests as a proportion o f total drug arrests, as well as arrests by 
category lor the period 1997-2001 in Alaska. This is compared with the D.S. average for the same years. 
There arc some important distinctions to note, f  irst, the rate o f total arrests for drug-related offenses o f 
any kind is about twice as high nationally as in Alaska: I i%  o f total arrests nationally arc for drug-related 
offenses as compared with 5.2% for Alaska On the other hand, o f the drug arrests made in Alaska, a 
significantly higher proportion is associated with marijuana offenses.

Less than half ol all drug-related arrests nationally (45%) are for marijuana, as compared with 66% in 
Alaska. When we break this into categories o f possession vs. sale or manufacture, the discrepancy holds 
true. Whereas 27.5% o f arrests for sale or manufacture o f a diug nationally arc for marijuana. Alaska has 
a much higher rate at 38.5%. About half o f all drug possession arrests nationally are for marijuana, 
whereas 73.4% o f the drug possession arrests in Alaska are for marijuana.

Because the proportion o f total drug-related arrests nationally is nearly twice that in Alaska, there is still a 
larger proportion o f total national arrests (5%) associated with marijuana offenses. In Alaska, with half 
the national rate o f drug arrests, but a much higher concentration o f those in marijuana offenses. 3.5% o f 
total arrests are marijuana related.

'  2001 January index = 175.1; Feb. 2004 Index 186.2. from: http://www.cconom agic.com /em - 
cgi/dnta.cxc/blscu/CUUROOOOSAO

http://www.cconomagic.com/em-
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Table 2:
Proportion of Total Drug Offci sc Arrests Due to Marijuana

Proportion o f  Drug Offenses 
Accounted for by Marijuana'’

Alaska USA

Total Drug Arrests: 
Proportion Marijuana

6 6 . 1% 45.2%

Drug arrests for Sale/Manufacture 38.5% 27.5%
Proportion Marijuana

Drug Arrests for Possession 
Proportion Marijuana

73.4% 49.6%

Marijuana Offenses* 
% o f  All Arrests 3.5% 5.0%

Source: Data for Alaska compiled from FBI Uniform Crime Statistics as Reported ;n: 
http://nsher.lib.virttinia.edu/collections/stats/crimc/arrests94.html. U.S. Data compiled 
from USDOJ "Crime in the United States ", 1997-2001.

Disproportionate Arrest Rates Across Alaska

In reviewing the arrest data by census area, it is apparent that there is a disproportionate arrest rate 
between locations in Alaska In particular, according to the Uniform Crime Reports in 2001, about 1.5% 
o f total arrests in the Anchorage census area were for marijuana. In the Prince o f Wales/Outer Ketchikan 
area, the rate was five times higher at 6.7%. Generally speaking, it appears that the rural arrest rate for 
marijuana is far higher than that for Lhe Anchorage census area. That in turn indicates a 
disproportionately higher arrest rate for Alaska Natives.

The Fairbanks-North Star census area arrest rate w as also 6.1%. so there is not a uniformly rural/urban 
distinction. Nevertheless, there are substantial differences across locations, bringing to mind the question 
o f disproportionate minority representation in the Alaska justice system. This issue is currently a concern 
o f both the federal and state governments, in both the juvenile and adult systems,

" Data for A laska com piled from: http://risher.lib.virginia.edu/collections/stats/crim e/arresls94.htm l. I rom the 
USDOJ: Crim e in the United States. 1997-2001.

Jon Gettman, PhD. and Senior Fellow at George Mason University School o f  Public Policy is acknow ledged for 
pointing out these differentials.

http://nsher.lib.virttinia.edu/collections/stats/crimc/arrests94.html
http://risher.lib.virginia.edu/collections/stats/crime/arresls94.html
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Court System Costs

A similar cost estimation procedure was used to determine court costs o f prohibition. We first estimated 
the burden on the legal and judicial system in terms o f marijuana convictions as a proportion o f the total. 
Wc then applied that proportion lo the total expenditures in this area to arrive at a cost estimate for 
marijuana prosecutions. The previous work provided some guidance, as it established marijuana offenses 
as a proportion o f total drug offenses.

Individual state data on marijuana prosecutions and convictions is not available through the U.S. Justice 
system There is. however, aggregate data we may use to establish some key relations In particular, we 
I oked at the number o f prosecutions or convictions in relation to the number o f arrests. The relationship 
between arrests and convictions nationally w ill provide some direction in estimating that for Alaska 
Only felony data is available nationally

f lic  State o f Alaska uses a management information system known as the Offender bracking Information 
System (OTIS). Although it does not specifically track marijuana owenses, it does break out categories 
that arc somewhat specific to marijuana convictions. I hc Juvenile Offender Management Information 
System (JOMIS) is a similar system for juveniles in Alaska. Cases are not disaggregated sufficiently to 
extract marijuana offenses specifically.

Following the methodology established previously in Miron (2003), we estimated the proportion o f /<7«wi 
convictions associated with marijuana offenses, as opposed to total offenses including misdemeanors. Ii 
is the proportion o f felony convictions that is used as a proxy for the relative burden o f prohibition on the 
judicial system."

U .S. S ta le  C o u rt C o n v ic tio n s

According to the USBJS, for the most recent year available (2000), state court felony sentences included 
2.7% for known marijuana trafficking and 3.7% for known marijuana possession' I I e data are for 
"felons convicted" as opposed to the total number o f felonies and refers to the most severe charge. 
Unfortunately, the largest single category among all o f the drug felony sentences was "unspecified", al 
13.4% o f total felony sentences. There is little question that marijuana convictions are significantly more 
than this combined 6.4% total.

A total o f 34.6% o f state felony convictions were for drug offenses, with 13 4% o f these unassigned (o 
marijuana or any other specific drug. We assumed that marijuana cases constitute the same proportion o f 
the'- ̂  unspecified cases as they do o f specified ones. That would give a total o f 10.4% o f state felony 
convictions all ibuiablc to marijuana offenses nationwide.1"

* Felony prosecutions are much more expensive than misdemeanors and take up a disproportionate am ount o f  state 
resources. For exam ple, Iowa estimated that the cost for prosecuting a sim ple misdem eanor ranged from S 14*5300, 
w hereas a serious m isdem eanor co I from SI00-S5000. and the lowest felony charge, from S2.000-S8000. Sci Iowa 
Fiscal Services Division, Legislative Services Agency: Fiscal Note Dennis C Prouty March 3, 2004.
Bureau o f Justice Statistics Bulletin: Felony Sentences in State Courts, 200 1 

http://w w w .oip.usdoi.eov/bis/pub/pdl7fssc00.pdf p 2.
10 34.6%  o f  total convictions arc for drugs. 13.4% o f convictions arc for drugs but unknown type. That means 
21.2%  o f  drug convictions arc known. O f  these, 2.7% r 3.7% 6.*-’% are known marijuana offenses Therefore 
(6.4/21.2) 30.2%  o f known drug convictions arc marijuana. Assuming the same proportion for the unknown drug 
convictions results in (.302)*(. 134) 4%  o f  convictions not classified arc for marijuana. Adding all felony 
convictions for marijuana togetho results in 2.7%  + 3.7% + 4% 10.4%.

http://www.oip.usdoi.eov/bis/pub/pdl7fssc00.pdf
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Wc then noted ihc relationship between arrest data and felony conviction data Nationwide, there arc 
about 5% o f total arrests associated with marijuana (misdemeanor plus felony ), whereas 10.4% o f total 
felony convictions arc for marijuana offenses. There is nearly twice the rate o f felony marijuana 
convictions as there are marijuana-related arrests, primarily because these offenses comprise a grcatci 
proportion o f felony eases than misdemeanor cases

It is also useful to note that about 20% o f the U.S. state prison and jail population is incarcerated 'or drug 
offenses.11 So. while 34% o f felony convictions arc for drug offenses, a considerably smaller portion o f 
state incarcerations arc for drug offenses. This may be accounted for by suspended and probated 
sentences. This ratio w ill also help serve as a guide for Alaska

A laska  S ta te  C o u rt C o n v ic tio n s

Wc knew that using the It 4% U.S. marijuana felony conviction rate as an estimate for Alaska would 
over-estimate Alaska pros» utions. given the pattern o f arrest data there vs. the U.S. Having established 
that 3.5% o f total arrests in Alaska arc for marijuana vs. 5% nationwide we reduced the 10.4% figuic 
conunensurately. or. (3.5/5)x 10.4 7.28%. as a guide for further discussion

The State o f Alaska provided an c .alysis o f post-2002 conviction data upon request .1' This data was 
based on the total Alaska corrections population, both those housed in-state and those housed by contract 
w ith other states. For that subset o f total offenders, case convictions w ere extracted in order to examine 
the proportion incarcerated lor all felonies, the proportion for felony drug offenses, and the proportion for 
the two categories consistent with marijuana felony convictions.

This subset omitted felony convictions that resulted in suspended imposition o f sentence (SIS), probation, 
or release with time served, consistent with the national data used. Because marijuana convictions arc 
often considered a lesser offense, and therefore more likely to fall in this category, we thus 
underestimated marijuana felony convictions.

We also saw that there are year-to-year variations in convictions data correlating to variations in arrests. 
Some years have a higher proportion o f marijuana and drug offense arrests than others, The yeai 2002 
was selected as it is both recent and may be compared with available arrest data. The average time 
required to process state drug eases is 158 days (USBJS 2003:34). According to the USBJS (1992:172), 
it is nine months for federal eases. So we compared 2001 arrest data with 2002 convictions data.

Marijuana arrest rates for 2001 w t . nearly 20% beneath the five-year average. We can be confident that, 
i f  anything, we again were conservative in our estimation. There would have been fewer marijuana cases 
in the judicial system in 2002 as compared with tl j average year This should be recalled later when final 
estimates are made.

11 See USBJS http://vvww.oiD.usdoi.iiov/bis/prisons.htn) for 2001 State prison data (20%). See USJBS
http://w w w .oip.usdoi.eov/bis/pub/pdl7pii96.ndf for State jail data (most recent year available 1996),
13 Data extraction provided courtesy o f  Mary Collins, Alaska Department o f  Corrections, through Jerry Bum ctt. 
Com m issioner 4/5/04.

http://vvww.oiD.usdoi.iiov/bis/prisons.htn
http://www.oip.usdoi.eov/bis/pub/pdl7pii96.ndf
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Tabic 3: Alaska Felony Convictions since 2002 for Drug Related Offenses

Proportion o f Convictions 
for Corrections Population

I'otal Drug related 9.6%
Total Misconduct III, IV 8 .6%

Source: Alaska O ffender Track ing and In formation System

Table 3 is the result o f the data extraction from the State o f Alaska OTIS system. Again bi'Li' ,se 
multiple charges arc often entered simultaneously against a single defendant, it is more appropriate to 
utilize felon data as opposed to the total number o f charges. In addition, the conviction is associated with 
the most serious offense These data are constructed in the '.ante manner as the federal data in the 
preceding section.

Wc noted first that there are about half as many corrections inmates who have been coin ictcd lor drug 
offenses in Alaska as compared with the I ' S. average (9,6% vs. 20%) This is almost precisely the same 
relationship as for arrests. Alaska lias a little under half o f the national average in terms o f drug arrests, 
and it also lias a little under half the national average for drug-related incarcerations.

It w ill be recalled, though, that Alaska has a much greater relative percentage o f marijuana cases among 
dmg offenses Marijuana felony cases are found mostly in the misconduct IV' category, although some 
could be misconduct III. There arc no marijuana cases in the misconduct II or misconduct I categories 
Note from I able 3 that the vast majority o f the drug convictions arc in the misconduct III and IV 
categories. In fact, the majority o f these are misconduct IV

Unis, the relationship between national arrest data and Alaska arrest data is basically upheld all the way 
through to convictions and incarcerations. While there arc fewer total drug offense arrests in Alaska, they 
arc more heavily concentrated in the marijuana category There are few heroin, crack cocaine, and other 
hard drug arrests in Alaska relative to the rest o f the nation

liy  using the relationship between national felony convictions and national incarcerations to estimate the 
same for Alaska, we arrived at the figure o f 16.6% o f total felony convictions in Alaska being tor drugs of 
any kind.1 We further estimate that 7.31 % o f felony convictions in Alaska ar>’ for marijuana as opposed 
to other drug offenses.14

So we have a couple o f different estimates for the proportion o f felony convictions for marijuana out o f 
all Alaska felonies. By utilizing the national ratio o f felony convictions to arrests and applying that to 
Alaska arrest data, we arrived at the figure o f 7.28% By working backwards from Alaska incarcerations 
data to felony convictions, utilizing the same relationship as found in national data, we found :• rate o f

11 Nationally (34.6/20) (X 9.6) for Alaska, where X 16.6.
14 Nationally, the proportion o f  marijuana felony convictions out o f  total felony drug convictions (10.4 34.6)
Alaska has a highei relative concentration o f  marijuana arrests (6 6 .1 '4 5 .1), so the national ratio is adjusted 
(m ultiplied) by this ratio. Then solve for ( I0 .9 /34 .6)*(66 .I/45 .I) X/16.6.
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7.31%. Wc used Ihc average ot the two figures. 7.3%, to estimate the expenditures in the legal and 
judicial arena due to marijuana prohibition. According to the Department o f Justice, total justice system 
expenditures in Alaska for the year 2001 were S121.7 m illion1' . including prosecution, courts, and public 
defense. Utilizing the same price index data, we estimated this in 2004 dollars at S i29.4 million.
Applying the 7.3% figure to that total, wc arrived at an estimate o f $9 45 million for the judicial costs o f 
Alaska marijuana prohibition m 2004 dollars.

Cor rections Costs

Wc used the same approach to estimate the proportion o f Alaska's correctional population attributable to 
marijuana prohibition, lliere is one further consideration here, because the U.S. Justice Department 
survey correctional expenditure data is not broken down by type o f institution. (It does include any 
agency concerned with corrections, including probation offices). Since correctional populations may be 
housed in different types o f institutions, sometimes depending on type o f offense or offender, there may 
be cost differentials associated with corrections for different types o f offenses.

Correctional centers arc more costly than community residence centers. I f  the majority o f drug and 
marijuana offenders arc housed in Community residence centers, then we would be concerned about 
overestimating costs based on the simple average from the U.S. Justice Department data. On the other 
hand, i f  the majority is found in correctional institutions, then we have a conservative cost estimate for 
marijuana corrections.

According to the Alaska Department o f Corrections, in 2002 there were 216 drug-related offenders out ot 
a total 3.508 institutionalized (correctional center) offenders, or 4.3%.16 There were 90 drug-related 
offenders out o f 902 I oused in community residence centers, r 10%.' 1 he avenge across all institutions 
was 6.9%. I'his data is calculated based upon the most serious charge. I lms, although a greater fraction 
o f the community residence center population is accounted for by drug offenders there aie more than 
twice as many drug offenders housed in correctional centers. Consequently, and also because wc have 
demonstrated that marijuana offenses make up the hulk o f drug offense convictions, there is little 
likebl u'.rI o f over-estimating the cost o f incarcerating marijuana offenders by using the Department of 
Justi> c j >ata.

In comparison to other states. Alaska has a lower proportion o f incarcerated drug offenders. I his is no 
surprise given the arrest and convictions data. Nationwide, an average o f 20 » o f state correctional
populations aie drug offenders ' In the previous section we noted that Alaska has about half that, but 
with a much hip.her proportion o f marijuana offenses as compared to other drugs. Unfortunately, the 
corrections data is not broken down into type o f drug, so wc are unable to say exactly what proportion o f 
these are marijuana offenders.

Because more severe offenses typically receive longer sentences, the population o f offenders w ill be more 
heavily weighted toward those who have been convicted o f more serious crimes. That is. the proportion 
o f marijuana offenders in the correctional population w ill be lower than the rate o f convictions 
determined previously, 7.3%.

Among the post-2002 institutionalized offender population. 50% o f the total drug-related offenses are 
misconduct with a controlled substance IV. the category for most marijuana offenders. I here w ere only

1 Justice Expenditure and Employment Abstracts file CJccOIOQ.wkl, id.
Stale o f  A laska Department o f Corrections, 2002 Offender Profile p 13-16.

17 Ibid. p 26-28
'* http://w w w .ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/p02.pdf, table 15.

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/p02.pdf
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two misdemeanor (Misconduct V and V I) offenders housed in correctional institutions. There arc also a 
sundry few in the "attempted drugs" categories.

In community residence centers wc found that 46% o f residents w ith drug related charges had a 
conviction for misconduct with a controlled substance IV There were two misdemeanor offenders in 
community residence centers, and several more in the "attempted drugs" and conspiracy categories.

A total o f 124 offenders were housed in institutions or community residence centers without any charge 
entered into the OTIS system. It is unclear how to assign these in our analysis, but it is dountful that they 
diverge so dramatically from the general offender profile as to significantly distort anv estimates.

Wc set as a benchmark the proportion o f post-2002 incarcerated offenders in the misconduct IV' category, 
the most particular for marijuana offenses, 3.4% o f total incarcerations. Again, the misconduct IV 
category docs not include misdemeanor marijuana offenders, or more serious marijuana felony charges.
It would not include anyone in the attempted drugs or conspiracy categories. On the other hand, there are 
misconduct IV drug offenders who are not incarcerated for marijuana.

Although wc have demonstrated that marijuana offenses make up the majority o f drug arrests and 
prosecutions, it is the least serious drug offense and therefore receives lighter sentencing. We did not want 
to assign 66% o f the corrections population serving drug offense sentences to marijuana, as that would be 
an overestimate. We instead rounded our benchmark misconduct IV figure down to 3%, on the 
assumption that the proportion o f non-marijuana misconduct IV offenders significantly outweighs 
marijuana offenders charged with other (greater or lesser) offenses.

Having arrived al an estimate o f the corrections population serving marijuana sentences, w e applied that 
figure to corrections expenditures. According to the U.S. Department o f Justice survey, the State o f 
Alaska spent a total o fSP2 .6  million on corrections in 2001. In 2004 dollars, the figure would be $183.5 
million. Three percent o f that figure indicates a cost o f $5 .05 million for marijuana incarcerations

Summary o f Justice System Costs

A summary o f total judicial system expenditures for prohibition is presented in I able 4 indicating a total 
o f $16 million.

Table 4
Total Judicial System Budget for M arijuana Prohibition in A laska

itejn $ Millions
Policing 1.50
Legal ind Judicial 9.45
Corrections 5.05

Total SI 6.00
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There are several oilier areas of concern besides the direct costs calculated above. The most important of 
these is the lost economic output associated with incarcerating oflcnders. There arc also costs to the 
family and social service budgets of the state, particularly when offenders have minor children. There are 
ome secondary offense' to consider, such as probation violations that would not exist in the absence of 

prohibition. Finally, there are mitigations of costs from intergovernmental revenues. Fines and 
forfeitures arc also discussed

l.ost Kcnnomic Output

DeSimone (2002.‘>68) produced the most recent study of the effect of marijuana use on employment 
According to his estimates, marijuana users an. 15% less likely to be employed, We utilized these results 
to get an estimate of lost output from incarcerating marijuana offenders.

According to the Alaska Department of Labor, the employment rate statewide was 92% in 2003.
Adjusted down to 85% to account lor the differential probability of employment cited above resulted in a 
figure of 78.2%. That is, it is estimated that about three-quarters of the marijuana users and. by 
extrapolation, marijuana oflcnders, were employed.

Previously, we estimated that there were 132 persons in Alaskan correctional institutions o f one kind or 
another for marijuana offenses. According to the U.S. Department of Tabor, the average wage income lor 
Alaska in 2002 was S'tO^SO,” Assuming the employment percentage above gives a total lost wage 
income of $4 2 million. Also according to the U.S. Department of Labor, the wage component of total 
compensation is approximately 1.4% of the total " Adding in benefits resulls in total lost labor 
compensation of $5.8 million. In 2004 dollars, the amount is $6.08 million. Because labor produces 
more value than it is compensated for, we know that lost economic output is even higher.

I here arc some long run costs to consider as well Young people, in particular, who have a conviction 
‘ace losses in student loans, loss of employment advancement, and other forms of discrimination in the 
marketplace. The cumulative loss will, over time, significantly exceed their short run loss.

Family and Social Services

Because some portion of marijuana offenders have children, there arc additional expenditures by various 
slate agencies concerned with family and social services With loss of employment from incarceration, 
there arc impacts on agency budgets.

Parke and Clarke-Stewart (2001) indicated that in the year 2000, 56% of all incarcerated persons had 
minor children. This figure was stable relative to the previous decade. Needless to say. the effects on 
minor children of parental incarceration are negative. This can vary according to arrangements for 
alternative care, visitation, economic circumstance, whether the mother or the father is incarcerated, etc.
In one estimate cited. 70% of young children with incarcerated mothers had emotional or psychological 
problems (Parke and Clarke-Stewart 2001:7).

Johnson and Waldfogel (2002:472) noted an increased burden on the foster care system from incarcerated 
parents, over 7% of the population in their sample. In this study, as with others, over 80% of the children

A d J i t io n a l  E c o n o m ic  C o n s id e ra t io n s

http://stats.bls.gov/ocs/2002/ocs ak.htm#b00-0000
http • Vdata.bls.gov/ciri-bin/dsrv Data taken fro • •h c4 lh quarter 2003, all workers.

http://stats.bls.gov/ocs/2002/ocs
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o f incarcerated fathers live with the mother, whereas when the mother is incarcerated only about 20% live 
with the father. Regardless o f whether the mother stays at home with minor children or works and 
receives daycare assistance, there is an impact on state social services budgets. Although 90% of 
incarcerated parents arc fathers, the war on drugs has a higher fraction o f incarcerated mothers as 
compared with other offenses (Johnson and Waldfogel 2002:47.1).

There is little doubt, then, that marijuana prohibition has significantly increased the burden on the social 
welfare system. Without a detailed survey o f inmates and family circumstances it would be d ifficult to 
render a ptt.'isc figure. But a couple o f different approaches give us an idea o f the order o f magnitude. 
One approach ts to ?sk how much per inmate in various monthly social service costs would be required to 
equal SI m illion dollars per year. The answer is about $631 per inmate.

The monthly AF IX ' (now called Temporary Assistance) maximum benefit is S821 and the food stamp 
benefit is $391 for one adult and one dependent (rural I figure). With half o f all inmates having a minor 
child and with loss o f employment during incarceration, those two services alone would cost over one 
million dollars per year. Then one must consider Medicaid, energy assistance, and so forth. Given the 
behavioral problems o f children o f incarcerated parents, significantly more than $1 million p year in 
social service costs is doubtless incurred due to marijuana prohibition.

The FY 2004 State o f Alaska Children’s Services approved budget was SI 27.5 million. I hc Public 
Assistance budget was $244.1 million. Each 1% rise in these combined budgets results m $3.7 m illion in 
additional operating cxpendituies for the state. The FY 2004 approved Health Care Services budget was 
$671.6 million. It would appear again here that marijuana prohibition easily adds well over $1 million 
dollars to the family and social services budgets o f the state.

Secondary Offenses Stemming from an In itia l Marijuana Charge

Some proportion o f marijuana offenders re-appcar in the judicial system due to probation or parole 
violations. In addition, testing positive for marijuana can be a parole violation for unrelated offenses. We 
note that 2 16 o f 3,508 correctional center residents were in custody for either parole or probation 
violations In addition. 113 o f the 902 in residential centers were in custody for probation or parole 
violations. That is, 6.2% o f the correctional population and 12.5% o f the residential population (7.5% o f 
the total) were incarcerated because o f such secondary violations.

I f  parole, probation, and other violations subsequent to a marijuana offense (i.e., failure to appear, failure 
to comply, failure to adhere to conditions o f release, fugitive from justice, etc.) were eliminated, there 
would be additional cost savings. It would appear that i f  such secondary offenses were equiproportional 
across all categories, the savings would be on the order o f another 10% in incarcerations, or about 
$500,000. An estimate o f additional judicial cost savings is not attempted here.

C o s t-M itig a tin g  F ac to rs

A portion o f Alaska's marijuana policing expenditures is financed by grants from the federal government.
In addition, there are some property seizures and fines associated with marijuana arrests. Federal grant 
funds mitigate costs o f enforcement, as they come from outside the state. While it is true that, ultimately, 
these grants come from federal taxes, even i f  marijuana policing is done away w ith for Alaska, it w ill not 
change policy in other states. Those states would continue to receive grants whereas Alaska would lose 
them, and federal taxes w ould not be reduced fo< Alaskans.
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Property seizures and fines are another matter. They are discussed here, but from the perspective o f the 
state as a whole they do not provide resources. They take resources from a tiny portion o f residents to 
pay for a program as opposed to its being paid for by the state's residents in general. I f  marijuana is 
legalized, the "loss" o f revenue from property seizures w ill exactly equal the "gain” to persons who w ill 
no longer have their property taken from them. Fines arc a similar situation.

According to the Alaska Bureau o f Alcohol and Drug Enforcement (ABADE). there arc three sources o f 
grant funds that may be used for marijuana policing Two o f these grants are awarded by the U.S. Dept 
o f Justice, the Byrne Grant and the Alaska Illegal Drug and Alcohol Grant. Additional funds are also 
received through the IJ S. Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) for marijuana eradication

The DEA grant, exclusively for marijuana policing, amounted to $86,000 in FY 2004 (I. McKicnzic, 
Coordinator, DEA Eradication, Anchorage, AK, personal communication, May 28, 2004) The other two 
were not exclusively for marijuana. O f these, the total Byrne grant request for 2004 was approximately 
$1 m illion while the Illegal Drug and Alcohol grant was a multi-year program with an annual average o f 
$664,500. A request was made for an apportionment o f these funds between marijuana, alcohol and other 
drug enforcement. An estimate o f 10% for mi rijuana was provided, with the understanding it was no 
more than a guess (('apt. F.. Harrington. ABADE. personal communication. June 17, 2004)

An alternative method for allocating these funds across enforcement categories is to look at arrest data, on 
the assumption that the allocation o f funds is proportional to arrest data for alcohol anil drugs. According 
to the Uniform Crime Report arrest data for Alaska, there were an average o f 5,667 arrests for either drug 
or alcohol offenses for the years 1997-2001 O f these. 2 1.67% were for marijuana offenses.

We have one estimate from a cognizant official o f 10%. and another o f 2 1 67% based on arrest data A 
conservative estimate o f 15% was used, resulting in a $249,675 figure for the two giants in question. We 
would add to this amount the $86,000 DEA gra it for marijuana eradication. The total amount o f federal 
grant funding strictly for marijuana enforcement is therefore estimated at $335,675.

I lie Ala ka court system also received federal grant money in FY 2003, in the amount o f approximately 
$300,000, for "felony drug court" funding in Anchorage.:i The number o f marijuana cases assigned to 
this specific court is unknown. As this funding is strictly concerned with felony charges, it would be 
appropriate to apply the 38.5% proportion o f drug offenses for sale/manufacture o f marijuana, obtaining 
an estimate o f$ l 15.500. or. in 2004 dollars. 51 17,500.

During calendar year 2003, there was approximately $ 1.05 million in property seized by .tale alcohol and 
drug enforcement agencies (Capt. E. Harrington, ABADE, personal communication. June 17, 2004)
About one-third o f this amount w as in cash The remainder consisted o f weapons, vehicles, real property, 
aircraft, vessels, and miscellaneous items. Values o f such property are estimated by investigators.

One may allocate a portion o f these seizures strictly to marijuana enforcement as opposed to alcohol and 
other drug offenses. It is appropriate to estimate property seizures using arrest data for sale and 
manufacture o f marijuana, as opposed to simple possession, because seizure laws do not apply to most 
cases o f simple possession. For the same reason, we excluded alcohol arrests, in w hich seizure actions 
would not apply.

Restricting our attention to drug offenses for sale and manufacture, we found that marijuana constituted 
38.5% o f these cases. So. although marijuana accounts for 66% o f total drug related arrests, there is a

:I Office o f  National Drug Control Policy. Profile o f Drug Indicators Anchorage. Alaska April 2004, p 3.
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much lower fraction to which seizure actions would apply. (Unfortunately, we do not have any type o f 
proxy for alcoitol cases in which seizure o f property would apply.)

A reasonable approach would be to use the same proportion used earlier to estimate grant funds for 
marijuana enforcement, in consideration o f the lower proportion o f mari juana arrests subject to seizure 
actions. Assuming l i%  o f total seized property allocated to marijuana offenses results in a figure o f 
S I57,500. In 2004 dollars the amount would be $160,236

Amounts o f judicial fines for marijuana convictions are unknown. Alaska docs not track fines by types o f 
convictions, According to the State o f Alaska Revenue Sources Handbook, in FY 2003 lines and 
forfeitures together totaled $7 million foi every form o f civil and criminal fine and forfeiture action. This 
included traffic court and civil penalty fines for infractions such as lack o f permits, as well as all criminal 
fines together. Marijuana convictions are a small fraction o f criminal cases, and must be quite 
insignificant in comparison to all civil and crimm'd actions together. Most likely fines total, at most, 
something in the same ballpark as forfeitures.

Adding all o f the grants and property seizure amounts together results in a figure o f $613,411 to mu.gatc 
costs o f marijuana enforcement and adjudication. It is recognized that from year to year there arc 
variations in grant funding. We argue that property seizures and fines are not, in fact, a net savings o f 
resources for the state. Even including both o f these sources o f enforcement income gives cost mitigations 
well under $1 million.

Many millions in indirect costs are associated with marijuana prohibition. The value of lost labor 
productivity is the most significant, at over $6 million. Additions to family and social services budgets, 
and expenses associated with secondary offenses, appear to far outweigh any mitigating factors such as 
intergovernmental grants. Well over $7 million in net additional costs has been identified here, and a 
figure of $8 million is used ir oui summary, still quite conservative, as it seriously understates the extent 
of prohibition's impact on family and social services budgets.
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P a r t  II

A  C o s t - B e n e f i t  A p p r o a c h  to  P r o h i b i t i o n



I*

Effects o f Prohibition

A host o f reasons are employed to justify marijuana prohibition. The first o f these is that prohibition 
"works." Docs it? This question is less superficial than establishing a link between prohibition and 
consumption o f the prohibited substance. It requires addressing whether the benefits arc sufficient to 
outweigh the costs. An analysis o f whether prohibition "works" requires addressing these points:

1) In order for prohibition to pass the first elementary test o f cost/benefit analysis, it must be shown that 
prohibition significantly reduces consumption o f the substance. It is not merely enough that consumptu n 
decreases, but that the decrease is significant enough to warrant the expenditure

2) In a less superficial test o f cost vs. benefit, il must also lie demonstrated that the secondary effects o f 
prohibition arc positive rather than negative. Do other crimes increase or decrease under prohibition? 
Does consumption o f other substances increase or decrease with prohibition? Are these substances more 
dangerous or less dangerous than the prohibited substance?

3) I f  pr<'Hbition passes these first two tests, then it also must compete with other alternatives lor 
decreasing substance abuse I f  there arc superior alternatives to reducing substance abuse, then society’s 
resources are better directed towards the alternatives. Such an analysis is not undertaken as a part o f this 
study. Wc point out here that, when passing mi such prohibiiory legislation, this question is generally 
not addressed.

4) Prohibition has an opportunity cost in terms o f justice system resources that can be directed elsewhere 
Every dollar directed towards marijuana investigations, prosecutions, and incarcerations could have been 
spent on homicide, rape, assault, and other more serious crimes. I lie current allocation o f resources 
implies that increased investigation and prosecution o f homicide, rape, assault, and othei serious crimes 
arc less valuable to Alaska than investigations and prosecutions o f marijuana offenders. Is this the actual 
preference o f Alaskans, or would rc-directing resources towards more serious crimes be more beneficial?

D ue s P ro h ib it io n  D e c re a se  Use?

There arc two avenues by which prohibition may decrease consumption. The first is that prohibition car 
act to increase price and therefore reduce demand. I he second is that prohibition imparts a penalty for 
use. and the threat o f punishment, therefore, reduces demand. There- are alternate e assertions that 
prohibition itself makes the substance more attractive as "forbidden fruit." Regardless o f theory, it is 
empirical work that demonstrates whether prohibition decreases use significantly, or. alternatively, i f  
legalization increases use significantly.

There have been few studies relating marijuana use to price. and among those it is rare to find one using 
actual price data as opposed to asking hypothetical questions o f users. Nisbct and Vakil (1072) surveyed 
UCLA students regarding hypothetical price changes, litis  study is often cited, but frankly, wc are not 
interested in hypothetical responses but in quantifying observed behavior.

In Pacula et al. (2001:100). marijuana use was found lo be extremely unresponsive to price. I hc elasticity 
o f demand with respect to price was 0.06. That is. a 1% increase m price results in only a 0.06 percent 
decline in demand. Another way o f saying this is that a 16.67% increase in price is required to reduce 
demand by just 1%.
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The most recent study available was also the only other study using actual price and consumption data. 
DeSimone and Farrelly (2003:109) found that "adult marijuana demand was not related to its own price" 
and that for juveniles, price was also irrelevant. However, for both juveniles and adults, use decreased 
with increases in arrest probability. The question is, by how much?

Over the sample period (1992-1997), the arrest rate per user doubled for marijuana. According to the 
model estimates, i f  nothing else changed but the arrest rate, demand should have decreased by 3%. But 
according to the data, use increased, and use by juveniles increased by 13.5%. This led the authors to 
conclude. "Clearly, factors other than prices or arrests are important in determining changes in drug use 
across cohorts." (DeSimone and Farrelly 2003:112).

In an earlier study, DeSimone (2002: 966-967) estimated the increase in probability o f marijuana use in 
states that decriminalized use. Two different years were studied. While one year revealed an increase in 
probability o f use o f 2-3%, the other showed no statistically significant impact.

Saffer and C'haloupka (1999) found that, "Marijuana decriminalization was found to increase the 
probability o f marijuana participation by about 8%". In reviewing the literature, they report that. "The 
few prior studies o f the effect o f decriminalization on marijuana use generally find that marijuana 
decriminalization has no effect on participation. Pacula (1994), Thies and Register (1993), Dinardo and 
Lemieux (1992), and Johnston, O'Malley, and Bachman (1981) all used samples o f young people and 
found no effect o f marijuana decriminalization." However, "Model (1993 ) found that decriminalization 
increases marijuana use."

The National Academy o f Sciences (1999) undertook an exhaustive study o f many aspects of the 
mari juana question, including the effects o f legalization. After analyzing numerous studies, in their 
section "Marijuana Decriminalization", they concluded that, "there is little evidence that decriminalization 
o f marijuana use necessarily lead1; to a substantial increase in marijuana use."

Alaska and Decriminalization in 1975

Much has been written about Alaska's post-1975 decriminalization o f marijuana and about a study o f it 
performed in 1988. The Drug Enforcement Administration, for example, said:

The consequences o f legalization became evident when the Alaska Supreme Court ruled 
in 1975 that the state could not interfere with an adult's possession o f marijuana for 
personal consumption in the home. The court’s ruling became a green light for marijuana 
use. Although the ruling was limited to persons 19 and over, teens were among those 
increasingly using marijuana. According to a 1988 University o f Alaska study, the state's 
12 to 17-year-olds used marijuana at more than twice the national average for their age 
group.

The only possible study such "citations" can reference is Segal (1988). The study makes no such finding, 
and the statement above is deceptive on a number o f levels. Segal's study was undertaken, in part, 
because Alaska was not included in the 1988 National Household Survey on Drug Abuse (NHS, now 
called the National Household Survey on Drug Use and Health). The Alaska and national studies are not 
comparable for several reasons.

”  http://w ww.usdoi.gov/dea/dem and/sneakout/06so.htm

http://www.usdoi.gov/dea/demand/sneakout/06so.htm
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The critical issue, however, in any analysis o f Alaska substance use fiom the mid-1 ()70*s onward must be 
the Alaska pipeline boom, not marijuam decriminalization. Segal (1988:7) comments, "That the 
construction o f the transalaska pipeline (1974 to 1978) had an effect on drug use in the state is 
[indisputable. The effect is well illustrated in a report by the Alaska State Troopers in 1976 which 
described the problem o f drug use as 'growing to such a magnitude that illic it drugs were coining into 
Alaska by every conceivable means imaginable, and the drugs were being distributed to virtually every 
city and village in Alaska' (P.2)."

Segal cited a previous study by banner (1983) demonstrating increased marijuana use among the young 
as a consequence o f the pipeline, and pointed to an increase in available money as one o f the reasons. 
(Segal 1988: 8). It is difficult to overstate the consequences o f 25,000 pipeline workers "hitting town" 
with the highest wages in the nation, m a boomtown atmosphere, on the last frontier.

So "baseline" drug use in Alaska was not comparable to the rest o f the nation to begin with; however, 
there was a possibly even more important difference in survey methodology. The Alaska survey was 
anonymous, flie  NHS was not only conducted by interview, but also in the home. The rates reported o f 
"lifetime prevalence" (i.e.. have you ever used in your lifetime) were 51.6% for Alaska and 23.7% for the 
national survey. As Segal (1988:81) notes, "It is possible that direct interviews, particularly when 
conducted in the interviewees' home, elicited more false negatives than responding anonymously in 
school."

Segal then compared resul’ for his Alaska study with two other studies. The first was the 1987 National 
I ligh School Senior Survey. In that survey. Alaska's 68.2% "lifetime prevalence" compared with 50.2% 
for the U.S. (Segal 1988:83). Alaska 8'1' graders had a user rate o f 37.6% as compared with Oregon 8lh 
graders' rate o f 27.7%. What Segal concluded, after looking at surveys taken in California, Oregon, and 
Alaska, was that. "These findings suggest strongly that the national data may be underestimating drug 
taking behavior." Segal (1988:87).

Another problem besides the difference in survey methodology was the lack o f comparable questions that 
actually reflect use. In the annual NHS, questions are asked about whether the individual has used a drug 
within the last month, and whether there is chronic dependency. It is unquestionably inappropriate to 
pretend that a "lifetime prevalence" question is reflective o f who is "using" a substance.

Because there was no baseline to the pre-pipeline years, and no comparable data whatsoever until 1983. 
we cannot actually quantify anything until after that time. Segal (1988:96) compared "lifetime 
prevalence" with 1983 data for age 12-17 yeai olds, and found that it had increased from 49.4 lo 53.0%.
It is true that, over that time period, national use appears to have declined; again, the problem is that 
making statements about "use" requires questions about recent use. not whether one tried something once, 
several years earlier.

Lastly, it should be noted that alcohol abu >e is high in Alaska, and that there are unique aspects o f Maska 
life not mirrored in the lower 48 states. Winters without sunshine, seasonal affective disorder, and 
seasonally different work schedules, are among many factors that would have to be modeled in a study 
seriously investigating social effects o f decriminalization.

In fact, the Segal (1988) study drew no conclusions about the relationship between marijuana 
decriminalization and use. Segal (1988:135) stales, "Any attempt to assess the impact o f 
decriminalization is fraught with difficulty;" and. "Depending on one's views, several contrasting 
conclusions can be made about decriminalization." lie did not find that decriminalization had caused an 
increase in use, yet that is the clear purpose to which proponents o f prohibition have put his study.
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For Alaska, we simply do not ha- „ comparable baseline and current-year numbers for either the effects o f 
1975 decriminalization or subsequent recriminalization in 1990. In recent years, Alaska has been 
included in the NHS exercises. We can compare current use numbers with the rest o f the U.S. for survey 
questions that are the same and for methodologies that are consistently applied. Even then, year-to-year 
changes in survey methodology ira * cause significant differences in estimates o f drug use.

Wright (2002) reported the distribution o f use across age categories presented in Table 5. based upon the 
survey methodology used in the NHS for calendar year 2000. The question asked in this survey regarded 
use in the past month. Alaska numbers exceed those for the nation at large by a very small amount, for 
use by persons under 26 years o f age. Since that time, the methodology o f the survey has changed and 
this table is presented strictly for comparing Alaska vs. national use.

In 2002, the NHS has used an improved estimation technique’ ’ As a consequence, the estimate o f 
current (within the last month) drug use increased by 22.6% nationally u  That is, drug use was 
significantly underestimated in the past, and the numbers in Table 5 are underestimates for Alaska.
Revised estimates by state have not been published yet, but by using the same proportion tor Alaska as 
for the rest o f the nation, results are as illustrated in Table 6.

T a b le  5 

R ep o rted  U se o f  M ariju an a  B y A g e  G ro u p  in A lask a  
(O ld  S u rv e y  M e th o d o lo g y  - Y e a r 2 0 0 0 )

Reported use in last month (Alaska) 
Number reporting use in last month

Reported use in last month (USA)

Source:

Ago Category

12-17 18-25 2 6 ±

8.65% 17.35% 3.76%
5,000 12,000 13.000

8 .2% 17.3% 4.0%

Wright (2 0 0 2 )

Given the population growth since 2002, there are roughly 42,000 "current" users o f marijuana over the 
age o f 12 in Alaska. Again, by "current" use is meant use within the last month. This is the best estimate 
available at the present time. There are nearly twice that number o f Alaskans who have used marijuana in 
the last year, according to the improved survey methodology —  roughly 75,000. Rut it would be more 
accurate to cite the 42.000 figure when referring to "users"

See National Household Survey on Drug Use and Health: National Findings, p 7. Jon Gctlmun, PhD. and Senior 
Fellow at George Mason University School o f Public Policy, pointed out the change in survey methodology to us.
’4 In the 2001 survey, an estimated 15.9 million Am ericans had used drugs within the last month. In the 2002 
survey, the figure was 19.5 million. In 2001, 76% had used marijuana. In 2002, 75% hud used marijuana.
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T a b le  6
E stim a te d  C u rre n t U se rs  in A la sk a  by A g e  G ro u p  - 2 0 0 2

Age Category

Over 12 12-17 18-25 Over26

Past Month Marijuana Use - Percent 8.7% 12.1% 23.4% 5.0%

Past Month Marijuana use - Thousands 41.000 7,000 17,000 17,000

Sources: 2001 National Household Survey on Drug Abuse and 2002 National 
Household Survey on Drug Use and Health

The Office o f National Drug Control Policy (2004:7) reported a different statistic, but the source was not 
referenced carefully enough to evaluate the data.25 In that citation, rnarij .ana use was reported by 47% of 
Alaska high school students, and 24% reported current use. One must ask how these numbers could be 
so much higher than in the annual household survey. But i f  the 47% figure is for "lifetime prevalence," 
that would demonstrate the drastic difference between "use" and experimentation.

The most comprehensive international study available is the European School Survey Project on Alcohol 
and Drugs (ESPAD). This survey compared use across 30 countries by surveying 95,000 10lh grade 
students. Data are comparable to the United States, because the survey followed the Monitoring llie 
Future (MTF) study that has been conducted at the University o f Michigan foi the past 26 years.

The U.S. had a higher experimentation rate for marijuana than any other country , at 41%.2" Denmark, 
with the most lax poli 'v o f legality, compared favorably at 28%. and was also lower than other western 
European countries w ith more punitive legal regimes such as France, the UK, and Ireland. The U.S. 
experimentation rate was higher than that in most eastern European countries. Romania, for example, 
was the lowest, registering a mere 1%.

After reviewing the empirical work regarding marijuana prohibition, we must conclude that it is an 
ineffective means o f reducing marijuana use. Wc cannot even state positively that prohibition decreases 
consumption at all. There are mixed results, but even those studies reporting an effect o f prohibition find 
one so small as to leave room for debate. Prohibition docs not achieve its principal objective in any 
meaningful way.

Curiously, it did state that A nchorage was excluded. As Anchorage contains nearly ha lf o f  A laska's population, 
that is a rather strange omission. 

http://w w w .m onitoringthcfuturc.org/pubs/cspad pr.pdf

http://www.monitoringthcfuturc.org/pubs/cspad
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The economics o f prohibition arc the same whether one is considering alcohol, marijuana, or other 
"vices". They differ in degree, hut not in kind. The lessons learned during national alcohol prohibition 
provide important parallels for mari juana that should be considered. One o f the most important is that 
prohibition creates crime o f a more serious nature, particularly violent crime.

Under the well-known modeling o f rational substance use, people perceive that they benefit from and 
manage their use o f substances (Becker and Murp, : 1988). When one substance becomes mote 
expensive or d ifficult to obtain, they substitute another in its place. Wc therefore also sought information 
on the substitutability o f marijuana and other substances.

P roh ib ition  a n d  C rim e

There have been many studies on the effects o f prohibition on crime. Probably the most telling data is the 
impact o f Alcohol Prohibition on the murder rate:

The homicide rale in large cities increased from 5.6 per 100.000 population during the first 
decade o f the century to 8.4 during the second decade when the Harrison Narcotics Act. a 
wave o f state alcohol prohibitions, and World War I alcohol restrictions were enacted. The 
homicide rate increased to 10 per 100.000 population during the 1920s. a 78 percent increase 
over the pre-Prohibition period.2

Other serious crimes rose in the same period, including robbery, burglar)', assault, etc. A ll fell with the 
repeal o f Prohibition. One o f the more important consequences o f Prohibition was the rise o f  organized 
crime. A ll o f these increases in crime came with minor effects on consumption (see, e g.. Miron and 
Zwiebel 1991, Friedman 1991 and Thornton 1991). Some have argued that consumption actually rose 
(T illitt, 1932: 36).28 It is apparent from all sources that consumption initially fell sharply, but then rose 
significantly as the underground "speakeasy” and black market economy developed

It is common to cite a spurious association between "drugs and crime" exactly as the association between 
alcohol and crime was made during Alcohol Prohibition Initially, the benefit o f Prohibition was asserted 
to be decreases in crime consequent to "demon rum". But the result was the opposite. I Mtimatcly it was 
the dramatic increases in crime and other negative effects o f Prohibition that led to its repeal.

The parallel o f Alcohol Prohibition causing more serious crime and prohibition o f drugs causing more 
serious crime is an obvious ease o f history repeating itself. Miron (2001:1) and others have pointed out 
that "many o f the harms typically attributed to drug use are instead due to drug prohibition " Moreover, 
"these outcomes would be reduced or eliminated under legalization." (see also Friedman 1991, Benson 
and Rasmussen 1991, Benson 1992 Duke and Gross 1993, and Miron 1999). The USBJS (1992:5-8) also 
gives ample evidence o f the relationship between violent crime and drug prohibition, and again, 
specifically, homicides and drug trafficking. One wonders: since street drugs have nearly exact 
counterparts in legal prescription drugs, i f  drugs themselves cause crime, why there is no such link 
between prescription drug use. prescription drug trafficking, and violent crime.

W hat are  the S econdary  E ffe c ts  o r P roh ib itio n?

' 7 Quoted from Thornton (1991). This is one o f the most widely cited docum enting the ill effects from prohibition, 
:8 In any such study, illegality necessarily causes an under-reporting problem. This is also true in issues such as 
alcohol-related deaths and health problem s. For example, Tillitt (1932:114-115) reported that medical exam iners 
and family physicians avoided citing alcohol on certificates during Prohibition.
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Violent crimes in Alaska increased dramatically after marijuana was recriminalized in 1990. as shown in 
figure 1 Data are available from 1985 onward only for Anchorage and Fairbanks reporting districts, so 
this is what was used. By 1995, violent crimes had increased by just over 100%. It appears that, after the 
concealed carry handgun bill was passed, violent crimes decreased, as they did in other states w ith 
concealed carry laws. But there are also other factors to consider, such as the economy.

While wc do not pretend this is a definitive study of marijuana prohibition and crime in Alaska, it is 
impossible to argue that marijuana prohibition has reduced violent crimes. The evidence is the opposite, 
and rather dramatically so.

I f  prohibition worked, one might argue that these costs were tolerable. But because prohibition fails, 
these costs are in addition to any social costs that actually stem directly from mari|tiana use. Following 
Miron (2001). wc may outline the effects o f prohibition as follows:

1) Marijuana prohibition creates a black market in marijuana rather than eliminating it

2) Prohibition increases violent crime by preventing black market participants from resolving their 
differences through standard nonviolent mechanisms.

3) By raising the price o f marijuana, prohibition encourages income-generating crime such as theft, since 
additional income is needed to purchase marijuana.

4) In black markets, participants must either evade law enforcement authorities or pay them to look the 
other way. so the scope for corruption is substantial.

5) Making products illegal can make them less safe. I 'niled States experience w ith Alcohol Prohibition 
provides a classic example o f this effect: deaths from adultciated alcohol soared (Miron and Zwiebel, 
1991; Morgan. 1982).

6) Revenue is diverted from government and law-abiding citizens to criminals.

7) Prohibition breeds disrespect for the law.

8) It complicates or compromises other policy areas, for example, civil liberties and rights to privacy, and 
international relations
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Figure 1: V iolent crim es in Anchorage and F airbanks R eporting  D istricts

Violent Crime in Anchorage and Fairbanks, AK, 1985 -

Year
- Anchorage Police Dept AK Fairbanks Police Dept AK

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics
http://bisdata.oip.iisdoi.uov/dataonlinc/Scarch/Crime/Local/rrendslnOnc'. ar.iTm

Prohibition and Use of Other Substances

Conlin ct al. (2002), DiNardo I -mieux (1992; 2001), and others have studied the substitutability ol 
alcohol and marijuana. In the latter study, "We find that increases in the legal minimum drinking age did 
slightly reduce the prevalence o f alcohol consumption. We also find, however, that increased legal 
minimum drinking ages had the unintended consequence o f slightly increasing the prevalence o f 
marijuana consumption" (DiNardo Lemieux 2001.991).

Conlm. et al. (2002:13) found that, "allowing local alcohol access decreases crimes associated with illic it 
drugs." They also found that. "Prohibiting the sale o f beer to persons under 19 and under 21 increases the 
fraction o f drug related arrests attributed to juveniles more in wet counties than in dry counties."

Chaloupkn and Laixuthai (1994), in particular, examined the effect o f this substitutability on accidents 
due 'o teenage intoxicated drivers. They concluded that, "results imply that the reduction in acciden.s 
resulting from substitution away from alcoholic beverages and other intoxicating substances to marijuana 
as its lull price is lower more than offsets the increase in accidents related to marijuana use."

This matches studies o f adults where marijuana appears to impair driving ability substantially less than 
alcohol (U.S. Department o f Transportation. 1993; Cranccr, et al. 1969). Model 1 1993) demonstrated that 
rates ofother illic it drug use were significantly higher for emergency room patients in states where 
marijuana prohibition was in effect.

There is suggested by some to be a complementarity o f marijuana and other substances. Generally, this is 
suggested by the casual statistical observation that those who have used marijuana are also more likely to 
have used other substances.

http://bisdata.oip.iisdoi.uov/dataonlinc/Scarch/Crime/Local/rrendslnOnc'
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Al first glance, it might appear that the "substitutability vs, complementarity" stances are fundamentally 
in disagreement. One appears to say that marijuana is used in place o f other substances, while the other 
appears to say that marijuana is used alongside other substances.

Imagine that the issue involves use" of coffee and soda. >t is quite true that one can demonstrate that 
people who drink coffee as a stimulant also tend to drink soda as a stimulant. The question is. what will 
happen to soda consumption if coffee is made illegal?

A related issue is the concept o f n "gateway" effect o f marijuana. Use o f marijuana may precede use o f 
other more dangerous substances. In a sense, it is argued that marijuana and other substances "go 
together" as complements in this additional way. The question, again, is, what happens when marijuana 
is made illegal?

The "gateway" assertion generally involves a sequence between cigarettes, alcohol, marijuana, and then 
other, "harder", drugs, as in Kandcl and Yamaguchi (1993). There docs indeed appear lo be a pattern, 
which can be summarized quite simply: More immediately available and less expensive substances arc 
used prior to those that arc more difficult and more expensive to obtain.

The problem with such studies is tha' they no more demonstrate that marijuana causes harder drug use 
than that candy causes marijuana use. Virtuallv every marijuana user ate candy before they used 
marijuana. Therefore, candy is the gateway to marijuana. This sounds ridiculous when taken out o f the 
context o f the "stepping stone" preconception about drugs. We could make a similar assertion about 
bicycles causing motorcycle ownership.

A study o f the gateway effect could be constructed in several ways. One would be to remove an element 
o f the "stepping stones" for one set o f subjects and not for the other. I f  it could be demonstrated that 
removing one o f the stepping stones prevented the next step, then one could conclude a "gateway" effect 
had been observed. However, all o f the substances above (cigarettes, alcohol, and illegal drugs) are 
already under prohibition for minors; thus, such a study cannot be legally or ethically undertaken.

The approach taken by Morral, et al (2002) is the "bad seed" or "common factor" approach. Given a 
propensity to use drugs in the first place, does use o f marijuana increase the probability o fproe • sing to 
other drugs? The answer was no: "We demonstrate that the primary evidence supporting the marijuana 
gateway effect can be explained completely by the order in which youths first have the opportunity to use 
marijuana and other drugs."

That is w hy the NHS data demonstrates that, tor the majority o f those who have tried marijuana, it is a 
"terminal" substance, with no harder drugs tried at all, and use generally ending after the late 20's. It may 
indeed be true that, foi the population that has tried marijuana, there is a higher likelihood o f trying other 
drugs. That does not demonstrate that marijuana is the cause o f other drug use or that marijuana smokers 
w ill become heroin addicts.

Another possibility o f assessing the gateway hypothesis is to re-arrange the order o f the "stepping stones", 
to see i f  there are effects on final disposition. One such study lias been completed. In Sen. et al. (2002), 
empirical study o f6,748 adolescents between the ages o f 12 and 16 was undertaken for the purpose o f 
identifying a "gateway" effect between cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana. Ironically, it was discovered 
that initiation o f marijuana use decreased the likelihood o f subsequently using the other two. This was 
statistically significant at the 99% level o f confidence.
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The reverse wa> found to be true for cigarettes and alcohol: use o f either one resulted in a greater 
likelihood o f suoscquent marijuana use. The conclusion regarding marijuana apparently prompted an 
attempt at alternative modeling in order to reach a different conclusion. The study recognized a "bad 
seed" effect; that is, that someone predisposed to riskv behavior w ill try anything when it is available, as 
opposed to one thing leading to a specific other.

One specula' e conclusion o f that tudy was that, by curbing use o f one o f the three substances, ise ot 
the others might de crease as well. In order to reach such a conclusion, however, one must study a 
situation in which it actually occurs; that is, where use o f one or the other has been successfully curbed 
In the Sen. ct al. (2002) study, all three substances were prohibited to minors, yet more than 50% o f 
youths had experimented with at least one o f them.

There arc also other substances to consider. In rural Alaska, it would be wise to investigate the 
substitutability between marijuana and inhalation o f volatile vapors. This practice is especially prevalent 
among Alaska Native youth and is discussed, for ex iple, in Segal, ct al (1999:35-36). Sniffing gasoline, 
glue, and other industrial solvents is widespread in remote villages. It causes permanent brain damage, 
and death by liver, kidney, or bone marrow damage. Inhaling such vapors can also cause sudden sniffing 
death. The problem is so severe that A la sk a  has the only Inhalant Abuse Treatment Center in the nation : ’

In evaluating the secondary effects o f marijuana prohibition, we see an unambiguously negative set o f 
results. We must remind ourselves first that prohibition is ineffective in curbing use. It is effective m 
raising price and creating black market activity that generates other crime. To the extent that use is 
decreased, the evidence indicates that there is a substitution o*'other substance-, primarily alcohol.

C o n c lu s io n

In conclusion, we find that marijuana prohibition '-osts the State o f Alaska well over $24 m illion annually 
in direct and indirect costs ot enforcement These costs are not offset significantly by federal grant 
monies, fines or forfeitures. In addition, prohibition does not succeed at its stated purpose, and in fact 
contributes to additional crimes being committed, and to use o f other, more dangerous substances. 
Marijuana prohibition, using the most favorable figures in cost-benefit analysis, is a costly failure.

The Tundra Swan Inhalant Program. Yukon Kuskokwim Health Corporation - Bethel. Alaska
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A p p e n d ix  I: T a x  R e v e n u e  P o t e n t i a l  a n d  H e m p  I n d u s t r y  A n a l y s i s  t o r
A la s k a

Tax Revenue Potential

We developed estimates for tax revenues derived from marijuana legalization in Alaska and from 
potential industrial hemp trade, la x  revenue potential from marijuana appears to be on the order o f $10- 
12 million. An industrial hemp trade and a tourist market trade would certainly generate sales values at a 
multiple o f that. Given the quasi-lega! status in countries where such tourist trade exists, it is d ifficu lt to 
assess exact figures. But even a 2% increase in travel and tourism in Alaska would be worth on the order 
o f $35 million

Our estimate o f tax revenue potential from legalization o f marijuana in Alaska is offered for exploratory 
purposes, as legalization in Alaska w ill not cause legalization at the federal level. It is nonetheless a 
legitimate public policy question that has a place in the debate. It is not unrealistic to contemplate 
legalization with taxation in the future, and it is a question invariably addressed in other studies. In fact, 
the original 1937 federal "Marihuana Tax Act" did not make marijuana illegal, but provided for its 
production by purchase o f a tax stamp.

In Alaska, a comparison might be made between potential marijuana taxes and tobacco taxes; however, 
f  ere are some very important differences. There arc many more cigarette consumers, roughly 25% to 
30% o f the adult population.'1 At 30 « o f the adult population, there are in excess o f 130.000 cigarette 
consumers alone as compared with 42.000 "regular" marijuana users'-. That means there are at least 
90,000 more cigarette consumers than marijuana smokers. This docs not include juvenile tobacco use. 
nor does it count smokeless tobacco.

Cigarette consumers also smoke much more, on average, than do marijuana smokers. In 2001, Alaskans 
consumed an estimated «.■ 17 million cigarettes.’ Although the retail cigarette price is lower than that o f 
marijuana, that is primarily because there is no "risk premium" from prohibition for tobacco. That 
distinction would disappear with legalization.

i he Alaska statewide presumptive cigarette price, produced by the Alaska Department o f Revenue, is 
$41.69 per carton 1 This includes total federal plus state excise taxes o f $ 13.90. about 33% o f the retail 
price The tax on other tobacco products is 75% o f the wholesale price.

State tax revenues from tobacco taxes were about $46.9 million in FY 2003." Including federal and local 
revenues, tobacco sales generated close to $70 million in total tax revenue. Governor Murkowski has 
proposed doubling the state tax. Although Alaska's is already the third highest such tax in the nation, 
about a dozen other states are also considering increases Assuming Alaska and the other states all pass

Act o f August 2, 1937 Public 238, 75"' Congress. Sec cover illustration for an example.
11 Estimates seem  to differ. A ccording to the Center for Disease Control (2004) it was 29.4%  o f  A laska adults. See: 
http://w ww.cdc.eov/niniw r/previcw/m m w rhtinl/nim 5253a I.him. Hut according to the Alaska Departm ent o f  I lealtli 
and Social Services, it is 25%. http://hcalth.hss.statc.ak.us/dph/targcts/PDFs/tobacco hand-out.pdf 

Reported in table 6. "Regular" m eans within the last month.
"  hnp://liealth.hss.statc.ak.us/dnh/targets/PDFs/tobacco hand-out.pdf Thai w orks out very roughly to seventeen 
cigarcl.es per day per consumer.
u http://w w w .tax.statc.ak.us/program s/tobacco'rcports/Cigurcttc% 20Prcsum ptivc% 20M m % 20Pricc% 20- 
% 20W cb% 20Post.xls
"  Alaska State Revenue Sources Hook Spring 2004: http://w w w .tax.statc.ak.us/sourccsbook/2004/spr2004/non-
oil.pdf

http://www.cdc.eov/niniwr/previcw/mmwrhtinl/nim5253a
http://hcalth.hss.statc.ak.us/dph/targcts/PDFs/tobacco
http://www.tax.statc.ak.us/programs/tobacco'rcports/Cigurcttc%20Prcsumptivc%20Mm%20Pricc%20-
http://www.tax.statc.ak.us/sourccsbook/2004/spr2004/non-
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these increases. Alaska would remain in third place. The proposed measure would boost total taxes to 
over 50% o f retail, and bring in over SI 00 million in total (state plus federal) taxes. Interestingly, the city 
o f Anchorage has just imposed a tax increase o f SI"" per pack, and plans to raise it again by the same 
amount over the next two years. Enforcement issues have already surfaced

The price elasticity o f demand for cigarettes is in the -.4 to -.6 range (Hcrsch, 2000), As we have noted 
previously, demand .or marijuana is even more inelastic (i.e.. less responsive to price). That means a 
marijuana tax can constitute an even highcr proportion o f the retail price. Hut, because the number o f 
consumers and the amount used per consumer is so much lower, the total revenue potential is much less.

To get an idea o f revenue potential from marijuana taxation, we first take from Miron (2003:8) the S10.5 
billion estimate o f total marijuana expenditures in the U.S. and determine a proportionate share for 
Alaska. Although use is slightly higher in Alaska, according to the data provided earlier, we w ill use the 
relative population proportion for a conservative estimate. Adjusting for a year o f inflation using the 
consumer price index, and using a proportion o f national population o f .0022, there w ill be about $24 
m illion spent for marijuana by Alaska consumers in 2004.

Let us ask i f  this is reasonable, given the total number o f marijuana smokers estimated for Alaska. With 
an estimate o f 42.000 that "used" marijuana within the last month o f the most recent survey (Table 6), that 
comes to $571 per year per marijuana consumer At $90 per quarter ounce, that would be roughly one 
and one-half ounces per year per marijuana consumer''’, a figure that suggests use o f less than one gram 
per w eek Certainly, this is not a lot o f use. only about one "joint" per week

We depart from the Miron (2003) model in two respects, first, wc rely exclusively on cmpincal 
estimates o f price responsiveness based on real data, as opposed to hypothetical questions asked of 
marijuana users. Second, the potential for tax evasion is considered to be more serious for Alaska as 
compared to the Massachusetts situation considered by Miron (2003). These work m opposing directions, 
but are believed to provide a more realistic estimate.

Empirical observations demonstrate that marijuana use is extremely unresponsive to price. This makes it 
a good candidate for taxation. If taxes significantly suppress use. it is not a good tax instrument, because 
there is little revenue potential. On the other hand, Alaska affords an easier environment for tax evasion 
because o f its rural nature, and the difficulty o f enforcement in comparison to the urban setting considered 
by Miron (2003).

The final element we considered w'as the effect o f legalization on market price m the absence o f a tax 
Consider that industrial hemp production is on the order o f 3-12 tons per acre and sells at under $100 per 
ton (Ehrensing 1998). Industrial hemp is quite different from marijuana grown for its psychoactive 
compound content, but it is instructive to compare the tsvo. as they are actually the same plant, Cannabis 
saliva. Because marijuana is no more difficult to grow than industrial hemp, marijuana's high price under 
prohibition is, obviously, mostly a risk premium.

 ̂An average price for small (quarter ounce) purchases over the last 20 years o f  $ 8 9 ,2 1 was retrieved from the 
O ffice o f  National Drug Control Policy. The /‘rice o f Illicit Drugs: I9NI through tlic Second Quarter o f 2000. 
W ashington, DC. October, 2001, pg 46. W hile this figure is accurate for municipalities in Alaska according to 
know ledgeable sources, it is an understatem ent o f  rural Alaska prices. Thanks to Jon Gcttman for citing ihc 
ON DCP source data.
17 Dr. A lexander Sumach, in Cannabis Calculations per day.
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Cervantes (1999) provided "cost" estimates for different home operations that are also useful here, 
although they were not constructed in accordance with busincis accounting principles. (They did not 
include the value o f the home cultivator's labor, nor were costs o f floor space included.) A ll examples 
reported variable costs per ounce o f under ten dollars. Capital costs were not calculated on a useful life ot 
equipment basis, but simply attributed to the first "crop”, with zero for subsequent ciops. Even allocating 
the entire capital cost to the first crop resulted in a "cost" generally under S100 per ounce, a fraction o f 
current market prices.

The U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency (2000) estimated that British Columbian "bud" sold for $1500 pci lb 
m Vancouver, as compared with $3000 in California. Although this trade is illegal, and any intercepted 
B.C. exports or sizeable operations are prosecuted, a much more tolerant policy exists in British 
Columbia. Small-scale operations are generally not prosecuted, and there is a coffee shop trade in cities 
such as Vancouver similar to the Amsterdam approach. The price premium is reflective o f relative risk

There is little doubt that the price o f marijuana w ill fall drastically with legalization, because the risk 
premium would be completely eliminated, and even "closet" operations produce at a small cost per unit 
relative to market price. Were marijuana to be grown commercially, with industrial methods utilizing 
scale economics, these small operations would be almost completely supplanted. This in turn would 
facilitate tax collection, so long as the tax is not so exorbitant as to keep production in the black market.

A balancing act is needed to set a tax high enough to create substantial revenue, but low enough to 
prevent widespread tax evasion. Even a tax constituting 50% o f the retail price would result m market 
price below present levels, but bring production to larger scale commercial enterprises utilizing much 
more efficient technology, and make collection o f taxes simple. No taxation o f individual home 
production is envisioned, and none was considered here.

With an estimated $24 million in present illegal marijuana expenditures, and the knowledge that a large 
fraction o f this amount — much more than 50% is reflective o f a risk premium, it is likely that revenue 
potential from a tax is al least on the order o f $10 m illion after legalization. Fifty percent o f $24 million 
is $12 million. The government could probably appropriate nearly the entire risk premium in tax 
revenues, perhaps somewhere between $10-12 million. Significantly more than this, though, would begin 
to encourage tax evasion and substantial "cottage industry" production m the Alaskan environment.

The nation's tobacco taxes have not brought about significant evasion through home production'8 because 
o f the complications involved in growing, drying, curing, and processing tobacco products. More than a 
year is required for curing, and this alone discourages home production. Such complications are not 
present in marijuana processing and consequently the potential for home production and black market sale 
is significant. Despite empirical estimates suggesting that heavier taxation o f marijuana is possible, il is 
probably not wise to suggest much more than $10 million dollars in initial Alaska tax revenues.

I f  we compare liiis $10 million dollar estimate to figures from a recent California study, we find that it is 
considerably lower. 1 In that study, a SI per "joint" tax was presumed, and estimates o f use were based 
on the National Household Survey, as well as a British individual consumei survey. Estimated annual tax 
revenues for California were SI billion. Using the relative proportions o f Alaska and California users, a 
comparable amount for Alaska would be about $17.7 million.

18 Tobacco tax evasion is prim arily a different form, involving transportation between states w ith differing tax rates. 
http://w w w .canorm l.org/background/CA _legali/ation.htm l

http://www.canorml.org/background/CA_legali/ation.html
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In Miron (2003), only the prevailing sales and income taxes, 5% and 4.3%, respectively, were applied to 
marijuana expenditures, as opposed to the approaches taken both here and in the California study. We 
have considered a much heavier level of taxation, quite ohviously a "sin lax."

Industrial Hemp and Cannabis Tourism

Industrial hemp would develop in Alaska mostly as an ancillary feature of marijuana legalization, as 
opposed to a stand-alone export trade. The coffee shop tourist trade has become significant in places such 
as Vancouver and Amsterdam, and consideration should be given to such dc .clopmcnt in Alaska for its 
strong revenue potential.

General U.S. Industrial Hemp Market Conditions

flie U.S. industrial hemp market has grown from nothing to an estimated S200 million since the 1980's4" 
The USDA (2002) issued a report with incomplete data; however, it is instructive. Raw hemp fiber 
import; to the U.S. increased from zero to 1.6 million pounds between 198° and I99941. lotal imports of 
fibers, yam. and waste (excludes seed. oils, and finished products) rose from 0.2 million to nearly 1.9 
million pounds in that time.

The USDA report focused on the existing "narrow" market for hemp products, and based estimates of 
U.S. markets on the last year of data. The problem with this approach is that decades of illegality, and 
continuing uncertainty over hempseed oil food products in particular, have hampered the market One 
should view the market’s growth as quite significant in light of the legal cloud and anticipate substantial 
growth following the 2004 Court of Appeals ruling in favor of the industry.4 Prior to this decision, legal 
uncertainty had stifled the industry. Ileinp food products will represent an important market segment in 
the future.

Other potential henip uses cited in the USDA (2002) report include fiberboard composites, paper 
products, molded automobile parts, fuel, and a substitute for fiberglass. Hemp hurds, the by-products of 
extracting the useful fiber from hemp, are an excellent bedding material for livestock, and are also used as 
cat litter. Hempseed oils appear lo have the most immediate promise in food and body-care products.
There are many uses of this versatile plant, some of which arc being "rediscovered" now. lost since the 
prohibition era was initiated in 1937.

Mariiuana is currently prescribed for the treatment of anorexia and resultant weight loss due to AIDS, and 
for refractory nausea and vomiting associated with cancer chemotherapy (Joy el al, 1999).4' As medicinal 
properties of the piant are increasingly researched and accepted, the market lor various medicinal hemp 
preparations will expand New marijuana medicines for spasucilv and chronic pain arc already under 
investigation.

4 Personal communication C Penn, Director, Hemp Industry Association, May 2004.
4| USDA (2002), Table I.
4_ I..A. Times Feb 7, 2004. I/.S. Han of Hemp Foods is Rejected. The U.S. UFA attempted to ban fledgling hemp 
foods m the U.S. beginning in 2001. The food products nave no psychoactive properties. But for three years the 
judicial issue was battled in the courts by the industry and the DEA. flic U.S. 9,h District Court of Appeals struck 
down the ban in February of 2004.
4> An Institute of Medicine (IOM) Report, by Joy, ct al. in 1999, titled Marijuana and Medicine: Assessing the 
Science Rase, was commissioned by the White House Office of National Drug Control Policy. The entire text of the 
IOM Report is available at: http://books.nap.edu/html/manmcd

http://books.nap.edu/html/manmcd
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Hemp has been used for thousands of years in fabrics, rope, paper, medicines, and a multitude of other 
products. Synthetic fibers and other competitors to former hemp industry products, developed 
concomitantly with prohibition, have served with it to destroy hemp product industries in the U.S. 
Eliminating prohibition can remove the legal obstacles, but hemp must still compete in the marketplace 
with other products.

Alaska Industry Potential

Industrial hemp agriculture in Alaska would probably be a specialty or "boutique" market, since large- 
scale production would put Alaska in direct competition with several countries that produ.-c hemp 
currently. In particular, the European Union (EU) provides a subsidy with which Alaska would have 
difficulty competing. At present the EU subsidy is 350 Euros per hectare (personal communication M 
Kraus: International Hemp Association, May 11, 2004). At current exchange rates, that amounts to 
SI 05.20 per acre. In addition, there is a subsidy of 90 Euros per ton of short fiber, or about $42.48.
These subsidies arc expected to continue. Land prices m Alaska arc high due to government policies, and 
this also places Alaska at a competitive disadvantage in industrial hemp production.

Alaska would have to market hemp products in the same way it markets its berries, teas, honey, and other 
natural products The uniqueness of Alaska itself can provide a novelty premium. It does not make sense 
for Alaska to try to compete by producing exactly the same product as larger scale, lower cost industries 
elsewhere in the U.S or internationally.

A clever marketing approach would combine an Alaska mystique with the product. For example, lotions 
from hemp oil could be combined with natural Alaska products or fragrances Alaska hemp fabrics could 
be designed with distinctive logos, or Alaska Native artwork or patterns. A small-scale production 
facility in the right location could generate tourist v iewing dollars to augment production income.

An "Alaska Energy Bar" or "Alaska Nature Bar" may have appeal for the backpacker, lishing enthusiast, 
hiker, mountain biker, or kayaker market segment. It is well known that hempsc -d oil is a nutritious 
foodstuff. The N'utiva Corporation has been marketing hemp bars, shelled hempseed. and hemp protein 
powder for several years 44 Again, niche markets *. ith distinctive Alaska themes are the best avenue for 
Alaska hemp products.

A coffce-shop approach similar to that employed in Amsterdam (see below) would w ithout question 
generate tourist activity in \laska independent of the existing tourist trade. Marketing hemp products via 
such coffee shops would be a natural extension of the industry. Whethe Alaska could produce hemp 
products itself or not, marketing hemp products in Alaska would be a natural outgrow :h of a marijuana 
tourism industry.

Canada has a developing industrial hemp products market, and the Manitoba A"riculture and Rural Food 
Initiatives Department suggests oilseed as the most promising of these.4' Profe- tonal studies have been 
undertaken both for the Pacific Northwest of the United States (Ehrensing 1998) and fir Canadian 
conditions. These studies included "production budgets" with break-even analyses. The USDA (2002) 
also reviewed studies conducted in other areas of the U.S.. much less similar in climate to A'aska

44 The U.S. DEA attempted to ban hemp foods in the I I.S. beginning in 200 i. The U.S. 9th District Court of 
Appeals struck down the ban in February of 2004.
45 h ttn ://w w w .i;o v .n ib .ca /ag ricu ltu re /crop s/hem p/bkoO  I sO I h tm lflh a rve st
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One issue of some import in comparing these studies was the vastly higher pcr-acre costs found in the 
Ehrensing (1998) si jy. One reason for this is the dramatically higher land rent per acre in the U.S. 
Pacific Northwest as compared with Canada; in addition, the productic costs followed a model based on 
com as opposed to experimental results with hemp itself. The Canadian results followed several years of 
trial experiments with hemp and arc also more recent. They suggest a much lower cost ner acre.

It also makes a difference whether one is gearing operations primarily to produce fiber or grain (seed) 
One can market both, but one must primarily target one or the other to grow. Experimental work would 
have lo be done under Alaska conditions to make a definitive statement about yields, but some work has 
already been done in other countries with similar conditions.

Siberian hemp strains have been studied in Finland, for example (Callaway and l.aakkonen 1996). I hese 
varieties would be more appropriate for the northern latitudes of Alaska. Numerous sources indicate that 
some of the earliest hemp varieties were developed in southern Siberia There is little doubt that the right 
varieties will grow in Alas! ' climate. What remains to be determined is productivity per acre, and the 
relative advantages of seed va. fiber production. Previous studies point to seed as the more valuable 
target market.

Tourism and Marnuana

Because there is an existing marijuana tourist industry in places such as Amsterdam and British 
Columbia, some recognition should be made of the tourist potential in Alaska. The more appropriate 
comparison would be with British Columbia, and Vancouver in particular Although no formal studies 
have been done, the economic impact there is significant.46 The mayor of Vancouver was quoted leccntly 
stating that, w ithout the "pot" industry. British Columbia would be in a recession.4

Formal studies of the economic impact of marijuana tourism in Canada are complicated by the fact that, 
under the law-, marijuana is Mill technically illegal. But enforcement is curtailed so as to allow a "pot 
block" in cities such as Vancouver, with c.ites similar to those in Amsterdam, and tourists may "legally" 
smoke and purchase marijuana in these arc is. Although it is significant economically, the "illegal but 
tolerated" status is not conducive to academic study. Thus, the full economic impact of "pot tourism" for 
cities such as Vancouver remains unknown.

In 2002, one article cited more than one million Euros (about SI.2 million dollars at present exchange 
rates) in sales of "joints" per Amsterdam shop per year, with the government taking as much as 52% ol 
revenues.48 There are hundreds of coffee shops there. The same article cited a contribution if $1.36 
billion to the Dutch economy in 1995, the last time a study was conducted. That translates to about SI .7 
billion in 2004 dollars.

Alaska travel and tourism industry sales were estimated at $2.4 billion in 2002 with employment at about 
26.0004'. Every percentage increase in this industry represents about another $24 million in sales. It is 
difficult to project a percentage figure for marijuana related tourism, but even a low percentage increase 
suggests between S50 and SI00 million annually.

4,1 Sec for example: "Vancouver tourism Gone to pot" Peak. Sf! 14) -  June 23. 2003. Accessed al: 
http://www.fricndlystranger.com/info/recreational_03/tourism.htm
47 "Vancouver Mayor Touts Pot Legalization CTV.ca Sunday, May 9, 2004.

http://www.ctv.ca/servlct/ArticleNcws/story/CTVNcws/l084l095385l2 57/?hub=Canada 
4* "Cannabis Trade Gets Dutch Economy High" Taipei Times Wednesday, Nov 13, 2002 , p 12 
41 Sec http://www.dccd.state.ak.us/ocd/pub/TSA Excc_Summary.pdf

http://www.fricndlystranger.com/info/recreational_03/tourism.htm
http://www.ctv.ca/servlct/ArticleNcws/story/CTVNcws/l084l095385l2
http://www.dccd.state.ak.us/ocd/pub/TSA
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In "hemp to,vn" tourist blocks, ancillary businesses have emerged in a fashion somewhat analogous to a 
"Chinatown" setting. Such businesses may market hemp products, growing equipment, smoking 
accessories, books, and art, as well as souvenirs of the "zone": T-shirts, mugs, and all of the oddments 
dear to the touring collector. "Hip" performing arts venues may thrive. Perhaps it is wise to segment 
markets in this way, giving tourists who might be offended by this kind of industry the option to stay 
away. (Ft may be noted that Amsterdam employs a similar strategy to shield the unwary from its legal 
sex trade.)

Although detailed studies are lacking, it is safe to sa' ’ at the potential for a tourism and "coffee shop" 
industry is an order of magnitude greater than the re me puiential from taxing resident marijuana use. It 
represents a significant opportunity for generating income and employment in the State of Alaska.



Appendix II: Summary of Alaska Marijuana Statutes and Case Law 

Alaska Statutory Classifications and PenaltiesM>

Possession Classification Incarceration

Less than 8 oz.

Between 8 oz- 1 lb.

Over 1 lb. Or 25 plants

Any amount with 
"reckless disregard" 
within 500 ft. of school or 
youth recreation area.

Misdemeanor 
(Misconduct VI)

Misdemeanor 
(Misconduct V)

felony
(Misconduct IV) 

Felony
(Misconduct IV)

90 Days

1 Year

5 Years

5 years

Sale or Manufacture

Let-s than 1 oz.

I oz. or more

Sale to under age 19

Misdemeanor 
(Misconduct V)

Felony
(Misconduct IV) 

Felony
(Misconduct III)

1 Year 

5 years 

10 years

Miscellaneous

Maintaining structure 
for keeping/delivering

Felony 5 Years
(Misconduct IV)

Fine

51.000

55.000 

$50,000 

$50,000

$5,000

$50,000

$100,000

$50,000

50 Source: A laska Statutes



36

In Ravin v. Alaska, 5'the Supreme Court of Alaska held that the constitutional right to privacy 
protects citizens in the possession of plants for personal use in the home:

The state has a legitimate concern with avoiding the spread of marijuana use to 
adolescents who may not be equipped with the maturity to handle the experience 
prudently, as well as a legitimate concern with the problem of driving under the 
influence of marijuana. Yet these interests are insufficient to justify intrusions into 
the rights of adults in the privacy of their own homes. Further, neither the federal 
or Alaska constitution affords protection for the buying or selling of marijuana, 
nor absolute protection for its use or possession in public. Possession at home of 
amounts of marijuana indicative of intent to sell *ather than possession for 
personal use is likewise unprotected.

This decision left it to statute to determine quantities consistent with personal use vs. that for 
sale. Prior to 1990, the state legislature determined that amount to be four ounces.

As for the voter initiative of 1990 presumed to decriminalize marijuana possession for personal 
use, several cases have been heard by the Alaska courts. The Court of Appeals, in Nov v State of 
Alaska,' 2 held in August of 2003 that the voter initiative recriminalizing personal possession was 
unconstitutional, and that the law reverted to its previous constitutional (pre-1990) status of 
allowing up to four ounces. Since possession of 25 plants is defined as a felony under current 
Alaska law. and since that amount implies more than personal use, this standard remains 
unchanged by the Noy decision, as do other statutory provisions on weights over 4 ounces, cited 
above. The Alaska Supreme Court has refused to review the Noy decision. In St' • of Alaska v. 
Crocker, the Court of Appeals found that a presumption of innocent, lawful pos i ssion of 
marijuana in the home must exist in order not to subject Alaskans to intrusive government 
searches,, and that probable cause must be established that marijuana in someone's home falls 
outside the scope of Ravin before any search warrant is issued; furthermore, that probable cause 
is not established by a householder's electrical usage, nor by the odor of marijuana.

Medical Marijuana is permissible under Alaska Statute 11.71.090 and 17.37. Individuals must 
register under AS 17.37 as either patient or caregiver. The process of registration is tedious, 
costly, and invasive, i specially given that it does not entitle patients or caregivers to a legal 
source of eith . seeds or plant cuttings. Oddly, this statute allows possession of only three oz. of 
marijuana, less than that allowed any adult according to pre-1990 law and today.

Judicia l Notes

1 Ravin v. Stale of Alaska 537 P2d 404.
52 2003 WL 22026345 (Alaska App.)
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• The Alaska Supreme Court has wrongly held Alaskan's constitutionally guaranteed right to 
privacy in one's home extends to adult possession of up to four ounces marijuana.

• Governor Murkowski needs to correct this problem.

• Under the new' law's, possession of four ounces of marijuana should become a class C felony -- 
since it contributes to incest, child-pomography and !l other crimes.

• The Alaska Public Defender Agency says that half of the 500 marijuana-related misdemeanors 
they handle a year would be felonies under the new law - GREAT. These new laws should rightly 
convict hundreds of drug abusers.

• If these new laws fill Alaska prisons with hundreds of drug abusers, it will be worth the cost.

• Marijuana’s felony status will allow police to put these offenders away. Alaska has six times the 
national average of reported child sexual assaults and 2.4 times the national average of reported 
rapes. Controlling marijuana abuse will reduce these problems.

• I want my police getting all drug abusers off the street, including marijuana users.
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Marijuana: Things Have Changed

Average T H C  content in Alaska marijuana today is nearly 14%. This is twice 
the national average and more than 14 times stronger than the T H C  levels when  
the Alaska Suprem e Court issued State v. Ravin, 537 P.2d 4 9 4 ,5 0 5  (Alaska 1975) 
(“ Most marijuana available in the United State has a TH C  content o f  less than 
one percent.” )

It <997,40%  o f  adults arrested in Anchorage tested positiw' for marijuana. B; 
2002 that had increased to more than 50% , including 69% o f  domestic violence  
offenders. In Anchorage, 15% o f  adults arrested for sexual assault, and 10% of  
victims, had been using marijuana just before the assault.

M arijuana affects driving for up to three hours after use, and residual effects 
have been reported 24 hours a lter use. Epideminology data from traffic arrests 
and fatal accidents show that marijuana is second only to alcohol as the most 
frequent substance o f  abuse among the drivers. Mixing alcohol and marijuana  
may dramatically produce effects greater than either on its own.

M arijuana can lead to dependence and abuse, particularly for young users. 
Nationally, more teens are in treatment each year for marijuana dependence  
than for alcohol and all other illegal drugs combined. Teens using marijuana  
are more likely to engage in theft and assault than non-users.

In 1976 there were only 59 treatment admissions in Alaska with marijuana as 
the primary drug o f  abuse. By 2000-2003, that increased 600%  to in average of  
434 marijuana treatment admissions a year, w ith half of patients aged 12-17.

M arijuana use complicates treatment for alcoholism (63% o f  Alaska natives 
with alcohol dependence had a secondary marijuana dependence).

Marijuana sm oke can harm the cardiopulm onary and respiratory systems, and 
contains 50-70%  more carcinogenic hydrocarbons than tobacco smoke.

O ne in eight Alaska high school students has smoked marijuana before age 13, 
and a regional study in found one in 10 rural middle school students reported 
using marijuana before age II.

Alaska native high school students were significantly more likely to have tried 
marijuana (69.7% to 41.2% ) and to be current users (use within past 30 days) 
than non-natives (35.5%  to 20.6% )

M arijuana use in rural Alaska villages am ong parents of preschool children has 
been recorded at levels three times the national average.

If you are a parent in Alaska and you do not strongly disapprove o f marijuana, 
or i f  you use marijuana, your children are four times more likely to start using  
the drug.



Marijuana: Th ings H ave Chan ged  and Parents C h o ice s  Matter 

A Parent 's Choice to Use Marijuana Affects Tbeir Children

“More adolescents who report their parents use marijuana 
frequently use marijuana themselves compared with youths whose 
parents do not use marijuana” (22.6% to 5%). T h e  S t a t e  o f  

A d o l e s c e n t  H e a l t h  i n  A l a s k a ,  M a y ,  1 9 9 0 ,  p .  4 1 .

“Among youths in 2003 who perceived that their parents would 
strongly disapprove strongly disapprove of trying marijuana or 
hashish once or twice, 5.4% used marijuana in the past month, vs. 
28.7% or youths whose parents would not strongly disapprove”
O v e r v i e w  o f  F i n d i n g s  f r o m  t h e  2 0 0 3  N a t i o n a l  S u r v e y  O n  D r u g  U s e  a n d  

H e a l t h ,  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d  H u m a n  S e r v i c e s ,  S A M H S A ,  O f f i c e  o f  

A p p l i e d  S t u d i e s ,  2 0 0 4 ,  p . 2 3 .

The THC Content of Today's Alaska Marijuana is 14 Times
Levels Found in Ravin

Average THC content in Alaska marijuana has steadily increased 
and averaged nearly 14% in 2003. This is approximately twice the 
national average THC content and 14 times stronger than THC 
content levels assumed and relied upon by the Alaska Supreme 
Court in weighing the harmful effects of marijuana. S t a t e  v. R a v i n , 
537 l\2d 494, 505 (Alaska 1975) (“Most marijuana available in the 
United State has a THC content of less than one percent.” ) A v e r a g e  

T H C  L e v e l s  f o r  A l a s k a ,  N a t i o n a l  A v e r a g e s  R e p o r t s  P r e p a r e d  b y  D r .  

E l s o h l y ,  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  M i s s i s s i p p i ,  N a t i o n a l  C e n t e r  f o r  N a ' u r a l  P r o d u c t  

R e s e a r c h .



The Face of Alaska Marijuana Use: Who Is Using Alaska’s Powerful
Marijuana?

P r e g n a n t  M o t h e r s

Between 1990 and 2000, the rate of pregnant mothers in Alaska using 
marijuana i emained fairlv constant at about 5%. (400 to 450 
new borns each year) This rate was approximately 67% higher than 
the national average (3%) for this time period and just slightly below 
the rate for A  ,oskan mother's prenatal alcohol use. (5.3%). A l a s k a  

M a t e r n a l  a n d  U i i l d  H e a l t h  D a t a  B o o k ,  2 0 0 3 ,  S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a ,

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d  S o c i a l  S e n d e e s ,  D i v i s i o n  o f  P u b l i c  H e a l t h ,  

S e c t i o n  o f  M a t e r n a l  C h i l d  a n d  F a m i l y  H e a l t h ,  p p .  5 2 - 5 5 ;  1 5 0 - 1 5 1 .

The prevalence of prenatal marijuana use among Alaska Native 
pregnant mothers has been significantly higher than the overall state 
prevalence over the last decade. More than tw ice the state average in 
2002. (3.5% Alaska average for prenatal marijuana use vs. 7.8% for 
Alaska Natives). W o m e n ' s  a n d  C h i l d r e n  s  &  H e a l t h  F a c t  S h e e t ,  2 0 0 5 ,  

S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a ,  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d  S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s ,  ( I n f o r m a t i o n  

f r o m  A l a s k a  P r e g n a n c y  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  M o n i t o r i n g  S y s t e m .  P R . 4 M S ,  

2002).

Recent progress has been made and the overall rate of pregnant 
mothers in Alaska using marijuana was down to 3.5% in 2002.
(Nearly 1 in 29) W o m e n  s ,  C h i l d r e n ' s ,  &  F a m i l y  H e a l t h  F a c t  S h e e t .

2 0 0 5 ,  S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d  S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s .  

( I n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  A l a s k a  P r e g n a n c y  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  M o n i t o r i n g  S y s t e m  

( P R A M S ) ,  2 0 0 2 .

The approximately 400 to 450 Alaskan newborns exposed to 
marijuana may suffer negative physical and behaviorial effects.
(Three recently published scientific studies found evidence a 
pregnant mother’s marijuana use has negative physical and 
behaviorial effects). P o r a t h  A J ,  F r i e d  P A  " E f f e c t s  o f  P r e n a t a l  C i g a r e t t e  

a n d  M a r i j u a n a  E x p o s u r e  o n  D r u g  U s e  A m o n g  O f f s p r i n g  "  ( " f m j a l e  

o f f s p r i n g  o f  m o t h e r s  w h o  r e p o r t e d  u s i n g  m a r i j u a n a  w h i l e  p r e g n a n t  h a d  

n e a r l y  f o u r  t i m e s  t h e  o d d s  o f  i n i t i a t i n g  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  c o m p a r e d  t o  

o f f s p r i n g  w h o s e  m o t h e r s  d i d  n o t  r e p o r t  u s i n g  m a r i j u a n a  d u r i n g  

p r e g n a n c y  . . . A s  d a t a  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  c a n n a b i n o i d  r e c e p t o r s  a r e  p r e s e n t  i n  

t h e  p l a c e n t a ,  a n d  t h e  f e t a l  a n d  n e o n a t a l  b r a i n ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  p r e n a t a l  

e x p o s u r e  t o  m a r i j u a n a  a l s o  s e n s i t i z e s  t h e  b r a i n  t o  t h e  s u b s e q u e n t



i n f l u e n c e  o f  m a r i j u a n a  c o n s u m e d  l a t e r  i n  l i f e .  . . . I n  s u m m a r y '  . . . t h e  d a t a  

s u g g e s t  t h a t  i n  u t e r o  e x p o s u r e  t o  m a r i j u a n a  i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  c i g a r e t t e  

s m o k i n g  a n d  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  i n i t i a t i o n  . . . a  r e d u c t i o n  i n  r a t e s  o f  u s e  m a y  

n o t  o n l y  y i e l d  d i r e c t  h e a l t h  b e n e f i t s  f o r  t h e  s u b s t a n c e  u s e r s  . . .  i t  m a y  a l s o  

h a v e  u n a n t i c i p a t e d  b e n e f i t s  f o r  t h e i r  o f f s p r i n g ) ; N e u r o t o x i c o l o g y > 

T e r a t o l o g y ' ,  2 0 0 5  M a r - A p r ;  2 7 ( 2 ) : 2 6 7 - 7 7 ;  H u r d ,  ) L ,  V a n g X ,  e t . a l . ,

’ M a r i j u a n a  I m p a i r s  G r o w t h  i n  M i d - G e s t a t i o n  F e t u s e s  

N e u r o t o x i c o l o g y >  T e r a t o l o g y \ 2 0 0 5  M a r - A p r ;  2 7 ( 2 ) : 2 6 7 - 7 7 ;  W a n g X .  

e t . a l . ,  “I n  U t e r o  M a r i j u a n a  E x p o s u r e  A s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  A b n o r m a l  

A m y g d a l a  D o p a m i n e  D 2  G e n e  E x p r e s s i o n  i n  t h e  H u m a n  F e t u s  ", 
B i o l o g i c a l  P s y c h i a t r y ' ,  D e c .  2 0 0 4 ,  p a g e s  9 0 9 - 9 1 5 .

P r e - S c h o o l  A g e  C h i l d r e n  a n d  T h e i r  P a r e n t s

• A study of rural Alaska villages found preschool parents aged 26-34 
were using marijuana at a rate roughly 3 times the national average. 
(19% vs. 6.7%) S t i l l n e r ,  V , e t . a l . ,  D n i g  U s e  i n  V e r y  R u r a l  A l a s k a  

V i l l a g e s ,  S u b s t a n c e  U s e  a n d  M i s u s e .  1 9 9 9 .

E l e m e n t a r y  S c h o o l  S t u d e n t s

• By sixth grade, (age 11) 7-10% of Alaskan students have tried 
marijuana. 1 9 9 5 ,  A l a s k a  Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y  ( 7 %  o f  m i d d i e  

s c h o o l  s t u d e n t s  s t a r t e d  s m o k i n g  m a r i j u a n a  b e f o r e  a g e  I  J ) ;  1 9 9 9 ,  A l a s k a  

Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y  ( 8 . 5 %  o f  m i d d l e  s c h o o l  r e s p o n d e n t s  

( e x c l u d i n g  A n c h o r a g e )  s t a r t e d  s m o k i n g  m a r i j u a n a  b e f o r e  a g e  1 1 ;  2 0 0 3 ,  

Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y 1 R e s u l t s .  N o r t h w e s t  A r c t i c  B o r o u g h  S c h o o l  

D i s t r i c t  M i d d l e  S c h o o l  S u r v e y :  U n w e i g h t e d  ( 1 0 . 2 %  o f  s t u d e n t s  t r i e d  

m a r i j u a n a  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  b e f o r e  t h e  a g e  o f  1 1 )

• Students who started smoking marijuana before the age of 11 
usually make up from 25-30% of the overall group of middle school 
students reporting a lifetime use of marijuana. I d .

•  Kids who started smoking marijuana before the age of 11 made up 
40% of the juveniles placed in Alaska’s secure juvenile facilities in a 
survey done in 1998. 1 9 9 9 ,  D i v i s i o n  o f  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  S u r v e y  o f  

Y o u t h s  i n  S e c u r e  F a c i l i t i e s .

•  Kids who smoked marijuana 10 to 40 times or more a month made 
up 46% of the juveniles placed in Alaska’s secure juvenile facilities.
I d .



67% of the youth in Alaska’s secure juvenile facilities have smoked 
marijuana 100 or more times in their lives. I d .

M i d d l e  S c h o o l  S t u d e n t s

Roughly one in four of all Alaska middle school students has at least 
tried marijuana. 1 9 9 5 ,  A l a s k a  Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h r  , ' i o r  S u r v e y  ( 2 6 . 1 % ) ;  

1 9 9 9 ,  A l a s k a  Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y  ( 2 8 . 9 % ,  u n w e i g h t e d  e x c l u d i n g  

A n c h o r a g e ) .

These middle school students make up some of the 3-4,000 youth 
aged 12-17 in Alaska that initiate marijuana use each year. (100 to 
150 a day). I n i t i a t i o n  o f  M a r i j u a n u  U s e ,  T r e n d s .  P a t t e r n s ,  a n d  

I m p l i c a t i o n s ,  G f r o e r e r ,  J ,  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d  H u m a n  S e r v i c e s ,  

S A M H S A ,  O f f i c e  o f  A p p l i e d  S t u d i e s ,  2 0 0 2 ,  T a b l e  4 . 1.

Many of the middle school students using marijuana are doing so 
before or during school. M i d d l e  s c h o o l  s t u d e n t s  w e r e  p a t , o f  a  1 9 9 0  

s u r v e y  o f  s t u d e n t s  i n  g r a d e s  7 - 1 2  w h i c h  f o u n d  2 5 %  o f  s t u d e n t s  r e p o r t i n g  

m a r i j u a n a  u s e  i n  t h e  p a s t  y e a t  u s e d  m a r i j u a n a  b e f o r e  o r  d u r i n g  s c h o o l .  

T h e  S t a t e  o f  A d o l e s c e n t  H e a l t h  i n  A l a s k a ,  M a y ,  1 9 9 0 .

Middle school students may also start to make up the roughly 150- 
170 Alaskan youth aged 12-17 (on average for the years 2000-2003) 
admitted into a treatment facility primarily for marijuana abuse.
S u b s t a n c e  A b u s e  T r e a t m e n t  A d m i s s i o n s  b y  P r i m a r y  S u b s t a n c e  o f  A b u s e .  

S A M H S A  T E D S  d a t a .

H i g h  S c h o o l  S t u d e n t s

If you are one of the 6% of Alaska high school age students in an 
alternative high school due to being at risk for not graduating from a 
regular high school, there is an about an 85% chance you have used 
marijuana and a 53% chance you are a current marijuana user.
Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u n ' e i l l a n c e  -  N a t i o n a l  A l t e r n a t i v e  H i g h  S c h o o l  

Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y ,  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  1 9 9 8 .

If you are a Alaska Native high school student there is a 70% chance 
you have tried marijuana and a 35 5% chance you are a current 
user. 2 0 0 3 ,  A l a s k a  Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y .



In high schools across the state, (excluding Anchorage) 18.8% of 
male students and 14.7% of female students have already tried 
mai Ijuana for ihe first time by their freshmen year. 1 9 9 9  A l a s k a  

Y o u t h  R i s k  b e h a v i o r  S u r v e y .  The national average for 2003 was 9.9%
for all students. 2 0 0 3  N a t i o n a l  Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y  R e s u l t s .

The average age of first marijuana use in Alaska is 16 years, but for 
American Indian / Alaska Native students (nationally), it is 14.1 
years. S A M H S A ,  O f f i c e  o f  A p p l i e d  S t u d i e s ,  “ T r e n d s  i n  M a r i j u a n a  

I n c i d e n c e ,  I n i t i a t i o n  o f  M a r i j u a n a  U s r :  T r e n d s ,  P a t t e r n s ,  a n d  

I m p l i c a t i o n s  R e p o r t " ,  T a b l e  3 . 6  a n d  S A M H S A ,  O f f i c e  o f  A p p l i e d  S t u d i e s ,  

Y o u t h  S u b s t a n c e  U s e :  S t a t e  E s t i m a t e s  f r o m  t h e  1 9 9 9  N a t i o n a l  

H o u s e h o l d  S u r v e y  o n  D r u g  A b u s e ,  T a b l e  C . 5 .

If you are high school age, a current user of marijuana, and have a 
predisposition to psychosis , your marijuana use increases the 
chances you will express a psychotic disorder or experience. O s ,  J . .

e t . a l . ,  “ P r o s p e c t i v e  C o h o r t  S t u d y  o f  C a n n a b i s  U s e ,  P r e d i s p o s i t i o n  f o r  

P s y c h o s i s ,  a n d  P s y c h o t i c  S y m p t o m s  i n  Y o u n g  P e o p l e  ”, B r i t i s h  M e d i c a l  

J o u r n a l ,  J a n u a r y ,  2 0 0 5 .

Daily use of marijuana by teenage females will also greatly increase 
(5 times) the chances of suffering from depression and anxiety. 
Weekly or more frequent use of marijuana by any teenager doubles 
the odds that you will suffer from depression and anxiety. P a t t o n .  G , 

e t . a l . ,  C a n n a b i s  U s e  a n d  M e n t a l  H e a l t h  i n  Y o u n g  P e o p l e :  C o h o r t  S t u d y ,  

B r i t i s h  M e d i c a l  J o u r n a l .  N o v e m b e r ,  2 0 0 2 .

You may also be the one in six teenage drivers who drives while 
under the influence of marijuana. O ' M a l l e y ,  P . ,  e t . a l . ,  “ U n s a f e  

D r i v i n g  b y  H i g h  S c h o o l  S e n i o r s :  N a t i o n a l  T r e n d s  f r o m  1 9 7 6  t o  2 0 0 1  i n  

T i c k e t s  a n d  A c c i d e n t s  A f t e r  A l c o h o l ,  M a r i j u a n a  a n d  O t h e r  I l l e g a l  

D r u g s  ”, J o u r n a l  o f  S t u d i e s  o n  A l c o h o l ,  M a y ,  2 0 0 3  ( D a t a  s h o w s  t h a t  

1 5 %  o f  U . S .  h i g h  s c h o o l  s e n i o r s  s u r v e y e d  s a i d  t h e y  d r o v e  a f t e r  u s i n g  

m a r i j u a n a  a n d  1 6 %  d r o v e  u n d e r  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  a l c o h o l ) .

The New England Journal of Medicine has published results from a 
roadside study of reckless drivers (not impaired by alcohol) in which 
45 % tested positive for marijuana. Another survey found that 68% 
of teen drivers who use drugs regularly reported they drive while 
under the influence of drugs. O N D C P ,  P r e s s  R e l e a s e ,  N o v .  1 9 ,  2 0 0 2 .



If you are a teenage driver who consumes both alcohol and 
marijuana and drives, the negative effects on your driving ability are 
magnified. N a t i o n a l  H i g h w a y  T r a j t i c  S a f e t y  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  T r a f f i c  

T e c h ,  N u m b e r  2 0 1 ,  J u n e  1 9 9 9 ,  “M a r i j u a n a  a n d  A l c o h o l  C o m b i n e d  

I n c r e a s e  I m p a i r m e n t  ” , ( “ T h e  e f f e c t  o f  c o m b i n i n g  m o d e r a t e  d o s e s  o f  

a l c o h o l  a n d  m o d e r a t e  d o s e s  o f  m a r i j u a n a  r e s u l t e d  i n  a  d r a m a t i c  

p e r f o r m a n c e  d e c r e m e n t  a n d  l e v e l s  o f  i m p a i r m e n t  a s  g r e a t  a s  o b s e r v e d  

w h e n  a t  . 1 4  B A C  a l o n e  “) .

If  you are one of the approximately 75% of tobacco smokers who 
initiate their use as adolescents and you are a marijuana smoker, the 
additive effect of the carcinogens and other chemicals in marijuana 
increase the risk you will develop many respiratory symptoms 
associated with disorders common to tobacco use such as chronic 
bronchitis, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, and cancer.
S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a ,  D H S S - E p i d e m i o l o g y  B u l l e t i n  “ Y o u t h  T o b a c c o  U s e " ,  

R e s u l t s  f r o m  t h e  2 0 0 3  Y o u t h  R i s k  B e h a v i o r  S u r v e y :  M o o r e ,  e t . a l . ,  

“ R e s p i r a t o t y  E f f e c t s  o f  M a r i j u a n a  a n d  T o b a c c o  U s e  i n  a  U . S .  S a m p l e ” , 

J o u r n a l  o f  G e n e r a l  I n t e r n a l  M e d i c i n e ,  2 0 0 4 .

A d u l t h o o d

By the time you reach adulthood, if you are still using marijuana and 
have committed a crime and are incarcerated, vou will be one of the 
93% of Alaska inmates who have ever tried marijuana and may be 
one of the 23% of Alaska inmates with a marijuana disorder that 
needed treatment in the year prior to incarceration. S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a .  

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d  S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s ,  D i v i s i o n  o f  A l c o h o l i s m  a n d  

D r u g  A b u s e ,  “S u b s t a n c e  A b u s e  T r e a t m e n t  N e e d s  o f  A l a s k a ' s  N e w l y  

I n c a r c e r a t e d  P r i s o n e r  P o p u l a t i o n  P r i o r  t o  I n c a r c e r a t i o n ,  2 0 0 0 .

If your crin e was rape, there is a 15% chance you used marijuana 
just prior to the assault and a little less than 10% chance that your 
victim was impaired by marijuana at the time }f the rape.
D e s c r i p t i v e  A n a l y s i s  o f  S e x u a l  A s s a u l t s  i n  A n c h o r a g e ,  O c t o b e r  2 0 0 3 .



If  you are Alaska Native and have a primary alcohol disorder for 
which you n i  treatment, it is more likely than not tha* you also 
have a secrudary or co-occurring marijuana disorder. A l a s k a  N a u v e s  

C o m b a t t i r g  S u b s t a n c e  A b u s e  a n  A  R e l a t e d  V i o l e n c e  T h r o u g h  S e l f  

H e * , i n g ,  C e n t e r  f o r  A l c o h o l  a n d  A d d i c t i o n  S t u d i e s ,  J a n u a r y ' ,  1 9 9 9 ,  ( 6 3 %  

o j  n a t i v e  m e n  a n d  w o m e n  w i t h  s e v e r e  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m s  s u n > e y > e d  i n  

J  9 9 7  vi" i e  a l s o  d e p e n  d e n 4 o n  m a r i j u a n a ) .

If you are an Alaska Native male using marijuana, and you are seen 
at a community mental health center in ruial Al ska, you may be 
one of the 17.4% of such patients with a diagnosis of marijuana 
dependence. M e n t a l  D i s o r d e r s  o f  E s k i m o s  S e e n  a t  a  C o m m u n i t y '  M e n t a l  

H e a l t h  C e n t e r  i n  R u r a l  A l a s k a ,  A u o n ,  S ,  e t . a l . ,  P s y c h i a t r i c  S e n d e e s ,  

N o v e m b e r  1 9 9 8 ,  v o l . 4 9 .  n o .  1 1 .

If you committed a domestic violence crime and were arrested, th.'re 
is a 69% chance you will test positive at the time r.f arrest for 
marijuana use. A p r i l ,  2 0 0 4 ,  O N D C P  A n c h o r a g e ,  A l a s k a . P r o f i l e  o f  

D r u g  I n d i c a t o r s .  In comparison, there is only a 23% chance you 
w ould test positive for cocaine if you committed any type of violent 
crime. I d .

If you somehow end up a drowning victim, you will be one of the 
11% of drow ning victims in Alaska that w ere found to have 
marijuana in their system. D r o w n i n g  I n  A l a s k a  W a t e r s ,  P u b l i c  H e a l t h  

R e p o r t s ,  v l  1 1 ,  p . 5 3 1 - 5 ,  1 9 9 6 .

T o u g h e r  C r i m i n a l  P e n a l t i e s  a n d  F i n e s  H a v e  A  D e t e r r e n t  E f f e c t  

A n d  I n d i v i d u a l s  R e s p o n d  T o  C h a n g e s  .// H o w  

T h e  G o v e r n m e n t  T r e a t s  I l l e g a l  D r u g s

“The marijuana arrest rate has a strong negative effect (on use by 
adults] ... enforcement of drug possession violations educes drug 
demand ... Changes in arrest rates |increase] for possession predict 
percentage point decreases of ... 3.0% in marijuana participation 
among juveniles” ; P r i c e  a n d  E n f o r c e m e n t  E f f e c t s  o n  C o c a i n e  a n d  

M a r i j u a n a  D e m a n d .  E c o n o m i c  I n q u i r y ,  D e s i i  ^ n e ,  J  e t . a l . ,  J a n u a r y ,  

2 0 0 3 ;  “ (bjoth higher fines for marijuana possession and increased 
probability of arrest decrease the probability that young adults will 
use marijuana ... ” F a r r e l l y ,  M C ,  e t . a l . ,  T h e  J o i n t  D e m a n d  f o r  

C i g a r e t t e s  a n d  M a r i j u a n a :  E v i d e n c e  f r o m  t h e  N a t i o n a l  H o u s e h o l d

S u n > e y > s  o n  D r u g  A b u s e "  J o u r n a l  o f  H e a l t h  E c o n o m i c s ,  2 0 0 1 ;



C h a l o u p k a ,  F J ,  e t . a l . ,  " D o  H i g h e r  C i g a r e t t e  P r i c e s  E n c o u r a g e  Y o u t h  t o  

U s e  M a r i j u a n a " ,  N a t i o n a l  B u r e a u  o f  E c o n o m i c  R e s e a r c h ,  W o r k i n g  

P a p e r  N o .  6 9 3 8 ,  1 9 9 9  ( S t u d y  o f  t h e  8 th , l O f h, a n d  1 2 th g r a d e  s u r v e y s  f o u n d  

m a r i j u a n a  d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n  I  a d  a  p o s i t i v e  a n d  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  o n  b o t h  

t h e  p r e v a l e n c e  a n d  q u a n t i t y '  c o n s u m e d  o f  m a r i j u a n a  w h e n  m e d i a n  j a i l  

t e r m s  a n d  f i n e s  w e r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  m o d e l ) ;  C h a l o u p k a ,  F . J . ,  e t . a l ,  " T h e  

D e m a n d  f o i  C o c a i n e  a n d  M a r i j u a n a  b y  Y o u t h  " , I  J n i v e r s i t y  o f  C h i c a g o  

P r e s s .  1 9 9 9  / D a t a  f r o m  t h e  1 9 8 2  a n d  1 9 8 9  M o n i t o r i n g  t h e  F u t u r e  S t u d y  

s h o w e d  i n d i v i d u a l s  l i v i n g  i n  d e c r i m i n a l i z e d  s t a t e s  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

m o r e  l i k e l y  t o  r e p o r t  u s e  o f  m a r i j u a n a  i n  t h e  p a s t  y e a r ) ;  S a f f e r ,  H ,  a n d  

C h a l o u p k a .  F J ,  " T h e  D e m a n d  f o r  I l l i c i t  D r u g s " ,  E c o n o m i c  I n q u i r y ' ,  

1 9 9 9 ,  ( A n a l y z i n g  d a t a  f r o m  t h e  1 9 8 8 .  1 9 ^ 0 ,  a n d  1 9 9 1  N H S D A ' s  a n d  

f i n d i n g  t h a t  d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n  h a d  a  p o s i t i v e  a n d  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  o n  

[ r e d u c i n g ]  m a t  j u a n a  p r e v a l e n c e ) .



A N  O P E N  L E T T E R  T O  P A R E N T S :
/

HERE'S WHAT THE EXPERTS SAY 
ABOUT MARIJUANA AND TEENS.
■ ‘ Marijuana is not a benign drug. Use impairs learning and judgment ,  and may lead to the 
development of mentai health problems.'

American Medical Associatior.

■ 'Smoking marijuana can injure or destroy lung tissue. Tn fact, marijuana smo'te contains 
50 to 70 percent more of some cancer causing chemicals than does tobacco smoke. '
- American Lung Association

■ ' Teens who are high on marijuana are less able to make safe, smart decisions about sex 
including saying no. Teens who have used marijuana are four times more likely to have been 
pregnant or gotten someone pregnant than teens who haven’t.*
• National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy
■ 'Marijuana car. impair perception and reaction time, putting young drivers, their passen­
gers and others on the road in danger. Teens, the h;6hest risk driving population, should 
ovoid anything that might impair their ability to operate a vehicle safelv.'
• American Automobile Association

■ 'Marijuana use may trigger panic attacks, paranoia, and even psychoses, especially If vou 
are suffering from anxiety, depression or having thinking problems.'
- American Psychiatric Association

■ "Marijuana can impair concentration and the ability to retain information during a teens 
peak learning years.'
• National Education Association

■ ' Recent research ha* indicated that for some people there is a correlation between frequent 
marijuana use and aggressive or violent behavior. This should be a concern to parents, 
community leaders, and to all Americans
- The National Crime Prevention Council

And. according to the National Institute on Drug Abuse, marijuana can be addictive. In fact, 
more teens are in treatment with a primary diagnosis of marijuana dependence than for all 
other illicit drugs combined

Teens say their parents are the single most important influence when it comes to drugs. 
Know their friends Ask them where they are going and when they will oe home Take time 
to listen, Talk to your teens about marijuana.

P A R E N T S ,
the a n ; i ■ o r u c .



A. Marijuana Growing, Availability, and Crime in Alaska

B. Marijuana and State Prisoners

C. Marijuana and Behaviorial Health

D. Marijuana and Public Health

E. Demographics of Marijuana Use In Alaska

F. Impact o f Marijuana on Children





M A R I J U A N A  G R O W I N G ,  A V A I L A B I L I T Y  
A N D  C R I M E  I N  A L A S K A

( D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P u b l i c  S a f e t y )

. A l a s k a  N o w  L e a d s  O t h e r  S t a t e s  I n  G r o w i n g  H i g h l y
P o t e n t  M a r i j u a n a .

• In 1 984 approximately 900 marijuana plants were 
er dicated in Alaska. Alaska State Troopers Annual 
D> ug Report, 1985.

• Today, law enforcement eradicates thousands of 
marijuana plants a year. Alaska State Troopers 
Annual Drug Report, 2003.

• Based on the number of indoor grows seized and 
indoor plants eradicated, Alaska has ranked in the top 
ten indoor marijuana growing states every year since 
1998. DEA /  Domestic Cannabis Eradication /  
Suppression Program Statistical Reports, 1997-2003.

• If rankings were based on a “per capita” basis, Alaska 
would be at or very near the top indoor producing 
state in the nation.

• Troopers often find children and weapons present at 
grow sites or in dealers homes. Major Drug Bust 
Rids Quinhagak o f  Dope Hub

• Growing occurs statewide, but the Mat-Su borough 
has a heavy concentration o f growers. In the 1996 
Big Lake Wildfire, 5% of the 400 buildings and 
homes that burned contained remnants o f marijuana 
grows. If that figure is representative, the Mat-Su



borough is home to more than 1,200 pot farms. 
November 12, 2000, Juneau Empire Article.

• Since 1975, the average T H C  content in marijuana 
seized in Alaska has increased to almost 14% in 2003.

I I .  M a r i j u a n a  a n d  A r r e s t  S t a t i s t i c s .^

• 15% o f rape suspects and nearly 10% o f victims in 
Anchorage had used marijuana just prior to the 
assault. (Confirmed with author o f study this was use 
just prior to the assault, not days or weeks prior that 
showed up in a drug test) Descriptive Analysis o f  
Sexual Assaults in Anchorage, Alaska, Final Report, 
October, 2003.

• 52.5% o f adult male arrestees in Anchorage in 2002 
tested positive for marijuana use. ONDCP, Profile o f  
Drug Indicators, April, 2004, citing, National Institute 
o f Justice, ADAM Annualized Site Reports, 2002, 
October 2003.

• 69.2% o f adult male arrestees in Anchorage in 2002 
for domestic violence tested positive for marijuana 
use. ONDCP, Profile o f Drug Indicators, April, 2004, 
citing, National Institute o f  Justice, ADAM Annualized 
Site Reports, 2002, October 2003.

• In the 1997 “Substance Abuse Need for Treatment 
Among Arrestees” study, 62% o f male arrestees at the 
Yukon-Kuskokwim Correctional Center tested 
positive for marijuana compared to 40% o f adult male 
arrestees at Anchorage and Fairbanks. Information 
supplied by DOC, 3/9/2005.



I I I .  M a r i j u a n a  a n d  J u v e n i l e  C r i m e .

• In a 2002 national report, it was noted the percentage 
o f youth engaging in six types o f delinquent behavior 
increased with frequency o f marijuana use. (Serious 
fighting, sold illegal drugs, tried to steal anything 
worth $50 or more, attacked someone with intent to 
seriously hurt them, took part in a group against group 
fight, and carrying a handgun) The NSDUH Report,
January 9, 2004.✓ r

• In a 1999 national report it was found that youth who 
had ever used marijuana were more likely to have sold 
marijuana (24% v. 1%) carried a handgun (21% v.
7%) and sold hard drugs like cocaine, heroin, or LSD  
(40% to 1%) than youth who never used marijuana. 
Juvenile Offenders and Victims, 1999, National 
Report.

• In a 1999 state survey o f youth in the Alaska juvenile 
justice system:
- 9% met the criteria for a DSM  IV marijuana disorder 
diagnosis
- 68% had started smoking marijuana before age 12
- 87% had started smoking marijuana before age 14 (a 
figure 28.5% higher than a national survey)
- 46% had smoked marijuana 10-40 times in the past 
30 days
1999 DSM IV Survey o f  Youth; Gender Differences In 
Juvenile Arrestees' Drug Use, Self-Reported 
Dependence, and Need fo r  Treatment, January, 2002.



Press Release, citing the New England Journal o f  
Medicine
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were In addit ion tc crsts incurred by DEA *or conducting the t ra in in g  
program.

Conclusions:
From th is f i r s t  attemot to eradicate Marijuana being cu l t iva ted  in Alaska, 
certain conclusions emerge'

(1) The cost of the enforcement a c t i v i t y  compared to the number of 
plants seized was very high. However, Alaska’ s environment does 
not Demit cu l t i va t ion  of Marijuana on a scale comparable to 
Cali forn ia or Oregon Alaska's Marijuana crop has been found in 
greenhouses which are small in size and they must be spotted 
from the a i r ,  which is very expensive.
Another cost re.ated aspect must be considered, 'he 900 plants 
were seized from only a port ion of the to ta l  greenhouses 
spotted. Had the ent i re  operation occurred two or three weeks 
ea r l ie r ,  the to ta l  plants seized may have been several times 
more than the 900 actual ly seized, at a small incremental cost ,  
thus reducing the per-plant cost.

(2) The number of greenhouses spotted, and the decree c* soph is t ica ­
t ion employed by some of the growers - and in p a r t i c u la r ,  the 
grower with Sinsenil la plants in the large greenhouse in 
Fairbanks - proves conclusively that Marijuana can be grown 
quite successful ly using greenhouses in Alasxa, i f  in compara­
t i v e l y  smaller plots than in other states.

(3) Marijuana growing for resale is not only a v iab le ,  but can be ar 
extremely p ro f i tab le ,  enteror-ise. The grower -in Fairbanks, 
referred to ea r l ie r ,  was raising very hign aua l i t y  Sensimi’ la 
plants. His crop of 176 plants, based on the value of 
S10.00/gram for high grade Sensimillc means that jus t  the crop 
seized was worth abcut S200,000 on the r e t a i l  market.
This is an endeavor of only three or four montns per year with 
1i t t l e  overhead.

(A) The most concentrated area of Marijuana cu l t i v a t io n  in Alaska 
has long been thought to be the Matanuska-Susitna Valley, North 
of Anchorage. This enforcement e f f o r t  resulted ; r. more 
sightings and seizures ;n the in te r io r  par*s of the s ta te ,  "he 
flat-Su Valley, however, was not rea l ly  surveyed adeouately from 
the a i r .  The few f l i g n t s  in the val ley were a l l  of loca l 
nature, not exceeding 25 miles from Wasil la. The Kenai 
Peninsula also has not been adequately surveyed by a i r .  While 
the in te r io r  mav̂  be the most concentrated area of Marijuana 
growth, a de f in i t i v e  statement about which area experiences the 
greatest amount of Marijuana cu l t i va t ion  must await l I least one 
more year's experience.

(5) Aerial iden t i f i ca t inp  of greenhouses used to grow Marijuana was 
very successful. The iden t i fy ing charac te r is t ics  were accurate.



A la s k a  S ta te  T r o o p e r s  
A la s k a  B u re a u  o f  A l c o h o l  

a n d  D ru g  E n fo r c e m e n t

2003  A n n u a l D ru g  R e p o r t



Marijuana

Marijuana is available throughout the state and is viewed as a gateway drug to other drugs 
for young adults and teenagers. Demand for Alaskan-grown marijuana continues to be 
high as a result of its exceptional tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) content. Because Alaskan 
produced marijuana is extremely high quality; Alaska is considered a marijuana exporting 
state.

ABADE teams continue to find extremely sophisticated indoor growing operations. Most 
commercial marijuana grows take place along the road system in the south central part of 
Alaska from Anchorage to Fairbanks. The Mat-Su Valley area is the “Marijuana Growing 
Capital of Alaska", followed by Fairbanks and the Kenai Peninsula. It is not unusual for 
sites to be located in homes with hidden or underground rooms specifically designed for the 
cultivation of marijuana. These rooms are often equipped with surveillance cameias and 
state-of-the-art timers controlling temperature, lighting, water, humidity and air purifiers

In some parts of the state, the local economy is directly affected by the influx of money from 
illegally produced marijuana. Proceeds from marijuana production are used for a multitude 
of purchases including fuel, grow equipment/supplies, utilities, vehicles. ATV’s and building

Processed Marijuana (grams)

B M arijuana
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M a t - S u  D r u g  E n f o r c e m e n t  T e a m

Tne Mat-Su Drug Enforcement Team focuses on drug investigations within the Matanuska- 
Susitna region to include Palmer, Wasiila, Talkeetna. Glennallen, Valdez, and Cordova 
The team is comprised of one AST sergeant, two AST investigators, one officer from the 
Palmer Police Department, one officer from the Wasiila Police Department, and three 
individuals from CDSP. The Mat-Su team works closely with the local police departments 
and the uniformed patrol section of the Alaska State Troopers to educate, train, and 
support their efforts related to drug enforcement.

This team’s primary enforcement duties are marijuana cultivation, with more than 80% of 
their work directly related to marijuana grows The Mat-Su region comprises the bulk of 
marijuana related seizures throughout Alaska and has long been recognized as the primary 
area of marijuana cultivation and distribution in the state.
The Mat-Su Drug team continued its aggressive marijuana grow eraj.cation efforts during 
2003, eradicating more than 44 marijuana grows and seizing over 3800 plants. Marijuana 
grows are not just large city or bedroom community problems.
The production of methamphetamme in illegal clandestine 'aboratories was also a 
significant problem across the Mat-Su area. During 2003, 10 meth labs were eradicated, 
compared to 6 labs in 2002. The rise in the number of seized meth labs indicates that meth 
use and manufacturing is a steadily growing problem in the Mat-Su area. ABADE is 
continually analyzing this situation and adjusting resources as needed to maintain an 
aggressive enforcement effort

In February, the Mat-Su team investigatec a large commercial marijuana growing operation 
in Wasiila. Based on information provided by Palmer patrol, investigators obtained a 
search warrant and discovered the operation in the crawl space of the residence. There 
v.ere 2,034 marijuana plants and 441 un-rooted starter plants seized. After drying and 
processing, the marijuana had a weight of 6.64 pounds. Several recreational vehicles 
valued over 517,000 were suspected of being purchased with proceeds from the operation 
end were subsequently seized

During October, the Mat-Su team concluded two long-term investigations into the illegal 
trafficking of prescription medications, cocaine, psilocybin mushrooms, and wt apons 
/  BADE worked in conjunction with Palmer AST, Palmer Police Department, Was'',a Police 
Departmert, Counter Drug Support Program, and the Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms 
(ATF). As a result of the combined effort, 27 arrest warrants were obtained for drug and 
weapons charges throughout the Mat-Su Valley. ABADE coordinated the use of over 60 
state, federal and local law enforcement personnel to serve 20 search warm ‘ on two 
separate days. As a result, over S20.000 in cash. 45 weapons, and 5 vehicles were seized

The Mat-Su team also utilized funds provided by the Alcohol Beverage Control Board for 
conducting alcohol sales compliance checks. These efforts are conducted at liquor 
package stores in order to detect whether the facilities are selling alcohol to underage 
customers.
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Seizure Statistics for DEA Anchorage

Mart|uana Setud by DEA Anchooga (pound*)

Marijuana Plants S«a»d by DEA Anchorage

B Marijuana

Meth Seized by DEA A nchorage (pounds)
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