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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is a report on one of the Sub-studies of a larger project funddw byational

Drug Law Enforcement Research Fund (NDLERFgvaluate the impact of changes

to cannabis law in Western Australia (WA) on cannabis use, the drug market, law
enforcement, knowledge and attitudes, and cannabis-related harms

This project is a pre-post evaluation of changes to legislation audatens for
minor cannabis offences as a result of recommendations of thE€&#Anunity Drug
Summit held by the WA Government in August 2001.

Regular (at least weekly) users of cannabis are one group whberatya higher risk
of developing the adverse acute and chronic effects of cannabis, andanlganmay

be more at risk of dependence. They are also likely to beplaestd to comment on
the effect of the proposed changes on the cannabis market. Finallarthegost

likely to come to the attention of police and are thus well positiomedrinment on

the proposed changes in laws and the associated educational and etlkientioins

for those apprehended under the proposed scheme.

Thus the aims of this sub-study were to explore the impact of chamgles laws
applying to cannabis in WA on a sample of regular cannabis users in terms of:

e rates of cannabis and other drug use and attitudes re cannabis and the law.

e drug market issues: price, availability, source (user-growers v $aaje criminal
suppliers etc.), cannabis supplying, income from cannabis supplying, perceived
risk of apprehension for supplying.

It is envisaged that phase two, the post phase, will be conductedtal 8emonths
after the enactment of legislative and other changes for cannalMé.j which came
into effect on 22 March 2004.

RESULTS

The results of the study will provide a good baseline for evaluatingniects of the
proposed legislative and other changes for cannabis in WA.

One hundred regular (at least weekly) cannabis users were edcrhitough
newspaper advertising, flyers and by snowballing and interviewed bet@eteber
2002 and February 2003. Interviews were completed prior to the Cannabis|Cont
Bill entering the WA Parliament on March 20, 2003. They were conductedréy t
interviewers in a private rented office, cafes/bars and occalyi@iahe participant’s
home. On average, each interview was 2 hours 14 minutes. The samplesedrGpr
males and 33 females with a mean age of 32.2 years. Over half ¢h6P&) sample
were single, 46% had completed some post-secondary education, and 61% were
paid employment.
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Seventy-three percent of the sample used cannabis at least ataibuming on
average 7.9 units of cannabis (joints, cones or bongs) per day. Somaé3&eld an
illicit drug other than cannabis in the last 12 months.

Some 39% of the sample was deemed cannabis dependent on a standaaksed m
of dependence.

Nearly half (46%) of the sample reported prior contact with Wesstralian police
regarding a cannabis-related offence and 87% of these were apprehended.

The most common form of cannabis they typically used was hydroponic heads (69%)
followed by non-hydroponic heads (15%) but 50% indicated that given the choice
they would prefer to use non-hydroponic heads.

Some 67% said they typically scored a bag or less (bag, foil, stick, gram, a fesy gram
the next most frequent amount being ‘an ounce’ (approx. 28 grams) nainbate
15% of respondents. Overall, 99% of the sample said that they typscaltgd an
ounce or less over the last 6 months. These figures suggest tisediigiible for a

CIN (of not more than 15 ($100) and more than 15 but not more than 30 grams
($150)) are both practical for police and will allow that most reguéers, scoring

their typical use amount, should be able to avoid a criminal chaagpi€hended by
police.

Sixty-five of the sample said there were aspects of their béswnae that bothered
them, however, 75% of the sample believed cannabis to be ‘modemteixery’
safe.

Although 44% said that the prospect of being caught by police for using cannabis
worried them, 71% said that such worries did not affect their use of the drug.

Some 65% of the sample said that over the last 6 months they had ainedicle
whilst under the influence of cannabis, and 32% had driven whilst smoking the drug.

The cannabis market

Most respondents took an hour or less to ‘score’ or obtain their caromathisir most
recent occasion. Some 60% said that their last score was &drend’ and 30%
from the ‘dealer’s home’. Some 38% said the original source ofaheabis at their
most recent score was a ‘backyard user-grower’, 30% saidge ta@ale supplier’ and
32% ‘did not know’'.

According to respondents, over the previous 6 months a gram of cannabisytypicall
sold for $25, an ounce for $250 (non-hydro) to $300 (hydro). Some 80% of the
sample said that the price of cannabis had been stable, theypotas ‘high’ (59%),

and that cannabis was ‘very easy’ (60%) or ‘easy’ (31%) to get.

A number of respondents emphasised the importance of the strainiety \@r
cannabis plant, over whether the cannabis was hydroponically or non-hydroponically
grown, as being most important with regards to potency. Availability of bana
appears to depend upon a number of factors: personal contacts, séastons,
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whether the cannabis is hydroponically grown or not, and at times, the iwfpact
police operations.

Overall, the data reinforces the view that there is not a homogeaaunabis market.
There are small-scale user-growers, networks of self-suppléerd large-scale
organised suppliers. Different suppliers of cannabis may have difeereess to other
drugs. While some buyers experience is that the person they buy canoabanfy
supplies that drug, this is not the case for all buyers of cannabis.

Some 71% of the sample had grown cannabis at some point in theanidés$5% of
these had done so in the last 12 months, mostly (77%) using non-hydroponic methods
only.

Some 71% of respondents said that they had ever distributed cannabis-pratfitor

or bought on behalf of others ‘not-for-profit’ and 52% had done so in the previous 6
months. Overall, 50% of the sample had ever sold cannabis for profit3acdad
done so in the last 6 months.

Cannabis Law: Knowledge and attitudes

The vast majority (83%) of respondents understood grahibition with civil
penaltiesmeans, ‘still illegal, a fine, but no criminal penalty applies’.

Some 96% of the sample thought it should be legal to possess a sroafiteof
cannabis for personal use, and 94% that it should be legal to grow a cannabis plant.

Sixty-five percent of respondents agreed, to some extent, that pblbced stest
drivers for cannabis.

The overwhelming majority of respondents thought it would be unlikely thoeydw
be caught by police if they were in possession of a small amountioélgzia for
personal use (96%), growing a small number of cannabis plants (88%llimy &
small amount of cannabis (88%).

Knowledge and attitudes toward the new system

Respondents were given a standardised verbal description of the progisietivie
changes for cannabis in WA and were then asked questions about thestandieg
of the Cannabis Infringement Notice (CIN) scheme and their attitudes toward it.

Most respondents understood which of the possession and cultivation offences
attracted civil and criminal penalties under the new scheme.

Whereas 79% of the sample agreed either ‘strongly’ or ‘somewlzdtptissession of
less than 30 grams should be a non-criminal offence, the fines for thespios
offences under the CIN scheme were less likely to be rated as ‘fair’.

Whereas 87% of the sample agreed that it was fair that growésgthan 2 non-
hydroponic plants should be a non-criminal offence, only 11% agreed that fiaiwas
that criminal penalties applied to the cultivation of 2 hydroponic plants.
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Some 88% of the 57 respondents who commented suggested that there would be no
impact on cannabis use generally as a result of the legal changeany cases
cannabis use, or lack thereof, was understood to occur for reasoregeséman any
legislative framework in place.

Seventy-nine (85%) of 93 who commented said that the proposed changes would have
no impact on their use of the drug.

Overall, 72% said they intended to grow cannabis under the proposed sSunee

84% of these said that they would grow under the 2 plant limit and 81%haaithey

would only be growing non-hydroponic cannabis. Overall, 72% (50) of those (n=69)
who intended to grow cannabis when the proposed scheme was introduced said they
were only intending to grow 1-2 non-hydro plants, that is, they would grow within the
limits eligible for an infringement notice.

Most respondents who commented believed that the proposed changes would have
little impact on the cannabis market generally. Specificallynast saw the cannabis

and other drug markets as distinct and only saw low levels ofneland rip-offs
associated with the market, little change was expected in these.

With regards to personal involvement in the market, 32% said it wowld ha
impact, 19% said that under the proposal they were more likely tocdarabis with
a small group of peers, 15% were likely to purchase less often.

Twenty (27%) of 73 who commented said they would consider selling canoabis f
profit once the proposed scheme was introduced. This included 12 whousenat c
sellers and would continue to so, 4 who had sold in the past said that itjiey m
consider selling again once the proposed system came into effect, whd had
never sold cannabis before, but would consider it.

Seventy-five (81%) of the 93 who commented said that either they, or camusaios

in general, would be more willing to seek treatment as a resuteofproposed
changes. Some 34 respondents specifically commented that there wowald be
increased willingness to seek treatment due to the removal of afaime criminality
associated with cannabis use.

Twelve respondents discussed their views of the educational sespion
incorporated in the CIN scheme. In all cases they believedtstos would result in
an increased willingness for users to seek treatment.
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BACKGROUND

THE LARGER STUDY

This is a report on the first phase of one of the seven sub-studie@fer project
funded by the National Drug Law Enforcement Research Fund (NDLERwvatoate

the impact of changes to cannabis law in Western Australia on cannabis udeyghe
market, law enforcement, knowledge and attitudes, and cannabis-related. harms
NDLERF agreed to initially fund Year 1 of this 2 year study to be octeduover 3
years.

The cannabis law changes in WA

This larger project is a pre-post evaluation of changes to legislahd regulations

for minor cannabis offences as a result of recommendations of Ah€akhmunity

Drug Summit held by the WA Government in August 2001. The WA Government
endorsed the Summit's recommendations on 27 November 2001 and, as a tesult, se
up aMinisterial Working Party on Drug Law Reforto provide advice on how the
recommended cannabis and other drug law reforms could be implemé&hed.
Working Party presented its report (Prior, Swensen, Migro et al., 2002) to the Minister
of Health in March 2002. As a consequence @annabis Control Bill 2003vas
introduced into théW A Parliament on 20 March 2003 and passed both houses of
Parliament on 23 September 2003. The Cannabis Control Ac2003came into effect

on 22 March 2004. The main features of the changes to cannabis law exemplified in
the Act and the accompanying initiatives are summarised in the box below.
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The Cannabis Infringement Notice (CIN) Scheme

Principles and Goals
The scheme recognises that cannabis, like other dru  gs has the capacity to cause harm.
The scheme should:

Not encourage use, nor patterns of use which may increase harm;

Reduce the adverse social costs of being apprehended for a minor cannabis offence;
Move cannabis supply away from large-scale, criminal, commercial suppliers;

Free up the police and the courts to deal with more serious crimes.

Key Features ™:

The possession of cannabis for personal use remains illegal.

An adult possessing up to 15 grams of cannabis is eligible for an infringement notice with
a penalty of $100.

An adult possessing more than 15 but not more than 30 grams of cannabis is eligible for
an infringement notice with a penalty of $150.

Possession by an adult of a used smoking implement attracts a penalty of $100.
Cultivation by an adult of not more than 2 non-hydroponic cannabis plants is eligible for
an infringement notice with a penalty of $200. Adults in households where there are more
than 2 plants are not eligible for an infringement notice. Persons cultivating cannabis
hydroponically are not eligible for an infringement notice but are subject to criminal
prosecution.

Offenders are required to pay the penalty in full within 28 days or complete a specified
cannabis education session.

Those receiving more than two infringement notices across more than two separate days
within a three-year period do not have the option of paying a fine. They must complete the
education session or face a criminal charge.

Juveniles are not eligible for an infringement notice under the CIN scheme but can be
cautioned and directed to intervention programs.

Police will lay criminal charges against persons who attempt to flout the intention of the
scheme, for example by engaging in cannabis supply, even if they are only in possession
of amounts otherwise eligible for an infringement notice.

Where those otherwise eligible for an infringement notice face more serious charges for
other concurrent offences police will issue criminal charges for the cannabis matters,
rather than issue a CIN.

Thresholds for dealing have been reduced from 100 grams or 25 plants to 100 grams or
10 plants.

Persons possessing hash, or hash oil are not eligible for an infringement notice.
Implementation of the scheme has been accompanied by a public education campaign on
the harms of cannabis and the laws that apply.

‘Head shops’ (cannabis paraphernalia retailers) and hydroponic equipment suppliers now
are subject to regulation.

The scheme will be subject to ongoing monitoring and review.

[1] After the data collection for this sub-study was conducted in February 2003 the Government
made two changes to the scheme proposed by the Working Party. Given the timing of these
changes it was not possible to evaluate public attitudes to these as part of this sub-study. These
changes involved: (1) Making possession of a used smoking implement an offence under the CIN
scheme attracting a $100 fine. (2) In response to an Upper House amendment moved by the
Opposition, The Government decided to cap the number of notices so that those receiving more
than 2 infringement notices across more than 2 separate days within a 3 year period will not have
the option of paying a fine. They will have to complete the education session or face a criminal
charge.

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute




Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis us  ers 3

Aims and Objectives

The evaluation investigates: police implementation of the changas; market
effects; impact on regular cannabis users, population prevalence, ekiggwand
attitudes regarding cannabis and the law; effect on school childffatt @n
apprehended cannabis users; and population impact on health problensteassoc
with cannabis use.

The specific objectives of the project are to look at the impadhefchanges to
cannabis legislation and regulation introduced in WA as a consequence of the
recommendations of the WA Community Drug Summit on:

population based prevalence of cannabis use, attitudes, knowledge regarding
cannabis and the law, and deterrent effect of cannabis law.

rates of cannabis and other drug use and attitudes re cannabis kavd @heong
regular cannabis users.

drug market issues: price, availability, source (user-growerdaxge scale
criminal suppliers etc.), cannabis supplying, income from supplying cannabis,
perceived risk of apprehension for supplying.

attitudes, and practices of members of the law enforcement agdtraey
regarding expectations of the legislative changes and their fbacthe drug
market.

school students: knowledge of law, attitudes to cannabis, cannabis use and
experience of the drug market.

perceptions of school teachers regarding the influence on studehtdrag
education in schools and judicial sectors involved in enforcing the newatemis
and regulations for minor cannabis offences.

perceptions of law enforcement personnel on the influence of the geshaten
and regulations for minor cannabis offences on the drug market and it's
dynamics.

police attitudes (re cannabis, law, goals of the scheme etc.) autices
(discretion, net widening etc.)

individuals apprehended under the existing cannabis cautioning scheme and the
new scheme in terms of cannabis use, attitudes to the law and social impacts

trends in law enforcement activity in relation to minor cannabifenoes
including the number of apprehensions (arrests, cautions and infringemend notice
issued), and comparison with cautioning and arrest data prior tedfstative
change in order to determine the extent of net widening, and the burden or
savings on the criminal justice system.

numbers of people seeking treatment for cannabis-related problems

serious road and other injuries, and psychosis and violence and relatedl hospita
admissions among the population in general, and young males in particular.
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Study design

The study consists of seven sub-studies, four of which entail dataticolléefore,

and 18 months after, the proposed changes are implemented. This tmeeshauld
allow for lags in implementing components of the proposed changes and thegbeddi
down of these. The sub-studies with no year one component will largely be
retrospective studies of existing data or retrospective repoota Subjects. A
summary of the sub-studies follows.

Sub-studies with a year one component

» A study of the effects of changes in cannabis law in WA on general population
prevalence of cannabis use, attitudes, knowledge regarding cannabis and the
law — A primarily quantitative study involving a pre-post telephone survey (n
= approx. 800 per wave) and additional analysis of existing pop survay dat
during the post change phase.

* A study of regular (weekly) cannabis users regarding rates of cannabis and
other drug use, drug market factors, and attitudes re cannabis and the law —
Comprising an in-depth qualitative and quantitative interview with=(n
approx. 100 per wave) investigating both impacts on patterns of use and drug
market factors (especially original source of cannabis)

» A study of impact of legislative change on attitudes and drug use behaviour of
school children -A qualitative and quantitative survey %ear 9 and Year 12
students (n = approx 2600 per wave)

* A study of police, policy makers and judicial attitudes (re cannabis, law,
goals of the scheme etc.) and practices (discretion, net widening etc.)
Involving primarily qualitative interviews (n= approx 30) and possibly some
focus groups (n=3).

Sub-studies with no year one component

* A study of individuals apprehended under the new scheme in terms of
cannabis use, attitudes to the law and police, and social impatiss-is a
descriptive interview study with approx. 80 expiators and 80 non-expiators.

* An analysis of law enforcement data for individuals apprehended under new
scheme and comparison of that with those apprehended under the existing
cannabis cautioning scheme IAvolving retrospective analysis of existing
data.

* A study of existing treatment seeking and cannabis-related morbidity and
mortality indicator data +nvolving retrospective analysis of using time series
data on treatment utilisation and health indicators.

WHY STUDY REGULAR CANNABIS USERS?

Regular cannabis users are a particularly important group to studyree main
reasons. Firstly, previous research on the evaluation of the sociatténpf the
cannabis expiation notice scheme in South Australia has tended to fotesimpact
on population rates of use and rates of use by school children (Donnelly& Hal
Christie, 1999, 2000). However, it is likely that those who are alreadyaregsers of
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the drug may be a sentinel group for detecting changes such as in retesaibis

use or engaging in cannabis cultivation under the proposed law reforwenfuabis

in WA. Secondly, because of their familiarity and experience witérating in the
cannabis market, regular users are perhaps most able to commeetpasgible and
consequent impacts of the proposed changes in the cannabis miudiét, Fegular

users are probably most likely to find themselves having contact witHatine
regarding cannabis use and are thus best positioned to comment on the proposed
changes in laws and the associated educational and other intervdotidhese
apprehended under the proposed scheme.

LITERATURE REVIEW
What follows is a review of the literature germane to this sub-study.

Prevalence of cannabis use

Cannabis is the most widely used illicit drug in Australia ag ith most other
industrialised nations (Hall, Johnston, & Donnelly, 1999; Miller & Draper, 2001,
United Nations International Drug Control Programme, 1997). Since 198fepgett

data concerning drug and alcohol use has been collected nationallysiralra in
household surveys conducted as part of the National Drug Strategy r{fotine
National Campaign Against Drug Abuse). Surveys were conducted in 1985, 1988,
1991, 1993, 1995, 1998, 2001 and 2004. In the most recent of these surveys, 33% of
all respondents aged 14 or over reported ever having used cannabme(liise),

with about 11% having used the drug in the past year (Australian Ingtitttealth

and Welfare, 2005). Forty-six percent of Australians who had ever usedbia
continued to do so, having used in the past 12 months (Maxwell, 2001). In 1998, 17%
of those Australians who used cannabis in the past 12 months used theagug e
day, 25% smoked it at least once a week, but not daily, 16% smoked it mucehg

12% every few months, 16% once or twice a year, and 9% less often (Adhika
Summerill, 2000).

The National Drug Strategy Household Survey indictated that use oftisnnahe

last year by 14-19 year olds increased from 29% to 35% between 1995 and 1998
(Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 1999). Young women eviderce
particularly marked increase in use over this period. The most regemy of drug

use by Australian students confirmed that cannabis is the dlied, most commonly

used by secondary students, with 29% of this group reporting use at some time in their
life (White, 2001). Some 28% of 14 year olds (year 9) had ever asethlois, while

15% had used it in the last month and 10% used the drug in the lastByese 17

(year 12) 50% had ever used the drug, 20% had used it in the last month ahddlL1%
used in the last week (White, 2001).

The public health effects of cannabis

Like any legal or illegal drug, cannabis has the capacity to cause faerpublic
health significance of cannabis use is affected by the severityeodfealth effects
experienced by individual users as well as the prevalence of canmsdiin the
population. While most cannabis use is experimental and intermittentnajor
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health risks are more likely to be experienced among those usimguipeegularly

(daily or near daily) over several years or more (Martitd&l, 1997, 1998). The
current public health burden of cannabis at current population useiggigshably

low, and far less than that associated with alcohol and tobacdip 1BI@5; Hall &
Babor, 2000). However, as the prevalence of heavy cannabis use increases gad the a
of initiation declines, the public health burden is likely to increasd,(H995) and, as
such, it has been argued that more attention should be paid to the pulthicrhpatt

of the drug, especially on Western societies where use among young popl
gradually increasing (Hall & Babor, 2000). The major public health burdstiased

with cannabis is likely to be associated morbidity rather than mortality (Hall, 1995).

The health effects of cannabis on users

Although the public health burden of cannabis use is currently small, pebplaseg
cannabis, particularly long-term heavy users, can experience sagmifadverse
health effects. The most probable health effects have been igkkntif recent
authoritative systematic reviews of the literature (eg. Kabolowij, 1998; Hall,
Solowij, & Lemon, 1994; Kalant, Corrigall, Hall, & Smart, 1999; Martin Hall,

1997,1998). These are summarised below.

People who use cannabis, particularly long-term heavy users, can experienc
significant adverse health effects. The most probable healdttefhave been
identified in recent authoritative systematic reviews of therdiire. These are
summarised below.

Probable acute harms

The acute toxicity of cannabis is low and there have been no recordbd dea to
cannabis overdose. The available evidence indicates that it wouldybaiffieult to
consume a lethal dose of cannabis via conventional routes of admimistgatch as
inhalation and ingestion (Hall et al., 1994). Swift et al noted thatost probable
acute harms associated with cannabis use are generally sttigiemnd do not persist
beyond intoxication (Swift, Copeland, & Lenton, 2000). They are:

Negative psychological effectgcluding anxiety, dysphoria, panic and paranoia,
which are most common in naive users and can lead to panic atittadks1095).
More experienced users may experience these effects after dtarges of THC (Hall

& Solowij, 1998; Hall et al., 1994).

Disruption of cognitive functignincluding memory learning and processing of time,
which could be disruptive to every day tasks reliant on complex cognithessing
(Beardsley & Kelly, 1999; Smiley, 1999). Clearly this includes many tas&sciated
with learning in the school environment.

Psychomotor impairmentSome of the most potentially hazardous acute problems
with cannabis intoxication occur because it can produce dose responseniempsiin

a wide range of functions that are relevant to complex psychomaiks saich as
driving a motor vehicle. These include: slowed reaction time, and iafam
processing, impaired perceptual-motor coordination and motor performarpearad
short term memory, attention and signal detection and tracking behaviouowaed s
time perception (Martin & Hall, 1997,1998). There is general agreeimantdannabis
use has the capacity to impair driving performance (Robbe, 1994; Smiley, b8©€9)
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this impairment seems ‘moderate’ at most (Chesher, 1995; Ha¥aBor, 2000;
Robbe, 1994). However, there is no clear evidence that cannabésirighgtairments
increase the risk of involvement in road crashes (Chesher, 1995; Huokam,
Longo, White, & White, 1998). The extent to which cannabis use contributeado r
crashes is controversial (Hall & Solowij, 1998). Nevertheless thasebeen a large
body of evidence linking cannabis with such accidents and some observers ha
suggested that the effects may be underestimated (Ashton, 1999; T, Bans,

& Perera, 2001). Controlled epidemiological studies have not establisfaed
cannabis-only users are at increased risk of being involved in road {irjaly&
Babor, 2000). A complicating factor in the interpretation of epidemiolbgiata is
that when cannabis is present in the body fluids of persons involvedffit tr
accidents, alcohol is also present in about 80% of cases (Smiley, $89digs of the
effects of cannabis on road tests have typically shown only modest nmepés,
probably because cannabis users are more aware of their lervgladfment and are
less inclined to take risks than alcohol users (Hall & Solowij, 1988) may
compensate for their impairment although this is not possible whemetseare
unexpected or where continuous attention is required (Smiley, 1999).

Increased risk of psychotic symptoms amongst vulnerable individiedse is some
evidence to suggest that heavy cannabis use may be associated \ithsgichbsis.
If cannabis-induced psychoses exist, they would require very high dose<ottfeH
prolonged use of highly potent forms of cannabis, or a pre-existing vulneréegil
& Degenhardt, 1999).

Probable chronic harms
The most probableffects of daily or near daily, use of cannabis over several years
are:

Cannabis dependenceharacterised by an inability to control use, continued use
despite problems, withdrawal and tolerance to the effects of theldaligt& Solowij,
1998; Hall et al.,, 1994; Johns, 2001). It may be very difficult for the ai@an
dependent person to change their pattern of use, which can increakelithaold of
experiencing other health and social problems including reduced work otiedatca
performance (Swift et al, 2000).

Subtle cognitive impairmenahich can affect attention, memory, and the organisation
and integration of complex information. According to evidence availabbiate,
these impairments do not appear to be grossly debilitating, but éveirsibility is
unknown (Solowij, 1998).

Adverse respiratory effectsuch as chronic bronchitis (Hall, 1995; Hall & Solowij,
1998; Martin & Hall, 1997, 1998), and pre-cancerous changes arise framaliga
(Hall, 1995) which is smoked. Waterpipes or “bongs”, which are frequesdlg by
young Australian users may deliver greater concentrations of tar (Gieringer, 1996).

High risk groups
Certain groups may be at a higher risk of developing the adverse acutbranit
effects of cannabis. These include the following.

AdolescentsYoung people are one group, who may be at a higher risk of developing
the adverse acute and chronic effects of cannabis, and in partitayabe more at
risk of dependence (Chen, Kandel, & Davies, 1997). Although the majority of
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adolescent cannabis use is experimental, early onset has beed t@lpbor mental
health, significantly higher rates of subsequent substance use, jwféegrding, and
unemployment (Fergusson & Horwood, 1997). A recent longitudinal study failed to
find any evidence that cannabis use in adolescence was assocthted wmcreased

risk of later mental health problems, but adolescent use of tobataleohol
independently increased the risk of a later mental health disdvid&ee, Williams,
Poulton, & Moffitt, 2000). Another recent longitudinal study concluded that, blf,its
early onset of cannabis use did not lead to problematic use or siogrego other
drug use, but the extent of use (especially daily use) was a sagmnifactor (Kandel

& Chen, 2000). A number of prospective longitudinal studies have found tiyat ear
cannabis use has been associated with poor educational achievemenpaatidular
early school leaving (Lynskey & Hall, 2000). Reviews suggest that tlssseiations

are due to common or overlapping risk factors and life pathways between young
people, who may be predisposed to cannabis use and those at increasd#dheses
other outcomes, rather to causal connections between cannabis use anthées
problems (eg. Fergusson & Horwood, 1997; Hall et al., 1999).

Pregnant womenContinued smoking throughout pregnancy probably impedes fetal
development and increases the risk of having a low birth weight baby asiblypos
increases the risk of a premature delivery (Hall, 1995; elall., 1994; Martin &

Hall, 1997,1998). Where cannabis has been found to have an effect on birth weight
this has been smaller than that for tobacco smoking (Hall & Solowij, 1998).

Pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular diseasedividuals with respiratory (eg.
asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema) or cardiovascular disease @gvasuular
disease, cerebrovascular disease and hypertension), are at riskimg Haeir
conditions aggravated by cannabis use (Hall & Solowij, 1998; Hall et al., 1994).

Those with a comorbid mental or substance use disorttatividuals with
schizophrenia who use cannabis are probably at increased risk dgfitpteg a
psychotic episode (Hall & Solowij, 1998; Hall et al., 1994). People waparhave
been dependent upon other substances are probably at increased risk agirtevel
dependence on cannabis (Hall & Solowij, 1998; Hall et al., 1994).

Drug law enforcement

Despite the substantial costs associated with drug law enforceeséintated to be
$450.6 million (Collins & Lapsley, 1996) in Australia during 1992, there ik litt
evidence that these strategies reduce the overall level ofl idegg use and drug-
related harm (Sutton & James, 1996). Although the stated aimsosf law
enforcement bodies in Australia is to target the high level organisers involved in the
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Table 1: WA drug arrests 1999/2000 by consumer/prov  ider

Consumer Provider Total*
Drug Type n % n % n %
Cannabis 5409 79.8 1373 20.2 6782 76.8
Heroin & other opioids 360 74.5 123 25.5 483 5.5
Amphetamine type stimulants 810 73.5 292 26.5 1102 125
Cocaine 3 50.0 3 50.0 6 0.1
Hallucinogens 51 70.8 21 29.2 72 0.8
Steroids 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Unknown / other 281 73.4 102 26.6 383 4.3
All Drugs 6914 78.3 1914 21.7 8828 100.0

Adapted from (Australian Bureau of Criminal Intgkince, 2001)
* Totals may differ from ABCI report as they exdudissing data

Table 2: Annual seizures by type of drug, WA, 1998-2 000

1998 1999 2000
Drug Type n % n % n %
Cannabis 16798 84.1 17467 82.7 16746 72.6
Amphetamine 1019 5.1 1360 6.4 2016 8.7
Ecstasy 190 1.0 214 1.0 337 15
Methamphetamine 41 0.2 88 0.4 156 0.7
Dexamphetamine 52 0.3 88 0.4 111 0.5
Cocaine 79 0.4 12 0.1 31 0.1
Heroin 852 4.3 808 3.8 661 2.9
Morphine 27 0.1 40 0.2 25 0.1
Opium 11 0.1 43 0.2 14 0.1
LSD 91 0.5 77 0.4 104 0.5
Other Specified 251 1.3 255 1.2 379 1.6
Unknown Powder 551 2.8 660 3.1 2474 10.7
Total 19962 100.0 21112 100.0 23054 100.0

Adapted from (WA Drug Abuse Strategy Office andRalice Service, 2001)

importation, production, financing, and/or distribution of illicit drugs, the most
tangible outcome of supply reduction strategies is that large numbensgotisers, as
opposed to drug suppliers, get arrested (Australian Bureau of Crimte#ligence,

2001; Sutton & James, 1996). In 1999 there were 9,657 drug charges made in WA,
which comprised 12% of all charges (Hargreaves & Lenton, 2001). Tabled 2 a
show that in WA, as elsewhere, the vast majority of drug offendersharged with
simple possession, and the greater proportion of these for the poss#ssannabis.

The largest numbers of drug seizures are also for cannabis.
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While some members of the community may be deterred from crimeehiyiteat of
being caught, the effect is substantially less than many believeC@dac 1993).
Unintended harm can occur from drug supply reduction strategies if seopée shift
from a lower risk pattern of drug use (eg. cannabis use) to a higkgrattern of use
(eg. injecting heroin). Being caught moves certain users into treatingnnay lead
to higher risk patterns of drug use (Weatherburn, Lind, & Forsythe, 1999)asua
reluctance to seek medical assistance when it is clearly required (Aliqmess).

New approaches to drug law enforcement aim to re-shape, rathertdtedly
suppress, illicit drug distribution and consumption, with the overarching olgetcti
ensure that laws are enforced in ways that keep health, walidrether harms, as
well as drug-related crime, to a minimum (Hellawell, 1995; Suftafames, 1996).
However, for the most part, law enforcers have been asked ttiseaiscretionin
the name of harm reduction which poses difficulties for many policehalre been
trained in a ‘black and white’ approach to law enforcement (Lough, 1888)also
leaves them vulnerable to allegations of corruption, as diversionary pograness
accountable forms of legal actions for police. Organisational comstran police,
public expectations of police, and the culture of the police servicanspede the
adoption of a more community focussed approach to drug law enforcement (Lough,
1998).

The cannabis market

It has been estimated that in WA during 1995 up to 217,000 mature cannalss pla
were grown, and the 218,600 persons used the drug, consumed cannabis with a
market value of up to $440 million (Select Committee into the Misfigerugs Act

1981, 1997). There is considerable evidence of organised crime involventenfein
scale cannabis production and distribution in Australia (Austr8iiaeau of Criminal
Intelligence, 1997; Select Committee into the Misuse of Drugs Act 1987, Ivhich

brings considerable additional risks to the wider community. This incihéegse of
‘booby traps’, armed guards and large animal traps to protect szaatioloor crops,

and setting up vacant houses with elaborate indoor hydroponic systems where
electrical wiring is diverted around the meter to avoid detecAnist(alian Bureau of
Criminal Intelligence, 1997).

It has been reported that law enforcement operations targetexyaatised crime
groups have not had any noticeable impact on the operation on the cannabisamarket
a whole, with little evidence of any reduced availability of cannaBisstfalian
Bureau of Criminal Intelligence, 1998). Australian studies of firsetoffenders
suggest that less than 30% grow cannabis as their main source of sungbiyost

buy from the illicit market (Christie, 1999; Lenton, Bennett, & HeaRB99). There is
some evidence that when cannabis users go to the illicit markay ttheir cannabis,
they are exposed to a range of other illicit drugs (Lenton et al., 199&dWa&
Williams, 1998). Although 85% of cannabis users surveyed in the 1998 Australia
NDS household survey said that they usually bought the drug from ‘friends or
acquaintances’ (Adhikari & Summerill, 2000) there are good reasddiéve that in
many cases the original source of the cannabis may be largercsoafeercial
suppliers. WA data from the 2000 lllicit Drug Reporting System sugdesiat the
price of cannabis in this state was about $25 per gram, and $300-$3&0nperof
hydroponic cannabis. Non- hydroponlc cannabis ‘bushweed’ sold for $200-$250 per
ounce. Cannabis was described as ‘easy to get’ by drug injecting resgoimdiris
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survey (Hargreaves & Lenton, 2001). While this sample cannot be sa to
representative of cannabis users more generally, injecting drugs asetypically
also frequent users of cannabis, are well placed to comment @valfiability and
price of the drug.

In a 1997 study of first time apprehended cannabis users in WA, LentametBeand

Heale (1999) asked those who had used the drug in the previous 12 months about their
experience of the cannabis market. The most common source of sigsppurchase

from family or friends (45%), followed by growing one’s own (29%) andsdiibm

family or friends (17%). Only 9% said their main source was aéedea supplier’.

Some 52% stated that they had not grown any of the cannabis thatrtbked in the
previous 12 months, and only 17% had grown more than half of what they had
smoked in that year. Some 39% of respondents who had bought cannabis in the
previous 12 months said they had been offered other drugs when they went to buy
cannabis. Just over one third (35%) of all respondents said thdtatiespld cannabis

in the previous 12 months. Some 78% believed that it was ‘unlikely’ or ‘very
unlikely’ that they would get arrested if they were growing one to fivenabis
plants.

Cannabis offending in Western Australia

Unpublished data compiled from data collected from the Western AasBalice
Service, and the WA Department of Justice by The Crime Rés€amtre at UWA
(Ferrante, Personal Communication, 31 May 2001) indicates that:

In 1999 39% of all cannabis charges laid in WA were for possessipdhfewere
for implement offences, 11% were for make/grow offences, and 5% vaer
trafficking. There was one import/export charge.

During 1999 in 13.2% of the apprehensions or arrests for possession/useatificann
the person was held in custody, prior to their court hearing.

The majority of cannabis possession/use offences in 1999 were codnbyitteales
(82%), non-Aboriginals (90%), and adults (92%). Juveniles comprised a slightly
larger proportion (8.9%) of those arrested for a possessing a smokirgniemplthan
they were for possession of cannabis itself (8.2%). Young adults (18 ytea?d of

age) comprise 24.1% of all possession/use cannabis charges.

An analysis of re-arrest statistics for the period 1984 to 1994 found&Patof first
offenders charged with cannabis possession/use as their most séfieaae had not
been re-arrested up to ten years later and when they wereseedrthis was mostly
for other minor offences, 25% being driving a vehicle under the influenataifol
or drugs, 19% for another possess/use cannabis offence, 5% for otherdnoigor
offences and 4% for make/grow cannabis. (Lenton, 1999)

Most drug charges which reach court are heard in the Court of $etsions. In
1999, the last year for which data are available there were 667 lbaoharges and
1826 charges for drugs other than cannabis heard in the WA Court oSes#igns.
In 1999 58% of the cannabis charges heard on the Court of Petty Sessierf®mw
possession/use, .05% were for make/grow offences, 6% were fockirgffand a
further 36% were for implement offences. For drugs other than canB8aktswere
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for possession use, 5% were for manufacture, 9% were for trafficad 4% were
for other charges.

Cannabis law and deterrence

Studies of the 11 American states which decriminalised cannabignd of South
Australia and the Australian Capital Territory which have alsookeed criminal
penalties for the possession and use of cannabis, found that the prevélemcent

use had not disproportionately increased in these jurisdictions asliaofehe change

in the legal status of the drug (Single, Christie, & Ali, 2000). Converseaigdjctions
which have retained total prohibition have not been able to deter aarsiddst
proportion of residents from using cannabis (eg. Lenton, 2000; Lenton, Fe&ante,
Loh, 1996). Recent research on convicted cannabis users in Westeralidwstd
those receiving an expiation notice under the South Australian systeh thvat the
majority did not change their rate of cannabis use as a consequfetiwr legal
involvement. For example, 91% of the South Australian expiator group and 71% of
the West Australian group said that their cannabis use was albtaffected by their
apprehension one month after this, and this difference was a functioeiroievel of
cannabis use prior to their apprehension. The vast majority of each grdupataf

they were caught again they would not stop using the drug (Lenton, Hummeniuk,
Heale, & Christie, 2000). However, a criminal conviction had a agdl detrimental
effect on people’s lives in areas such as employment and furtledvement with the
police. Most of the convicted cannabis users studied had a regpdtieflaw in
general, but disagreed with the laws pertaining to cannabis use (LElntmmeniuk

et al., 2000).

Donnelly et al. (2000) showed that over the 10 year period from 1985 thelbedras
an increase nationally in self-reported lifetime (i.e. evexnabis use with a greater
degree of increase in South Australia than in the average ofttbeAustralian states
and territories. However, because jurisdictions which had maintainedcainnabis
prohibition recorded similar rates of increase to South Austitedicsouth Australian
increase in lifetime use was unlikely to be due to the civil pesalystem which
operates in that state (Donnelly et al., 2000). Even if South Australiamesslightly
more likely to have ever tried cannabis than those in other statedjdhmot result in
higher rates of weekly use in that state (Donnelly et al., 2000)

Analysis of data from national household surveys suggested thathiereeen an
Australia-wide increase in the rates of lifetime cannabisanseng those aged 14 to
29 years, however, the introduction of a civil penalties scheme i Sastralia did
not in itself appear to have increased cannabis use by secondary scldeolts in
that state (Donnelly, Hall, & Christie, 1999).

Cannabis law and social impacts

The South Australian Cannabis Expiation Notice System is the lomgesing
example of alternative models of cannabis regulation in Australiatlh@ most
extensively evaluated in the country (Ali et al., 1999; Christie, 19999;1Sarre,
Sutton, & Pulsford, 1989; Sutton & Sarre, 1992) and probably world-wide (Lenton,
Heale et al., 2000). The number of Cannabis Expiation Notices (CEdNsdisn
South Australia increased by some 2.5 times from 6,200 in 1987/88 to 16,321 in
1995/96 (Christie & Ali, 2000). This ‘net widening’ appears to be treilreof
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changes in police practices and the administrative ease Wit whe notices can be
issued, rather than an escalation in the prevalence of cannal§iShustie, 1999; P.
Christie & Ali, 1995). Most CENs are issued for possession ofthess 25 grams of
cannabis and half of all CENs issued were received by peoftie it8 to 24 year old
age group (Christie, 1999). According to Christie (1999), those of loa&Dn-s
economic status were more likely to be represented among those isghed
infringement notices and those who were prosecuted for failing tchpayfine. The
average value of CENs issued was about $70 and up until recently onlgf4Bfds
issued are paid, probably due to financial hardship, particularly for yooffgaders
and those who may have received multiple CENs over time. About 92% i plaéd
CENSs forwarded for prosecution resulted in a conviction (Chri$889; Christie &
Ali, 2000). Research on South Australian cannabis users who had expiatedhi@mund t
most did so to avoid court and a criminal record (Humeniuk, Brooks, @hrdij &
Lenton, 1999). Most who failed to expiate reported that it was becaussanfial
difficulties and many underestimated the amount they would ultimaéelg to pay.
Three quarters of the non-expiators were not aware that they \getld criminal
record if they did not expiate (Humeniuk et al., 1999). Recent chaogée {CEN
system, such as more options to dispense with CENs, and providing moreairdarm
on the CEN about the consequences of failing to pay, have attempteprdwenthis
(Christie, 1999).

Research comparing the social impacts of receiving a CEN under the Southigkustra
system, to those for receiving a criminal conviction under the systemstrict
prohibition which operated up until recently in Western Australia, foumdzasities
between both groups of offenders (Lenton, Hummeniuk et al., 2000). However, large
differences were evident in terms of the adverse impacttheofrespective legal
sanctions. The majority of both, the South Australian CEN group and theeMes
Australian convicted groups saw themselves as largely law abidohdad respect

for the role of police as law enforcers and the rule of lageneral. However, the
adverse social consequences of a cannabis conviction far outweighedothose
receiving an expiation notice. A significantly higher proportion of the ®vest
Australian sample, compared to the South Australian sample, repdiexse social
consequences of being apprehended for a cannabis offence. These includeasproble
with employment, further involvement with the criminal justice systas well as
accommodation and relationship problems. Although the study failed to find
differences in the impacts on capacity to travel overséds,was likely due to
methodological limitations (Lenton et al., 1999; Lenton & Heale, 200@itde
Hummeniuk et al., 2000).

A survey of the South Australian public found there was some confusion thieout
legal status of expiable offences. For example, 53% of the sampéxeokelthat
possession of 3 cannabis plants was legal. On the question of the futheeGEN
scheme 43% were in favour of the status quo, 14% were in favourkarigrimore
lenient and 38% favoured making it stricter (Heale, Hawks, & Lentor)200 WA,
72% supported civil penalties for cannabis use, but only 37% said ¢sushabld be
‘as legal as alcohol’ (Lenton & Ovenden, 1996).

A cost analysis of the CEN scheme conducted by Brooks, Stathard, MosstjeC
and Ali (1999) concluded that even with a relatively low rate of expiathe scheme
was estimated to save $1.4 million a year over a criminal pesiayistem for minor
cannabis offenders. An intensive interview study of law enforcenmahtceminal

justice personnel working in South Australia found that senior offigrathe South
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Australian Police and other departments generally agreed that thec@Eme should
remain in place, as it provided an efficient way of dealing withomcannabis
offences and had advantages for offenders by avoiding a criminal ¢onvict
However, some senior police believed that the 10 plant limit was kepigited by
commercial cannabis cultivation enterprises spreading their operatiovss smaller
plantations (Sutton & McMillan, 2000). As a result the expiable planit livas
reduced from 10 to 3 plants in June 1999 (Christie & Ali, 2000).

No differences were found in the self-reported attitudes of enyslogeoth SA and

WA towards employing people with prior cannabis offences, with both groups
reporting that they did not discriminate against such offendersofAlksk, Christie,
Phillips, & Davies, 1999). This finding was somewhat at odds with the tegpor
experiences of cannabis offenders in the two states (Lenton, Hummeniuk et al., 2000).

SUB-STUDY AIMS

The aims of this sub-study are to explore the impact of changhe iaws applying
to cannabis in WA on a sample of regular cannabis users in terms of:

(1) Their use of cannabis (frequency, situational factors, functionalibglenof
administration, etc.) and other drugs; cannabis-related attitudes and
knowledge; drug use history; cannabis use and driving, prior involvement
with the law; and their knowledge and attitudes towards the existing and
proposed cannabis law and accompanying interventions;

(2) Their perceptions of the drug market for cannabis in WA includingkebar
indicators such as price, perceived potency and availability; sowte
cannabis supply (i.e. small time user/grower Vs larger scale eotrah
supplier); offers of other drugs when buying cannabis; and experience of
cannabis supply.
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METHOD

RECRUITMENT

The main way participants found out about the study was through newspaper
(Appendix 1) and flyer (Appendix 2) advertising (n=70), followed by word-of-mouth
from a non-participant (n=17), and word-of-mouth from a prior participant
snowballing (n=12) (missing=1). These results are presented in Tallee3first
advertisement was placed in the West Australian on Saturday Iibedc2002,
generating half of the sample (n=50); the second in the freganteent magazine
Xpresson the following Thursday, generating 10 participants. In December, flyers
were placed at both a smoking paraphernalia store and a recordgsioeeating 4
participants; and an advertisement was placed in a community rEswsganerating

6 participants.

Table 3: Recruitment Source
Source Frequency Valid Percent
The West Australian 50 50.0
Xpress magazine 10 10.0
Community Newspapers 6 6.0
Flyer 4 4.0
Non-participant 17 17.0
Snowballing from prior participant 12 12.0
Not Sure/Don’t Know 1 1.0
Total 100 100.0

Missing = 0
SCREENING

The screening process consisted of potential respondents being asked &onsjue
when they called to register their interest in participating. Resptsdeere asked
their age, the frequency with which they used cannabis, the lengtheothiey had
been using, and the way in which they became aware of the study. Thermpestie
asked in such a way that they did not lead potential participantevae particular
responses. To be eligible for the study respondents had to be using cannabis on
weekly or more frequent basis for at least the last three madrtibse who did not
meet the screening criteria were informed of this without providiegailed
information so as to avoid the possibility of the prerequisites beirg mpablic via
word of mouth. The screening form is presented in Appendix 3.

A second screen was implemented at the time of interview whspondents were
again asked the same series of questions. In cases where tipgrantvas ineligible,
the interview was terminated in such a way that they were nde raavare of it
ceasing prematurely. This was again intended to avoid having the preéesgoiade
known. Since respondents were financially reimbursed for their tirtiee &eginning
of the interview, a participant who failed the second screen would begs

reimbursed. It should be noted that this was not a common occurrence.
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INTERVIEWS

The interviews were conducted by three interviewers in a prikatéed office,
cafes/bars and occasionally at the participant's home. Four piEwvigvs were
conducted in October 2002 (between 11th and 21st). Slight modificationgheere
made to the questionnaire and the decision was made to retairraratéhé pilot
interviews (which were recoded where necessary) in the maipleaithe entire
sample was interviewed over 126 days, through October 2002 to February 2003. On
average, each interview was 2 hours 14 minutes (sd=0:29, range=13:80)0
including written responses and tape-recorded verbal responses.ppiuximate
length of audio taped responses ranged from less than 15 minutes to over one hou
The interview questionnaire and show cards used in the interviewsesmented in
Appendix 4 and 5 respectively.

ETHICAL ISSUES

The study was approved by the Curtin University Human Research Etmosii@ee
(HR 36/2002). All subjects were fully informed, both verbally and in mgitiof the
aims of the study and the methods employed before consent to particpate
requested. Subjects were advised that they were free to withdvawtle study
should they wish to do so. There was no evidence that the collectiathaf the
guestionnaire or interview data gave rise to any distress ipatttigipants. Subjects
were asked on tape whether they understood the conditions of thechesea
whether they gave their consent to participate. Subject codédalls (home or
mobile phone number) were kept separately and securely in lockedddlmigets,
and were destroyed immediately once they were no longer required. Sudojeantt
details will not be able to be linked with the subject's data.d&ntifying data were
recorded on questionnaires or transcripts of interviews. All data ientified with a
numerical code.

The interviews were conducted by the Research Associate and \stitaipled
research officers with experience with illicit drug users. iAtlerview materials,
transcripts and completed questionnaires will be kept in locked calahetfie
National Drug Research Institute at Curtin University where thidlybe stored for
not less than 5 years.
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RESULTS

DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

Age, gender and nationality

The resulting sample comprised 100 regular cannabis users. As syoénfries are
reported here but equate to percentage values. The sample wagdad@rth67) male
and one-third (n=33) female. The average age was 32.2 years (sd=10.7l6atge=
58). There was no significant difference between the age distributiomle and
female participantst(80.104) = .718p > .05). Two-thirds (n=68) of the sample
described themselves as Australian-born non-Aboriginal, one particgeanified as
Aboriginal, and 30 were born outside of Australia (missing=1). All but two
participants stated that English was the main language spoken in their home.

Family and living

Over half (n=56) of the sample were single, 23 were divorced oratedaand the
remaining 20 were married or in de facto relationships (mis&ngEorty-one
participants had children: 19 had one, 10 had two and 12 had three or mamenchil
Twenty-one participants indicated that their child(ren) lived witimthEhree-quarters
(n=75) of the sample were living in their own (rented or bought) houiat@nd 21
were living in their parents’ or family’s home (other=4). The sahgointained people
who lived in each main area of suburban Perth; including central (nwkkfern
(n=9), northern (n=20), north-eastern (n=19), south-eastern (n=12) and rsouthe
(n=26) areas (refused=2, missing=1).

Education

Participants were asked ‘What is the highest level of foredaication you have
obtained/completed?’. Forty-six participants had completed some post-sgconda
education: either a trade or certificate/diploma (n=19) or a de@re27), including

five with post-graduation qualifications. All remaining 54 participant$ ¢@mpleted
Year 8, all but two had completed Year 9, all but four had completedI¥e81 had
completed Year 11 and 24 had completed Year 12.

Employment

Sixty-one participants stated that they were currently engaged irepgitbyment,
including full-time work (n=23), part-time or casual work (n=28hd self-
employment (n=10). Fourteen participants were studying, nine were erigdgade
duties and one had retired. Twenty participants stated they werelayeohand 11
were receiving a sickness benefit/pension.

! Participants could choose more than one response.
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Income

Participants were asked ‘Which income bracket best desdrdvesnuch money you
earned or were paid before taxes last year?’. About one-third iof36e sample
earned not more than $12 000, one-third (n=34) earned between $12 001 and $30 000,
and the remainder (n=30) earned over $30 001 (missing=1). For mosippattc

their main source of income last month was either paid work (n=51) or
benefits/allowances (n=40). Only one participant chose sale of druperamain

source of income last month.

PATTERNS OF CANNABIS USE

Cannabis use and intoxication on the day of intervi ew

Respondents were asked at their interview whether they had alisadycannabis

that day. Some 49.0% said they had and 51.0% had not. Those who had were then
asked to rate their level of intoxication on a ten point scale whavas ‘not at all
affected’ and 10 was ‘the most affected [they] had ever bebp’nTean rating on this

scale was 2.15 (sd.= 1.70) with a range from 0 to 6. These raselfgesented in
Figure 1.

30

25.0

(None) (Most
ever)

Level of intoxication

Figure 1: Rating of intoxication at time of intervi ew from O (not at all
affected) to 10 (the most affected ever been)

Age of first use

Respondents reported that their age at their initiation to cannabranged between
seven and 30. However, the mean age was found to be 15.9 years (sd=6.48 The
of initiation for male respondents was found to be slightly lower thainfor females
(15.8 vs 16.3 years), however, this difference was not found to be sign(trea629,
df=98, p=.531).

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute



Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis us  ers 19

By comparing the average age of initiation to cannabis of thopendsnts less than

or equal to the median sample age of 31 years with those who weresdéicant
differences were observed with younger respondents displaying a meaof age
initiation of 14.6 years and older respondents a mean age of 17.5 (t=-7.359, df=
p=.000). This difference is likely to be reflective of a declinigg af initiation to
cannabis use in contemporary West Australian society. However, it saisolde
noted that such an analysis will be subject to a censoring edfecyounger
respondents will, by definition, have fewer years when they could conemenc
cannabis use.

Age of regular use

The age at which respondents indicated that they had begun using cannadis ‘on
regular basis’ ranged between 12 and 46 years with a mean age ofdt®%3.18).
Although the delay between initiation to cannabis use and the onset @frregeliwas
occasionally seen to be very long with a maximum period of 31 yearseircase, in

the majority of cases the duration of this delay was relativetyts The average
period was 3.6 years with 50.0% of respondents taking two years or Esarwence
regular use, and 19.0% commencing regular use within a year of first trying the drug.

Asked about how often they were consuming cannabis when they first began using the
drug on a regular basis, 25.0% indicated that they were using it haoreveekly, but

not on a daily basis and 24.0% stated that they were using the drug aroena onc
week. A further 38.0% reported daily or more frequent cannabistubatatime.
Frequencies of use greater or less than this were seendtatieely uncommon and

are included in Figure 2.
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monthly morethan  weekly more than daily 2-3 Xdaily >3Xdaily

% of Respondents (n = 100

monthly, weekly, but
but not not daily
weekly

Frequency at onset of regular use

Figure 2: Frequency of cannabis consumption at onse t of regular
use
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Most recent use of cannabis

Recency

When asked about the most recent instance in which they had used canioahd

the day of the interview, 83.0% of the sample indicated that theyakadonsumed
the drug the previous day. A further 8% stated that they had last usebsatwo

days earlier. Longer periods since the last instance of consumrenolyserved to
be relatively uncommon and there were no members of the sample @hoeba
without cannabis for longer than a week.

Location of use

By far the most common location of this most recent use of cannaisisn private
homes with 70.0% of the sample having used the drug in their own home and a further
19.0% stating that consumption of the drug had occurred at a friend’s hother O
locations were much less common and included use in the street/medobr (4.0%)

other public places (4.0%), at work (1.0%) and other undescribed locations (2.0%).

People used with

Table 4 shows that half of the sample indicated that the lastthiey had consumed
cannabis they had done so in the company of friends. The second most common
scenario (n=30, 22.2% of 135 responses) was that the respondent had consumed
cannabis while alone. Another common situation was to use canndixgsdonpany

of their partner (n=24, 17.8% of responses). Other individuals presemtaast
occasion when the respondent had used cannabis included other family shember
(n=10, 7.4%), children (n=9, 6.7%), acquaintances (n=5, 3.7%), workmates (n=5,
3.7%), and people not well known to the respondent (n=2, 1.5%).

Table 4: People used cannabis with — most recent oc  casion
Person Frequency %Responses % Respondents
Friends 50 37.0 50.0
No-one (alone) 30 22.2 30.0
Partner 24 17.8 24.0
Other family members 10 7.4 10.0
Own child 9 6.7 9.0
Acquaintances 5 3.7 5.0
Work mates 5 3.7 5.0
People | don't really know 2 15 2.0
Total 135 100.0 135.0

Respondents could give more than one response

Form of cannabis used

The form of cannabis most commonly used at this most recent occas®n w
overwhelmingly heads reported by 80.0% of the sample. Use of hydroponically
cultivated heads was described by 65.0% of the entire sample and non-hydroponic
head by 15.0%. A mixture of hydroponic head and leaf was used by 7.0% of the
sample at their most recent using occasion. Consumption of other typasnaibis

was relatively uncommon. These results are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5: Form of cannabis used on most recent occas  ion

Form Frequency Valid Percent
Hydroponic heads 65 65.0
Non-hydroponic heads 15 15.0
Mixture of hydro head and leaf 7 7.0
Mixture of non-hydro head and leaf 3 3.0
Non-hydroponic leaf 3 3.0
Mixture of non-hydro and hydro head 3 3.0
Don’t know 3 3.0
Mixture of non-hydro head and hash oil 1 1.0
Total 100 100.0

Method of use

The methods by which cannabis had been consumed on this most recent occasion
were seen to show considerable variation. By far the most commbpndnesed by
approximately one third (33.0%) of the sample was to smoke the drug etleong.
Smoking of cannabis in joints or pipes were the next most popular means of
administration, each having been employed by 24.0% of the sample, and énese w
followed by 16.0% who indicated that they had used a bucket bong. Thesea®sults
presented in Table 6. Interestingly, there were no respondents whtedepaving
eaten cannabis at the most recent occasion of use. This maytshggetespite
being understood to be a well known method of consumption, relative to the
frequency of smoking cannabis, oral ingestion of the drug is uncommon among
regular users of cannabis in the Perth metropolitan area.

Table 6: Method cannabis used on last occasion

Form Frequency Valid Percent
Wet bong 33 33.0
Joint 24 24.0
Pipe 24 24.0
Bucket bong 16 16.0
Both wet and bucket bong 2 2.0
Cone 1 1.0
Total 100 100.0
Missing = 1

It was noted that the age of respondents appeared to have somg baahe method

by which they had chosen to use the drug on this most recent occasiom. joivits

were used by one third (33.3%, n=16) of the sample above the median agehaf 31, t
method had only been employed by 15.4% (n=8) of those who were younger than the
median age. Conversely, bucket bongs were used by 23.1% (n=12) of the younger
respondents, but only by 8.3% (n=4) of older ones. The differences betwéen we
bongs and pipes were less marked with 34.6% (n=18) of younger respondents having
used a wet bong as opposed to 31.3% (n=15) of older ones and 21.2% (n=11) of
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younger respondents opting to use a pipe vs 27.1% (n=13) of older respondents.
Unfortunately the spread of data here does not readily lend itself to chi squgstsana

as a means of testing for statistical significance. However, by dichotontigngadst

recent method of use into bongs vs pipes and joints, significant differences in smoking
implements utilised by different age groups are revealed. Bongsused by 61.2%
(n=30) of respondents under 31 years as opposed to 36.6% (n=19) of older
respondents and joints or pipes had been employed by only 38.8% (n=19) of these
younger respondents, but by 60.4% (n=29) of the older portion of the sample
(x*=4.543, df=1, p=.033).

Quantity of cannabis used

There was a great amount of variation between the reported quanfitannabis
respondents had smoked on the last occasion they had used the drug. When asked to
guantify the amount of cannabis units (i.e. joints/cones or bongs) they had ednsum
responses ranged from one quarter of a unit up to eighty units witndasta
deviation of 10.10. The mean and modal amounts however were seen toilbayrelat
conservative with a mean of 6.16 and a mode of 1. Although male respowdents

found to smoke a slightly larger number of joints or cones on averageetinahe$

(6.64 vs 5.22), this difference was not found to be significant (t=.649, df=96, p=.518).

Original source of cannabis

Respondents were asked if they were aware of where the cathmpbisad smoked
on the most recent occasion had originated from. Table 7 shows thatpper
unsurprisingly, nearly a quarter (23.0%) did not know the answer to this ajuesti
The most common response (36.0%) was that the cannabis had come from a
“backyard” user/grower. This was followed by 28.0% who indicated thatsberce
had been a large scale supplier. Interestingly for a sample ofarecmhnabis
smokers, only 9.0% indicated that the cannabis had come from a supply yhaadhe
cultivated themselves. In addition to this, there were three indisidiua. 3.0%) who
stated that their cannabis came from another, source. In onéottze? referred to
both large and small scale suppliers, in one it was ‘medium ssajglier, and
another said their cannabis had ‘come from Amsterdam’.

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute



Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis us  ers 23

Table 7: Original source of cannabis at most recent use

Source Frequency Valid Percent  Adjusted percent
Backyard user - grower 36 36.4 47.4
Large scale supplier 28 28.3 36.8
Grew my own 9 9.1 11.8
Other 3 3.0 3.95
Don't know 23 23.2 -
Total 99 100.0 100.0

[1] Excludes don’t know responses
There was 1 missing case

Typical Pattern of Use

Hours per day affected by cannabis

The amount of hours per day that respondents estimated that theyfieetedaby
cannabis ranged from just one hour (5%) up to 24 hours per day (6%). Tageave
amount of time, however, was 7.3 hours with a mode of 4 hours per day (16.0%)
(sd=6.07).

Frequency of cannabis use

Cannabis use on at least a daily basis was found to be typical of 73tBéesaimple,
with the most common response by one quarter of respondents being thaotihey w
generally use cannabis 2 to 3 times a day. Only one respondent indctéakir
cannabis use was typically limited to once per week and 12.0% staté¢dethavould
use more than 6 times a day. There was one individual who did oweider
information in response to this question. This data is displayed in Figure 3.

30

25

20 -

25.3
20.2
15.2 16.2
151 12.1
10.1
10
5 4
1.0
0 ’__ T T T T T

Oncea 2-3times a 4-6times a once aday 2-3 times a 4-6times a 6+times a
week week week day day day

99, missing = 1

% of Respondents (n

Typical frequency of use

Figure 3:  Typical frequency of current cannabis use
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Table 8 shows that the typical patterns of use were longstanding. Itwavtnirds of
cases (71.7%), the length of time respondents indicated that tljsefiey of
consumption had been a typical pattern for them exceeded a year.o$heommon
response was that the respondents had been consuming cannabis at amgbyoximat
their stated rate for in excess of five years (37.4%).

Table 8: Duration of typical pattern of use
Duration of typical pattern Frequency P\é?cl:ignt C%@fggﬂ\t’e
More than 5 years 37 37.4 37.4
Over 12 months to 5 years 34 34.3 71.7
7 to 12 months 8 8.1 79.8
1 to 6 months 18 18.2 98.0
Less than a month 2 2.0 100.0
Total 99 100.0
Missing = 1

Form typically used

As seen with the most recent incidence of use, the most commadytyses of
cannabis in general were again hydroponically cultivated heads (69.0%) and non
hydro heads (15.0%), as shown in Table 9. Other much less common types and
blends were also observed including mixtures of hydro head and leaf (7.0&t)resi

of non-hydro head and leaf (3.0%), mixtures of hydro and non-hydro heads (2.0%)
and one individual (i.e. one percent) who had typically had recourse to hash.

Table 9: Form of cannabis typically used

Form Frequency Valid Percent
Hydroponic heads 69 69.0
Non-hydroponic heads 15 15.0
Mixture of hydro head and leaf 7 7.0
Mixture of non-hydro head and leaf 3 3.0
Mixture of non-hydro and hydro head 2 2.0
Hash 1 1.0
Don’t know 3 3.0
Total 100 100.0

Preferred form

Curiously a full half (50.0%) of the sample indicated that given the ehlb&y would

prefer to use non-hydroponic heads and only 38.0% stated that they preferred the
hydroponically cultivated variety. There was also 12.0% who indicatedhinahad

no preference with regards to this. This result may be viewsdggesting that the
predominance of hydroponic cannabis in the Perth market may not be iarfiswt

much of demand as one of supply economics and logistics. The age of responde
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appeared to play a role in this preference with respondents bemeatiedian sample

age of 31 being significantly more likely to express a preferérchydroponically
cultivated cannabis. Removal of those respondents with no preferencetifeom
analysis revealed over half (53.3%, n=24) of younger respondents pieferre
hydroponic cannabis as opposed to just 32.6% (n=14) of older respondents who felt
this way ((°=3.868, df=1, p=.049).

Method typically used

As seen with the most recent occasion of cannabis use, respondemttedththat for

the most part the most common method by which they would consume cannabis was
via a wet bong (34.0%). This was followed by one quarter (25.0%) of the sample who
stated that their method they usually preferred was to smoke thendaugint and
21.0% who preferred to use a pipe. Use of a bucket bong was also not uncommon and
was the favoured method of 17.0% of the sample. One individual (1&&ojhey
usually smoked “cones” although once again, it was not clear if this referred to the use
of a bong or a pipe. Another individual failed to answer this questiora siislar to

the most recent occasion of use, it was noted that no individualéesetee oral
ingestion of cannabis as being their most typical means of consuminguthertlese
results are presented in Table 10.

Table 10:  Method typically used

Form Frequency Valid Percent
Wet bong 34 34.3
Joint 25 25.3
Pipe 21 21.2
Bucket bong 17 17.2
Cone 1 1.0
Don’t know/Not sure 1 1.0
Total 99 100.0
Missing = 1

It was again observed that those respondents favouring the use of bucketehdads t

to be members of the sample below the median age of 31 of whom 26-9%)
preferred this method as opposed to just 6.4% (n=3) of older respondentsoldess
respondents appeared to be more partial to employing joints and pipegthger
respondents however these differences were not so pronounced. It wagdlisat
29.8% (n=14) of older respondents preferred joints vs 21.2% (n=11) of younger
respondents and 27.7% (n=13) of older respondents tended to use a pipe as opposed to
15.4% (n=8) of younger respondents. There was little difference betweegmoagps

with regards to the use of wet bongs, this method being preferred by 374=0%9) Of

older respondents and 34.6% (n=18) of younger respondents. Unfortunately, the
frequency distributions here do not readily lend themselves to chi sgoalgsis.
However, by dichotomising the method of consumption into bongs versus joints and
pipes, significant differences in preferences between age groupsé&eaeadily
apparent with bongs being preferred by 63.5% (n=33) of younger respondents as
opposed to 41.3% (n=19) of older respondents, and a preference for joints drypipes
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36.5% (n=19) of younger respondents as opposed to 58.7% (n=27) of older
respondentsyf=4.811, df=1, p=.028).

People typically use with

Asked with whom they tended to use cannabis, respondents provided a girajlar a
of persons to those described at their most recent use. Howevey,as&ied with
which of these people would they use most often revealed that by fandbke
common answer was with friends (49.0%), and then by themselves (27.0%itland
their partner (21.0%). Other types of people with whom they would uswslos
with were seldom reported as the types of people they would use theitliugost
frequently. This data is presented in Table 11.

Table 11:  People in whose company cannabis is consu  med

Persons typically Persons typically Persons most used

used with used with with
(% of responses, (% of respondents, (% of respondents,

n=300) n=100)* n=100)
Friends 30.0 90.0 49.0
Alone 19.3 58.0 27.0
Acquaintances 11.7 35.0 1.0
Partner 11.3 34.0 21.0
Other family members 11.3 34.0 1.0
Workmates 9.0 27.0 0.0
People | don’t really know 7.0 21.0 0.0
Child 0.3 1.0 0.0
Missing/didn’t answer 0.0 0.0 1.0
Total 100.0 300.0 100.0

* Totals exceed 100% due to multiple responses lpsngitted for this item

Quantity used on a typical day

When asked how much cannabis (cones, bongs, joints etc.) they would smoke in a
typical day, responses ranged from 0.5 to 40 with a mean of 7.9 and a owdabfs

3 (sd=8.03). Although males claimed to consume slightly more cannabis than females
(mean of 8.15 vs 7.47) on a typical day, this difference was not found tgriecant
(t=.380, df=97, p=.705). It should be considered, however, that when attergpting
guantify these typical levels of consumption that some level of cautiedsne be
exercised in the interpretation of these results since therendbegist a standardised
volume of cannabis or THC concentration that makes up units such asorqgamts.
Furthermore, the assumption that these various units are esgeagiallalent to each

other is questionable.

Projected use in the next 12 months

When asked how likely it was that they would continue to use cannalisheveext
12 months, 70.0% of the sample indicated that they believed this teilyelikely’
followed by 20.0% who believed it to be ‘quite likely’. Of the remagnilO
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individuals, 5 indicated that it was ‘very unlikely’ that they would contitmeise
cannabis, 4 said it was ‘unlikely’ and 1 respondent stated that they didn’t know.

The majority of the sample (59.0%) said that the quantity of canrfeyisamould use

in the coming 12 months would be likely to remain unchanged, and just over one third
(34.0%) indicated that they thought they would use less. Just 4% of tipdesam
believed that their use was likely to increase and 3 individuals didn’t know.

ESTIMATES OF POPULATION PREVALENCE OF CANNABIS USE

Respondents were asked to estimate what percentage of Austagieah&4 and over

had ever used cannabis and what percentage had used in the last 12Thentisan
estimate of the proportion of Australians over the age of 14 wHceher used was
64.59% (sd.= 19.72, mode=80.00%), significantly higher than the figure from the
2001 National Drug Household Survey (Australian Institute of Health anthi&/e
2002) of 33.1% fte sample= 15.937,df=98, p=.000). Similarly the mean estimate of the
proportion of Australians over the age of 14 who had used cannabis in tHe last
months was 51.75% (sd.= 20.67, mode=60.00%), significantly higher than the figure
from the 2001 National Drug Household Survey (Australian Institutdeaith and
Welfare, 2002) of 12.9% ot sampie= 18.564,df=97, p=.000).

ATTITUDES TOWARDS CANNABIS USE

It was found that despite being regular smokers of the drug, almoshingds (64.6%,
missing = 1) of the sample indicated that there were aspktiigir cannabis use that
bothered them, 96.0% agreed that there were health problems assoailatase of

the drug and 73.0% acknowledged that cannabis use could be associatestiaith s
problems. However, despite this acknowledgement that cannabis may heave t
potential to cause harm, 85.0% believed that cannabis could deliver beadfits

and when asked to rate how dangerous or safe they believed cannabis to b&f53.0%
the sample believed cannabis to be ‘moderately’ safe and a 22.08¢ebeii to be
‘very’ safe. Only 14.0% considered it to be either ‘moderately’ ory'véangerous.

The spread of opinions on this question are displayed below in Figure 4.
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Figure 4.  Respondents’ perceptions of the safety/da  nger of cannabis

Health related problems

The 96.0% of the sample who believed that cannabis carried some letatéd r
problems were asked to indicate what they believed these heatillerps to be. The
most commonly mentioned by 61.0% of respondents was lung cancer, followed by
other respiratory diseases such as asthma 50.0% Also commononeeens over
psychological problems, primarily memory impairment (27.0%) and paranoigtyanxi
and panic (27.0%). Bronchitis was specifically mentioned by 22.0% of respondents
and the increased risk of schizophrenia by 17.0% (n=17). Other Igaltlems
mentioned specifically were relatively uncommon, and this data semied in Table

10. There were also 64.0% of the sample who mentioned a wide range of
miscellaneous conditions.
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Table 12:  Cannabis related health problems identifi ~ ed and/or
experienced by respondents

Percent of Percent of Percent of
responses respondents respondents
Condition identifying  identifying experiencing
symptom symptom symptom
(n=323) (n=100)* (n=100)*

Lung cancer 18.9 61.0 9.0
Other respiratory conditions eg: asthma 155 50.0 15.0
Memory impairment 8.4 27.0 19.0
Paranoia, anxiety & panic 8.4 27.0 11.0
Bronchitis 6.8 22.0 12.0
Increased risk of schizophrenia or other 5.3 17.0 4.0
psychosis

Adverse effect on brain function 3.4 11.0 5.0
Decreased concentration 2.8 9.0 7.0
Under achievement of a person’s potential 2.5 8.0 2.0
Confusion or cognitive impairment 2.2 7.0 3.0
Behaviour problems 1.9 6.0 3.0
Addiction/dependence 15 5.0 2.0
Increased risk of motor vehicle accident 0.9 3.0 1.0
Impairment of physical coordination 0.9 3.0 1.0
Decreases sperm count/damages sperm 0.6 2.0 -
Fail_ure_ at school or other educational 0.3 1.0 -
institution

Other health problems 19.8 64.0 36.5
No symptoms - 4.0 38.0
Total 100.0 - -

*Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responesed on this item

Although 38.0% of the sample had not experienced any health related symptoms,
31.0% had experienced one of these symptoms, and 11.0% had experienced two.
There were also eight individuals who reported three symptoms, nine who had
experienced four, two with five symptoms and one individual who claimédtte
experience six cannabis-related health symptoms. On averpgadests had each
experienced 1.3 symptoms. It was noted that the number of symptomsstiragife

had a mild positive correlation with the quantity of cannabis respondensamed

on a typical day. (r=0.202, p=.045). Table 12 shows that the four most commonly
experienced cannabis-related health problems were memory impai(tr@a90o),
respiratory conditions such as asthma (15.0%), bronchitis (12.0%) and paranoi
anxiety and panic (11.0%).

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



30 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis  users

Social problems

The 73.0% of the sample who indicated that they believed that cannab&snhad
association with social problems were asked to describe some esamhfihese. The
most commonly expressed concern (24.0%) was that cannabis causesiantis
behaviour. This was followed by 16.0% of responses citing social problesimsyar
from the illicit nature of cannabis use and by 11.0% who stated thaalss could
lead to under achievement of a person’s potential. Other respongeshserved to
be relatively uncommon and this data is presented in Table 13.

Table 13:  Cannabis related social problems identifi ~ ed and/or
experienced by respondents

Percent of Percent of Percent of

responses respondents respondents
Social Problems identifying identifying experiencing

problem problem problem

(n=137) (n=100)* (n=100)*
Causes anti-social behaviour 175 24.0 9.0
Use is illegal 11.7 16.0 9.0
Underachievement of potential 8.0 11.0 5.0
Family domestic problems 4.4 6.0 4.0
Loss of friends 4.4 6.0 2.0
Dangerous behaviour 3.6 5.0 0.0
Mix with an undesirable crowd 3.6 5.0 4.0
Emotional problems 29 4.0 1.0
Addiction/dependence 2.9 4.0 1.0
Failure at school or other education 29 4.0 2.0
Dangerous driving 2.2 3.0 0.0
Financial difficulties 2.2 3.0 2.0
Committing crime to support use 15 2.0 1.0
Domestic violence 0.7 1.0 0.0
Impaired perception 0.7 1.0 0.0
Other 30.7 42.0 22.0
No social problems 0.0 27.0 57.0
Total 100.0 164.0 119.0

* Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple respoakiesed on this item

The patterns of frequency with which respondents had experienced such socia
problems tended to resemble that of their awareness of th@slems. Thus, once
again the most commonly experienced cannabis-related social probteantisocial
behaviour (9.0%) and that use of the drug was illegal (9.0%). Thisolased by

five respondents who believed their cannabis use had prevented themeé#iimg

their full potential and by four individuals reporting family domestic prois.
Another four individuals indicated that their cannabis use had resultkdir mixing

with ‘an undesirable crowd’. The majority 57.0% of respondents had notiexxqeol
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any social problems as a result of their cannabis use, but 29.0% eddibat they
had experienced one problem and a further 10.0% had experienced two.wé&reere
also three individuals (3.0%) who had personally experienced threepsoiglems
and one who had experienced four. On average respondents had expérié@ced
social problems each. The correlation between social problemsiemqser and
typical daily quantity of cannabis consumed was not found to be significn0%0,
p=.620).

Perceived benefits

Conversely, when asked how useful or beneficial cannabis is, only 10.0fe of t
sample believed the drug to be of ‘no benefit at all’ and the pirgyapinion held by
40.0% was that cannabis was ‘highly’ beneficial. A further 48.0% ireticthtat they
believed cannabis to be either ‘slightly’ or ‘moderately’ bendficiehese results are
displayed in Figure 5.
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Perceived benefit

Figure 5: Respondents’ perceptions of the usefulnes s/beneficial
nature of cannabis

The 85.0% of the sample who indicated that they thought cannabis use calilthres
health related benefits were asked to describe what they belseved of these
benefits could be. The most commonly benefit of cannabis use nominab&doBy

of respondents was its ability to reduce stress followed by itscagiph in pain relief
mentioned by 50.0%. The third most commonly mentioned (21.0%) was stimulation
of appetite. These three benefits were also the three mostatdynreported by
respondents to have been personally experienced by 48, 30 and 11 individuals
respectively.

The concept of using cannabis in the role of “medical marijuanahétreatment of
serious or uncomfortable conditions was also commonly mentioned with ioosdit
cited including relief side effects of chemotherapy, pre-menstaraion, AIDS,
glaucoma, asthma and stomach cramps. This data is presented irl4 digow.
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Some 66.0% of the sample claimed to have experienced some form obisanna
related health benefit.

On average, respondents had experienced 1.37 benefits each frooatimaibis use
with 30 individuals mentioning one benefit, 19 mentioning two, 11 mentioning three
and much smaller numbers describing four (two individuals), five (tmdiiduals),

and six or seven benefits each mentioned by one individual. The number afsbenef
experienced was found not to be significantly correlated to the amowanofbis
consumed in a typical day (r=0.024, p=.816).

Table 14: Cannabis-related health benefits identifi ed and/or
experienced by respondents

Percent of Percent of Percent of

Health benefi o225 identiving benefit  experiencing bonefi
(n=100)* (n=100)*

Relieves stress 22.7 57.0 48.0
Pain relief 19.9 50.0 30.0
Appetite stimulation 8.4 21.0 11.0
Helps with chemotherapy 7.2 18.0 0.0
Stops glaucoma 5.6 14.0 2.0
Helps with PMT 4.4 11.0 5.0
You feel good/have fun 4.4 11.0 7.0
Helps people with AIDS 2.8 7.0 0.0
Aesthetic enhancement 2.8 7.0 5.0
Improves concentration 1.6 4.0 3.0
Helps asthma 1.2 3.0 1.0
Relieves stomach cramps 1.2 3.0 2.0
Reduces aggression 0.8 2.0 0.0
Increases sex drive 0.8 2.0 2.0
Don’t know/not sure 0.4 1.0 0.0
Other 15.9 40.0 21.0
No benefits - 15.0 33.0
Total 100.0 266 170

*Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responsemgtpermitted for this item

Perceived risk of cannabis by frequency of use

With a view to understanding how great a risk of harm was thought to bd ppshe
consumption of cannabis to its users, respondents were asked tberabetent of

harm caused by the drug according to how frequently the drug was consumed.
Although it appeared to be widely understood across the sample thaisettre
frequency of use was likely to be associated with increased @ftbatm (i.e. use of
cannabis on a daily basis was thought to be more damaging than ussoathby or
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fortnightly basis), nevertheless the prevailing opinion (42.0%) amongst thigesaf
regular cannabis users was that daily cannabis use posed onlyha risli or a
‘moderate risk’ (33.0%). Just 13.0% believed that use of the drugdailyabasis
could pose a ‘great risk’. Conversely, it was widely believed by altmmsthirds of
the sample (64.0%) that cannabis use on a monthly basis carried Knat radl’.
These results are displayed in Figure 6.

65 64.0

% of Respondents (n = 100)

33.0
13.0
0.0 2.0 1.0 20 10
‘ — N WWe—
no risk slight risk moderate risk great risk don't know

Perceived risk

‘DMontth Use N Fortnightlyuse W Dailyuse ‘

Figure 6:  Perceived risk of harm arising from canna  bis use by
frequency of consumption

This finding was also reflected in the fact that only 18.0% of thekeaimdicated that
they believed the ‘harms associated with cannabis use outweighecdh#fishewith

31.0% indicating that ‘the risks and benefits were roughly equal’ andl ddlil

(50.0%) stating that they thought ‘the benefits of cannabis outweighedsihaatsd
harms’.

Perceived addictiveness of cannabis

It was also noted that only 14.0% of the sample believed cannabis ‘terye
addictive’, and while just over two thirds of the sample believed dhahabis was
either ‘moderately’ addictive (37.0%) or ‘not very’ addictive (32.0%),dhremained
14.0% who did not think cannabis to be at all addictive. There werettaise
individuals who indicated that they didn’t know.

Respondent’s degree of cannabis dependence

In order to examine respondents’ own degree of dependence upon cannabis, all
subjects were asked a series of items from the Severity pgridence Scale (SDS -
Gossop, Griffiths, Powis & Strang, 1992). When asked “Did you ever thihkdoa
cannabis use was out of control?”, 46.0% of the sample indicated thdtatiavith
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10.0% stating that they ‘always or nearly always’ had. Responsésstguestion

were found to be positively correlated with the quantity of cannaspondents
reported consuming on a typical day. (r=0.324, p=.001). The responses to this item
are displayed in Figure 7.

54.0

9.0 10.0

% of Respondents (n = 100

never/almost never sometimes often always / nearly
always

Response

Figure 7:  Frequency of responses to “Did you ever th ink your
cannabis use was out of control?”

Similar data frequencies were seen in response to the itech tf@i prospect of
missing a smoke make you anxious or worried?” with 49.0% of the samplerars

in the affirmative, including 10.0% who said ‘always or nearly alwaiRgsults from

this question was also found to be positively correlated with the anobuwainnabis
respondents reported consuming on a typical day (r=0.397, p=.000). The frequency of
result is displayed in Figure 8 below.
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Figure 8:  Frequency of responses to “Did the prospec t of missing a
smoke make you anxious or worried?”

Respondents were also asked “Did you ever worry about your use of cahnabis?
While this question saw a larger percentage of respondents (60.0&aténthiat they
did worry to some extent, only 6% indicated that they were worriedyalaad this
item did not appear to have a significant correlation to quantiiesapnabis
consumed (r=0.162, p=.109). The frequency of responses is shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9:  Frequency of responses to “Did you ever wo rry about your
use of cannabis?”
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The fourth SDS item “Did you wish you could stop?” by comparison wasyrare
agreed to with 66.0% stating that they had never or almost nevéhigelvay. The
34.0% who concurred with the statement to some extent included just 16% w
‘always’ wanted to stop. No significant correlation with the amafntannabis
typically smoked was noted (r=0.080, p=.431). The data frequenciesplaydd in
Figure 10.

65 | 66.0

18.0
15 12.0
10 4.0
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never/almost never sometimes often always / nearly
always

Response

Figure 10: Frequency of responses to “Did you wish y ou could stop?”

While 60.0% of the sample reported in response to the question “Héwoulditlid
you find it to stop, or go without cannabis?” that they had no difficulty, 40.88édst
that they had experienced at least some degree of difficultyding 21.0% of the
sample who found it ‘quite difficult’, 11.0% of the sample who found it yver
difficult’ and eight percent of the sample who found the process ‘imgessiThis
result was found to be positively correlated with respondents repatédy
consumption of cannabis (r=0.450, p=.000). These results are shown in Figure 11.
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Figure 11: Frequency of responses to “How difficult did you find it to
stop, or go without cannabis?”

Totalling the data from these five items generated a t@i&8l &ore, revealing a range
from zero to 15 with a mean of 3.61 (sd=3.73). These results were oinave a
positive correlation with the respondents’ self-reported quantity of cannabis cghsum
in a typical day. (r=0.362, p=.000), but interestingly, neither this totahyprothe
items used to generate it were found to have any significant ¢cmmnela the number

of years respondents had spent as regular users of the drug.

The Short Dependence Scale has a cut off score of four orrgbeatg defined as
being indicative of some level of substance dependency. Using this meagealed
that 39.0% of the survey sample were to some degree dependent upon cannabis.

It was noted that the average cannabis consumption on a typical danorfor
dependent responses averaged 5.7 units (eg. cones, joints, bongs) of cannabis while
dependent subjects averaged 11.26 units. This difference was found to tieasigni
(t=-3.529, df=97, p=.001).

INFLUENCES ON USE

Limiting cannabis use

Rules for self control of use

When asked if they had any rules or guidelines about when they would at matul
use cannabis, an overwhelming majority of 83.0% indicated that they didlihdee
such rules.

Refusing offers of cannabis
Participants were asked to describe the reasons why they may tepes r@n offer to
consume cannabis in the last 6 months. It was found that 22.0% of thke $&d not
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refused any offers of cannabis. The most commonly cited reasonsfdsmg the
drug were found to be relatively mundane ones: That ‘it was the wiorgg dr
situation’ (22.0%), ‘didn’t feel like it’ (17.0%), ‘too stoned to have any more’ (12.0%)
and ‘didn’t like the offer (i.e. poor quality of cannabis etc.)’ (10.0%d)er€ were also

a large proportion of responses that dealt with a wide rangesctlaineous reasons.
Other reasons given were less common and these responses are iincilalgdd 15
below.

Table 15:  Reasons given for recently refusing offer s of cannabis

Percent of Percent of

Reason given responses respondents
(n=135) (n=100)*
Did not refuse any offers 16.3 22.0
Wrong time/situation 16.3 22.0
Didn’t feel like it 12.6 17.0
Too stoned to have any more 8.9 12.0
Didn’t like offer (quality) 7.4 10.0
Suspicious of person offering it 5.9 8.0
Was working at the time 4.4 6.0
Was not using at the time 4.4 6.0
Couldn't afford it 2.2 3.0
Wanted to limit use 15 2.0
Was driving at the time 15 2.0
Other 18.5 25.0
Total 100.0 135.0

*Total may exceed 100% due to multiple responseghgermitted on this item

Ceasing cannabis use

It was found that 59.0% of the sample had at some stage attemptémp tasing
cannabis altogether. The number of times this had been attempted iramgexhce
(by 23 respondents) up to the one individual who asserted that they dragtatt to
quit 100 times. On average however, members of the sample had attéonpease
cannabis use on five occasions. The length of time for which respontkehts
successfully abstained from use of the drug was seen to be highlgleaaaging
from two and a half days to 3650 days (i.e. approximately ten years)yawithan
period of 446.5 days (i.e. slightly under 15 months) (sd=853.09). It was, however,
noted that over half (55.9%) of the sample had returned to use withiday® (i.e.
four months).

Cutting down cannabis use
Respondents were also asked if they had ever tried to cut down onaheabs
consumption and 71.0% indicated that they had.
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Significant Others

Proportion of friends using

Asked what proportion of their friends used cannabis, it was notethéhatajority of
respondents indicated that their acquaintances also consumed the dryg2.0%
said that none of their friends used cannabis and 19.0% said thaw™@fféheir
friends used it. Far more common was the 26.0% of the sample whbaaidbout
half” of their friends used cannabis and 43.0% who indicated that mosirdrigreds
did so. There were also 10.0% who said all their friends were users of cannabis.

Friends disapproval of use

This fact was reflected in the percentage of responses dgagr® the statement

“My friends disapprove of me using cannabis” with 44.0% of the sample deagr
40.0% strongly disagreeing, and a further 3.0% who somewhat disagreed. Tiwere we
just 2.0% who strongly agreed, 2% who agreed and 8.0% who somewhat agreed.
There was also one individual (i.e. 1.0%) who didn’t know.

Family disapproval of use

A quite different pattern of responses was seen however in resjpotise statement

“My family disapproves of me using cannabis”. This saw 21.0% of the sampl
strong agreement, 29.0% who agreed and a further 13.0% who agreed somewhat
Disagreement was considerably less common with 9.0% somewhat disggre
15.0% disagreeing, and 11.0% strongly disagreeing. There was also 2.0% of the
sample who stated that they didn’t know.

Legal influences on use

lllegality of cannabis

Considerable polarisation of opinion was seen to exist with regardsigstions
surrounding whether the illicit nature of cannabis affected use. $An@8o of the
sample indicated that cannabis’ illegality did not affect their ase 48.0% of the
sample stated that it did have an effect. There was one respaiaedid not answer
this question

Possibility of apprehension

Opinion was similarly split with regards to whether respondents egabout the
possibility of being caught. While 55.6% indicated that this prospect did ooy w
them, 44.4% said that they were concerned about this. There waspoedent who
did not answer this question.

However, 71.0% of the sample indicated that such worries about being caligbt di
affect their cannabis use at all, while 21.0% said it had a ‘Skffleict and just 8.0%

said it had a ‘moderate’ effect. There were no respondentd athal said this
concern had ‘a lot of effect’. The 29 respondents who indicatedhéwtdid have
concerns surrounding being caught and convicted were asked how these concerns
affected their cannabis-related behaviours. While most aspettesd# behaviours

were uncommonly affected, 100.0% of these 29 indicated that the locatiwre

they used cannabis were affected and just over half (51.7%) sdieciedfwho they

would use cannabis with. These effects on behaviour are dealhwdétail in Table

16.
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Table 16:  Areas of cannabis related behaviour affec  ted by concerns
over being caught

Persons Percentage of
Behaviour Aff agreeing th_at respondents Tvpical eff
ehaviour Affected behaviour is affected (n=29) ypical effect
affected
Location of use 29 100.0 Avoid consuming in
public
Persons used with 15 51.7 Avoid consuming with
strangers
Method of consumption 10 34.5 More discreet methods
of consumption (i.e. no
bongs) in public
Frequency of use 7 24.1 Less frequently
Quantity used 5 17.2 Less quantity
Type of cannabis used 2 6.9 Little control over type
or source
Other 1 3.4 Don't sell

If cannabis were as legal as alcohol

Asking respondents the question “If cannabis were as legal @lsogldhiow much

would it affect your cannabis use?” revealed that it was inviaigt uncommon for
this to be seen as having much effect. Just 5.1% of the sampl¢eddicat it would

have ‘a lot’ of effect and a further three percent believeeiild have a ‘moderate’
effect on their use. Some 65.7% said that it would have ‘no effalit ahd a further

26.3% said it would affect their use ‘slightly’. There was one respnvdeo did not

answer this question.

With regards to the nature of this effect, the most commonly inflaeacea was

again seen to be the location where respondents would choose to use oaithabis
82.9% (n=29) stating that this would be affected. Also common was fbet ef
reported on quantity used (40.0%), frequency used (40.0%) and the type of cannabis
used (40.0%). This data is displayed in Table 17.
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Table 17:  Areas of cannabis related behaviour affec  ted if cannabis
were as legal as alcohol

Persons agreeing Percentage of Typical effect
Behaviour that behaviour is respondents
affected affected (n=34)

Location of use 29 82.9 Would use in public

Quantity used 14 40.0 Generally use more

Frequency of use 14 40.0 Generally use more often

Type of cannabis 14 40.0 Trend towards non-hydro

used use.

Persons used with 10 28.6 Less caution involved in
choosing smoking partners

Method of 8 22.9 Wider range of methods

consumption

Other 2 5.7 Less secrecy involved &

could have “growers clubs”

RISKY CANNABIS USE

Respondents were asked to rate the frequency with which they paeticipacertain
risky activities associated with the use of cannabis.

Using cannabis with other drugs

Responses to the question “How often do you use cannabis in conjunction with any
other drugs?” showed that polydrug use amongst the sample was not uncommon wit
just 18.0% stating that this ‘never’ occurred, and 11.0% saying that it happened
‘rarely’. Some 35.0% indicated that it was something they did ‘sorestjr28.0%

said they did so ‘often’ and 8.0% stated that they ‘always’ did so.

Further exploration of what these other substances might be produced 22&esspo
and revealed that the two most commonly implicated drugs were ¢egal i.e.
alcohol (62.0% of respondents) and tobacco (54.0% of respondents). lllicit drugs
were mentioned less commonly, the most frequently cited being amphesaby
39.0%, ecstasy by 35.0% and hallucinogens by 13.0%. Other drugs were rarely seen
in this context. This data is presented in detail in Table 18.
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Table 18:  Other drugs used in conjunction with cann abis

Percent of responses  Percent of respondents

Other drug used (n=228) (n=100)*
Alcohol 27.0 62.0
Tobacco 23.5 54.0
Amphetamines 17.0 39.0
Ecstasy 15.2 35.0
Hallucinogens 5.7 13.0
Cocaine 3.9 9.0
Benzodiazepines 3.0 7.0
Inhalants 2.2 5.0
Heroin 1.3 3.0
Anti depressants 0.4 1.0
Other 0.9 2.0
Total 100.0 230.0

*Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responsegytpermitted for this item

Mixing with tobacco

When asked “How often do you use cannabis mixed with tobacco?” itevaaled
that this was a relatively common practice amongst the samifi€28:0% indicating
that they ‘always’ did so and 14.0% mixing their cannabis in this fasluiften'.
However, the bulk of the sample were not inclined towards this peaeiib 35.0%
‘never’ doing it, 17.0% ‘rarely’ doing so and a further 6.0% who said best did so
‘sometimes’.

Sharing joints and smoking implements

Asked how often they would tend to share smoking implements such as bongs or
joints revealed this to be common practice with 28.0% indicatingthisiccurred
‘always’, 36.0% saying it occurred ‘often’ and 16.0% stating that tusurred
‘sometimes’. Just 12.0% of the sample said that they ‘nevethdicand 8.0% said

that it happened ‘rarely’. Further exploration to determine who resptmtigically
shared with returned 181 responses which showed that most commonlashiativ
friends (83.0% of the sample) followed by with their partner (28.0%)uAintances

were also commonly mentioned and constituted 25.0% of responses. This data i
presented in full in Table 19.
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Table 19:  Persons with whom respondents typically s hared smoking

equipment
Percent of responses Percent of
Persons shared with (n=181) respondents (n=100)*
Friends 45.9 83.0
Partner 155 28.0
Acquaintances 13.8 25.0
Other family members 8.8 16.0
Workmates 8.8 16.0
Strangers 7.2 13.0
Total 100.0 181.0

*Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responsegytpermitted for this item

Using around strangers

In response to the question “How often do you use cannabis with or around
strangers?” 42.0% of the sample stated that they did this ‘rauedya further 24.0%
indicated that this ‘never’ occurred. There was 24.0% of the santpmeindicated

that they ‘sometimes’ did this and 10.0% who indicated that they did it ‘often’.

Binging

The question “do you ever binge?” (i.e. use cannabis to excess) saantpke to be

quite polarised with 52.0% indicating that they did not while 47.0% sthtddhey

did. This phenomenon was affected to a statistically significant degree by wihether
respondent was dependent upon cannabis according to their SDS score39/WVEde

of those not dependent upon cannabis indicated that they had been known to binge,
62.5% of those who were dependent indicated that they dig’s@.842, df=2,
p=.025). Generally speaking however, binging was not a common occurrence with
over half (53.3%, n=24 ) of those who binged stating that they did so ‘ranety’
33.3% (n=15) saying that they did so ‘sometimes’. A further 8.9%)(imdicated

that they did so ‘often’ and 4.4% (n=2) said that they ‘always’ did so. There were two
individuals who did not provide data in response to this item.

Driving and other hazardous activities whilst under the influence of canabis

in the last 6 months

Questions were asked of respondents surrounding activities that maybéewe
impacted upon by their consumption of cannabis over the last 6 months. These
activities included driving of a vehicle, their work, their studies tedoperation of
machinery.

The driving of a vehicle whilst under the influence of cannabis wassaked to be of
particular concern with 65.0% of the sample having done so within thé tasnths

The number of occasions when this had happened ranging from one to over 182, with
a mean of 85.1 (sd=77.45). This occurred despite 46.0% of the saiupbg shat

they thought this could affect their driving performance. The act ofuotng
cannabis while driving had been partaken of by 32.0% of the sample, waitige of
occasions again ranging from one to over 182, but with a rather moreateoderan

of 27.7 (sd=53.71).
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Although the use of cannabis in other potentially detrimental contexds w
considerably less commonplace than driving, it did occur despite commapipens

that the drug could impact negatively upon respondents’ performance. These
occasions included 39.0% of the sample who had been under the influence while
working (ranging from one to 182 occasions with a mean of 63.8 (sd=68.98)), 26.0%
(ranging from two occasions to 182 with a mean of 43.8 times (sd=56.598 whi
studying and 27.0% while operating machinery (ranging from once to 200Wites

a mean of 36.4 (sd=58.18). In the first two of these instances,esjzadgortions of

the sample (21.0%% and 24.0 respectively) mentioned that the use aigheadrthe
potential to impact upon these activities. This belief was hesseonsiderably in the
case of operating machinery with just 9.0% of the sample believatgcinnabis
could have an effect on performance.

In general the act of actually consuming cannabis whilst undertakiragtivey was
considerably less common than undertaking the activity after consumingudpe dr
however, the use of cannabis while studying proved an exception. In teis cas
consumption of cannabis while studying appeared in fact to be the norm and
accounted for the vast bulk of instances in which studying while undémfthence

of the drug had occurred. This data is displayed in detail in Table 20.

Table 20:  Risky behaviours undertaken whilst affect  ed by cannabis in
the last 6 months

% Mean % used Mean % believed
_ Undertaken  number of during number of  cannabis
Behaviour behaviour times behaviour times used could affect
whilst while during performance
affected affected behaviour
Driven a vehicle 65.0 85.1 32.0 27.7 46.0
Worked 39.0 63.8 22.0 37.3 21.0
Studied 26.0 43.8 20.0 43.7 24.0
Operated machinery 27.0 36.3 9.0 17.3 9.0

These behaviours were also examined in the context of the combireats ebf
cannabis and alcohol. However, with the exception of driving motor vehicle
undertaking these activities while affected by both of these sulbstappeared to be
very uncommon with just 2.0% having worked, 5.0% having studied and 3.0%
percent operated machinery. With respect to driving motor vehiclés affected by

both cannabis and alcohol, 28.0% of the sample reported having done so in 6he las
months between one and 26 times (mean=6.2 times, sd=7.32). Some 5.G&edndic
that they had actually consumed these substances whilst driving, although this
behaviour was relatively rare with no individual mentioning more than twasons

in the last 6 months.

Responses to the question “Do you think using cannabis and alcohol just before or
while you drive has any effect on your driving performance?” result@astnl9.0%

of the sample agreeing. This figure appears somewhat curious lighhef the
46.0% who agreed that cannabis alone could have an effect on driving gnd ma
suggest that some degree of confusion may have surrounded this questmn a
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whether it pertained to the potential of substances to affecorpeifice or
respondents’ personal experience of substances having done so.

TREATMENT

When asked if they would seek professional help in relation to theirabis use if
they felt they needed it, 68.0% of the sample indicated that they would do so.
However, at the time of the survey only two individuals (i.e. 2.0%) wengg so. Of
these, one was engaged in counselling and one with the mental health. sy$te
periods with which they had been engaged with these treatments wergeob®

have been relatively short with the individual involved in counselling haviag be

for three months and the individual engaged with the mental healthmsyste6
months.

It was, however, noted that 33.0% of subjects had at one time or ano#rer be
engaged in various treatments for substance abuse. Asked which drugsdhey ha
sought treatment for produced 58 responses and showed that the most common drugs
they had sought treatment for were heroin (36.4%), amphetamines (3tdfo) t
followed by cannabis (30.3%) and alcohol (15.2%). Drugs for which respondents
sought treatment are located in Table 21.

Table 21:  Drugs for which respondents had received treatment

Percent of Percent of
Drugs had treatmentfor 10U responses - respondents
Heroin 12 20.7 36.4
Amphetamines 12 20.7 36.4
Cannabis 10 17.2 30.3
Alcohol 8 13.8 15.2
Ecstasy 5 8.6 24.2
Hallucinogens 3 5.2 9.1
Cocaine 3 5.2 9.1
Tobacco 2 3.4 6.1
Benzodiazepines 1 1.7 3.0
Inhalants 1 1.7 3.0
Other 1 1.7 3.0
Total 58 100.0 175.8

*Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responsemtpermitted for this item

Although the most common form of drug treatment received by a lasgginmwas
found to be counselling, noted by 60.6% of those who had received treatment, a wide
range of other treatment modalities was also seen. This data is presdrabkbif2.
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Table 22:  Treatment modalities experienced by respo  ndents

Percent of Percent of

Treatment modality Frequency responses respondents
(n=65) (n=33)*

Counselling 20 30.8 60.6
General practitioner 8 12.3 24.2
Narcotics Anonymous 6 9.2 18.2
Methadone 4 6.2 12.1
Naltrexone 4 6.2 12.1
Therapeutic community 3 4.6 9.1
Mental health treatment 4 6.2 12.1
Buprenorphine 1 15 3.0
Othef 15 23.1 45.5
Total 65 100.1 197

[1] Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple respstsing permitted to this item

[2]The other category included 8 respondents whmimated various drug rehabilitation programs,
although whether they were counselling or therdigewas unspecified. Six respondents nominated
a range of non-specific treatment modalities.

When asked how long ago this treatment had occurred, respondents indicated that
some cases (5.0%) more than a decade had elapsed. However, tlemmosh
response (9.0%) was that it had taken place less than 6 months paadtidipation in

the survey. A range of periods was seen to exist in between hesxtremes and
this data is shown in Table 23.

Table 23:  Length of time elapsed since most recent drug treatment.

Period lapsed Frequency rgf;;gﬁgéﬁ{s
Less than 6 months 9 27.3
Over 6 months but less than a year 4 12.1
One to two years ago 7 21.2
Three to five years ago 3 9.1
Six to ten years ago 5 15.2
More than ten years ago 5 15.2
Total 33 100.0

When asked if they had ever visited a mental health practitioner ffooblem other
than drug dependence, 43.0% of the sample said that they had done so.trRsychia
were the most commonly mentioned (39.5%) mental health professiorthisin
context, but were closely followed equally by general practitioners (372%b)
psychologists (37.2%). A range of other mental health professionalsweetened
less frequently and this data can be located in Table 24.
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Table 24:  Types of mental health practitioner seen by respondents
" Percent of Percent of

Type of practitioner Frequency responses re?rﬁ)gzg;nts
Psychiatrist 17 25.8 39.5
General practitioner 16 24.2 37.2
Psychologist 16 24.2 37.2
Counsellor 7 10.6 16.3
Psychiatric ward 3 4.5 7.0
Mental health nurse 2 3.0 4.7
Emergency department 1 1.5 2.3
Other 4 6.1 9.3
Total 66 100.0 153.5

*Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responségylpermitted to this item

The most commonly cited period of time to have elapsed since resp®rdsnt
encounter with this mental health professional was one to two wearg27.9%,
n=12), but a range of other time periods were also observed ranging up ta over
decade ago in 14.0% (n=6) of cases. This data is presented in Table 25.

Table 25:  Length of time elapsed since last encount

health practitioner

er with a mental

Period lapsed Frequency Percent of respondents
Less than 6 months 9 20.9

Over 6 months but less than a year 6 14.0

One to two years ago 12 27.9

Three to five years ago 6 14.0

Six to ten years ago 9.3

More than ten years ago 14.0

Total 43 100.0

OTHER DRUG USE

It was noted that the use of other drugs apart from cannabis amamanplace

amongst the sample.

Unsurprisingly, the most common of these substeases

alcohol which had been used by the entire sample (i.e. 100.0%) and by 89.0% in the
last year. This was followed by tobacco which had been used by @8 & sample

and by 76.0% in the last 12 months. lllicit drug use was also found to béigéary

with 92.0% of the entire sample having ever used an illicit substathes than
cannabis, 63.0% having done so in the last 12 months and 43.0% within the last 4
weeks. The most common illicit substance mentioned was ampheteumicte had

been used by 87.0% of the sample and by over half (57.0%) within the last 12 months.
The second most popular drugs in terms of lifetime history of usehafitesinogens

such as L.S.D. and psylocybin mushrooms. Hallucinogens had been used by 79.0% of
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the sample but by considerably less (11.0%) in the last 12 months pdystar was
ecstasy which had been used by 75.0% of the sample and by 41.0% in therlast yea
An array of other substances had also been used by the sample to vagyass dad

this data can be found in Table 26 below. A selection of miseellensubstances
was also cited by the 11.0% of the sample who had used other drugs not imcluded
the table. These included five mentions of ketamine, four of gamma hylooxate
(GHB), three of mescaline/peyote and two of datura. Other dnegsioned in single
instances included nutmeg, hops, salvia divinorum and the phenylethylamine
marketed as “Tripstacy” (2-CT-7).

It was also observed that injecting behaviour amongst the sampleowsasonplace
with 47.0% of the sample having a history of having injected at some pdiméim
lives. Within the last 12 months, 20.0% of the sample had injectedsaitie drug
and more recently, 12.0% of the sample reported having injected duringetheugr
4 weeks. Details of this injecting behaviour as it pertains tafgpdougs can also be
found in Table 26.
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Table 26:  Other drugs used by respondents
Mean age at . 'V'eaf‘ age at Last 12 months Last 4 weeks
Drug type % Ever used Ever injected first
first use injection Used Injected Used Injected
1. Alcohol 89.0% 0
100.0% 13.0 mean=117.7 times mean=11812t.i(r)n/(oa<
2.Tobacco 0 76.0% 74.0%
96.0% 135 mean=325.6 times mean=25.2 times
3. Hallucinogens (lsd, 0 11.0% 2.0%
mushrooms) 79.0% 18.8 mean=2.5 times mean=1.0 times
4. Inhalants (paint, nitrous oxide, 9.0% 3.0%
0 . .
butane etc. ) 50.0% 18.9 mean=10.9 times mean=2.0 times
5.Amphetamines (speed, crystal) 0 0
87.0% 20.8 42.0% 2090 0% 200 0% 11.0%
6.Ecstasy 0 0
75.0% 223 10.0% 22.4 _A10% 2.0% 20.0% 2.0%
mean=9.7 times mean=1.7
7.Benzodiazepines 17.0% 10.0%
0, 0, ) 0, ) 0,
46.0% 21.2 8.0% 21.9 mean=37.4 times 1.0% mean=6.3 times 1.0%
8.Anti-depressants (prozac etc.) 9.0% 2 0%
for nonmedical purposes 19.0% 213 i " mean=22.3 times mean=14.5 times )
9.Cocaine 54.0% 22.8 12.0% 22.2 16.0% 1.0% 1.0% ]
’ ) ’ "~ mean=5.12 times ’ mean=4.0 times
10.Heroin/opioids 0 0
43.0% 21.0 31.0% 20.8 _ . 50% 5.0% 3.0% 3.0%
mean=91.8 times mean=10.0
11.0ther drugs 0 0
11.0% 23.0 1.0% 18.0 5.0% 1.0% -

mean=4.4 times

mean=2.0 times
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ATTITUDES TOWARDS EXISTING LAWS

This section explored respondents attitudes towards existing laws imreas: the
possession of cannabis for personal use, growing of cannabis planssipfite of
cannabis, and driving while affected by cannabis.

Possession for personal use

Ninety-four respondents discussed their views of the laws concernisgssam of
cannabis for personal use.

No Penalties
In eighty-two cases it was believed that people should not be perfaligegzssession
of cannabis for personal use. The following excerpts typify the responses:

No definitely, not for personal use.
Why not?
Because for personal use you’re not harming anyone else. oltischoice to use it so as
long as you are not harming other people | don't think its really anyone's busiadiys r
[ID7, male aged 33]

No.
And why not?
Because there's a lot of other stuff that's worse out therestimatld be dealt with first. And
until they prove that there are ill side effects, then...

[ID52, male aged 30]
For personal use? Well there's no gain for anybody else, it's onsopar use, it's like

smoking cigarettes, drinking alcohol, anything like that. And | hawe®n any studies that
say it's worse than alcohol [ID81, male aged 25]

Do you think any penalties should apply for possession for personal use?
No, not personally.

Why not?

Because you're not hurting anybody else [ID44, female aged 33]
No.

And why not?

Because | don't think it should be illegal now. | don't think it should hayekind of element
of being against the law, whether it's civil or criminal.

Are there any limits that you think should be on it at all?

Well it has to be regulated somehow...[L]ike people, they only haetain amount for
personal use [ID9, female aged 33]
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Penalties

Twelve respondents suggested that penalties involving aspects of perseraie
appropriate. However, the point at which they should be applied vanwhga
respondents. Some thought laws against personal use should be age-rbekateas w
others suggested they should be based on the amount of cannabis. For example:

For personal use, penalties? Well yeah | think you still neddte some kind of penalties in
there just because at the moment you can't just make it ok fgoeedo have it. It's also a
lot to do with age as well.

So you think there should be an age limit?

Yes. Ok, let me think... definitely under 18, it's no good for under 18's.
[ID57, male aged 33]

Any situations where you think that possession is inappropriate or should beg@hali
Kids shouldn't have it. | reckon you gotta be 18 to have it, the same as alcohol.

What kind of penalties do you think people should get if they are utleand are in
possession of pot?

| reckon they should go to a rehabilitation thing and get sent on orteesé tcourses what
they're doing now, for under 18. That's my...opinion. [ID93, male aged 53]

Should penalties apply

Yeah. | think they are adequate. I think one of the biggest problemi isithat you end up
with a criminal record for a minimal amount of possession. It goeyaur record and
prevents you from travelling overseas etc. etc. | guess ita go. | mean, have a starting
point, [unclear] but you don't intentionally deserve to have that sort afrdeagainst you but
if you've been caught with one joint well | think it's unfair.

So are you saying for one joint or something, there shouldn't be any penalty?

| think there ought to be a pro rata penalty. | mean may Ibastto be a certain amount
before you get a criminal conviction ... a registered conviction against your name.
[ID34, male aged 52]

Attitudes towards laws regarding growing cannabis p lants

Ninety-six respondents discussed the issue of penalties inorel&di growing
cannabis.

Growing small versus large amounts

Some 80 respondents believed that no penalties should exist for growing smal
amounts of cannabis for personal consumption. In many cases respondents
commented that a small number should be permissible but larger amsbantd be
subject to penalties. The following excerpts are illustrative:

Yeah | think like two [plants]. | think people should be allowed just two.
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What about if you go beyond plants? What do you think should happen

Then | think you've got to have a real good reason why you've got more
[ID36, male aged 22]

Well if it exceeds the amount of one plant then | don't think you sheydtbsecuted but may
be just cautioned or something. It all depends. | don't thinkye bae plant you should go
to court or ...

So beyond one plant they should get a caution?

Yeah for a second plant. That depends on how many smokers would be in ¢meldoas
well. But you shouldn't be over two, either way. That's my opinion.

So two plants you should get no penalty but beyond two?

May be still a caution. If they have a whole plantation growing thefistizdoviously
different
[ID40, female aged 19]

I think that they should be entitled to have one or two plants.
So one or two plants is okay?

Yes. They could also be monitored so they don't overdo it and don'tdbaqmmsher ... If it's
a personal use thing and it is legal to have 2 plants, a person wdvesgnore, yes | think
because then you become the source or the base and you start becominggteledygry
and that 's why you have large crop growers and stuff like that.

[ID46, male aged 29]

| think it should be controlled. There should be a place ®/lyeu can go and buy a certain
amount whether it be for medicinal purposes. | know there are a lo¢aydle that use it,
whether they have a sore back or have arthritis or for whateason. For those people it
shouldn't be illegal and may be they should try and control it instead of just trying to autlaw i
completely.

So you think it should be grown by the government?
Yeah. Why not. In controlled circumstances. They'd definitely slow it down.
Do you think any penalties should apply for growing?

Depends on how much you're growing...If you had one or two plants Isgend problem
with that ... [ID43, male aged 26]

No penalties

In 16 cases respondents disagreed with any form of penalty being imposed for
growing. Often it was due to an underlying objection to the way in wtaohabis is
currently regulated.

There's no victim in the crime. A crime is supposed to, there is supposed to be akan a
crime's committed, but it's a victimless crime. It's a peas choice, if you choose to grow
pot, that's cutting out the market, the organised crime. It's accesgill don't have to have
the money and do without other things. [ID99, male aged 50]
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No | don't believe penalties should apply
And why not?

Because once again, it's a... if you are growing it for yourself, for gaur use, then you are
only using it for yourself, but if you are growing it for commercésons, then | think they
should legalise it and make people pay taxes on it, as in the growiagyobther crop.
Therefore the community is actually benefiting from it, becéhesgdre getting the taxes for
it, which are going back into where it should: providing public services.

[ID51, female aged 30]

Attitudes towards laws regarding supplying cannabis

Ninety-three respondents discussed their views toward the lawsronorgcthe supply
of cannabis.

Penalties for supply

Seventy respondents believed that penalties should exist for supplyingisarina
many instances this was articulated in terms of small veasgs scale supply, where
some level should be acceptable at the level of the smallssaleAt the organised
commercial level, however, it was suggested that penalties shouhdpbEmented.
For example:

Yes if you're a seller.
What kinds of penalties would you suggest?

Then how am | going to buy it, that's pretty hypocritical theref selling it but that would
only be once again if it was a large amount ...

Okay, so if it was a small amount?

Small amount, no
[ID15, female aged 35]

If you grow it yourself and share with your friends, fine. Peojile get into a business, that
own it purely and simply for money and have no emotion or feelingt fehould be
penalised].

What kind of penalties do you think should apply for people growing commercially?

Yeah, a criminal conviction and fines that would reflect the size athel sca
[ID86, male aged 56]

| don't think penalties should apply because the majority of teatent of this industry is a
friend's based network where very small amounts of profit are avaitabtbose that do
distribute. Of course further up the chain there would be people whparticular, are
providing it for money only and perhaps there needs to be moneitidefias to who is
allowed to do that and how that's regulated. On large scale supply wurg have to be a
definition. It is a business if we are going to accept it that way. It needs ¢égllated as do
all others. May be it could be defined in a smaller amount as telsudy buying an ounce
or 2 ounces from somebody else is a fair thing and not to be considered a criminal bifience
larger scale production perhaps could.be

[ID064, male aged 34]
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Yeah | think small penalties should apply, but | still think you shibeldble to grow your
own and that way you don't have to buy off other people ... I'd like/toosdut | know that
they're not going to do that, they are going to charge you, so | suppsisenjall penalties
and | don't know, possibly court education?

How about for the larger scale suppliers?

Nah, they've got to give them penalties. That's the whole ideaway it legal, to get rid of
all the big people and idiots. [ID061, male aged 35]

No penalties

Twenty-two people were against penalties being applied to the suppiyméditas at
any level. Reasons underlying their views were varied. For someptieation was
situated in a larger belief concerning the legalisation of cannabis. For example:

I don't believe it ought to be against the law, period.
So it shouldn't be against the law, supplying in any defirittion

No, | don't think so. Not unless they can conclusively prove dowratiethat it's going to
kill me in 10 seconds or less. And | mean after a 30 year indulgenceamoanyone prove
that to me [ID31, female aged 50]

| think it should be like any other substance, government contrgthedknow with taxes and
all that. [ID73, male aged 20]

So then for supply, do you think that any penalties are appropriate?

| don't think purely for cannabis, just supplying of cannabis on it's own bedalen't think
you can say that people out there are drug pushers when it comes toisariPadple go out
and willingly look for and buy it. You don't have people shoving it onuo Way be it does
happen occasionally but | have never personally ever come across anyiogetd push
drugs on to me [ID32, female aged 32]

For some, their belief that cannabis should be legal meant that stapplyg $10t be
penalised. For example:

No. | don't think that penalties should apply. Otherwise you'd have to grow your own
And are there any other reasons why not?

Well | think it should be legal, so how can | argue with that? | medmstto come from
somewhere. Growing it yourself, that's time consuming. If yowaldoered to do it in your
own home, then you could stagger it with hydroponics and you could alway$basteoply.
If you haven't got a hydroponics system, then you have to do it grabhad and you are
subjected to the conditions, the weather, so you've only got a smadiwvindactually grow
it. So you need suppliers [ID99, male aged 50]
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Driving while affected by cannabis

Ninety-four respondents discussed their views toward the law congedriving
while under the influence of cannabis.

Penalties for driving

Overwhelmingly, it was believed that penalties were appropratalriving while
affected by cannabis. Specifically, some seventy respondents highlighted the
appropriateness of penalties in this area. Often this walatéd in terms of the
laws applying to drink driving where it was thought the two should beetteat
similarly. For example:

What kind of penalties for driving do you think should apply?
Similar to driving under the influence of alcohol [ID5, male aged 39]

Personally it doesn't affect my driving, so, you know up to a certaimuainbut then |
suppose if you could police it like alcohol, .08 sort of thing, but tbarcgn't ... | don't know,
that's a hard one ... Yeah | think it would be not a good idea to drive Wgmureally, really
stoned

So, if it was like alcohol, the same sort of thing should apply to driving?
Yeah. [ID62, female aged 41]

| think like alcohol, there should be a limit, there should difiynibe a maximum level in the
blood - I'm not sure how they'd have to test it, they'd have toapeseme form of testing it
like a breath test [(inaudible] in the blood or anything like that, theré should be a
minimum level [ID80, female aged 28]

No penalties

Among those who discussed the issue, seventeen respondents were opposed to the
existence of any penalties for driving while under the influenceaohabis. One
respondent who did not agree with penalties for adults did neverthedésssteould

be regulated at some level. In particular, penalties were deapmpriate for
younger drivers. Note below:

No. No penalties but | believe that certain teenagers that havetgrttd to smoke that go
through that paranoid come comatose feeling, are slow to regmir reactions would be a
lot slower because like you said, that's the first stage of smaldnijuana is that comatose
paranoid feeling. That's what brings on accidents.

So do you think there should be penalties for young drivers?

| think if they're on P plates they should have their P plates suspditaealcohol

You don't think the cannabis laws for general adults should be like thdantiser

No. [ID54, male aged 38]

Other respondents believed cannabis did not impact on driving ability and thus
penalties were inappropriate. For example:
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| don't think cannabis affects driving. | think it would be veriiadilt to prove that someone
was affected by cannabis.

Assuming that they could actually prove that someone was impairednnalis, do you
think there should be?

| think it would be hard to find a limit. What is an acceptable limit and what isn'

So you don't think any penalties should apply?

No. It's too much of a grey area. It should be left alone. [ID92, male aged 30]
Do you think penalties should apply?

No.

Why not?

| don't really believe that it affects people’s state of dgyipersonally. | mean | know they've
done some studies recently. But | think, ah let's get a grip [ID98, female aged 30]
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THE CANNABIS MARKET

TYPICAL PURCHASING

Frequency of cannabis purchases in the last 6 month S

Most of the sample (n=90) had purchased cannabis in the last 6 montbs.
respondents (2.3%) purchased on a daily basis, 48.8% less often than dailiebst
weekly, 14.8% purchased at least once a fortnight but not weekly, 17.0% archas
more often than weekly but not less often than monthly and 17.0% purchased less
often than monthly over the last 6 months. These results are presented in Table 27.

Table 27:  Frequency of purchasing cannabis inthe|  ast 6 months

Changes in the price of cannabis Frequency Valid Percent Cl;,”;?gzﬂ\t/e
Daily 2 2.3 2.3
Weekly 43 48.8 51.1
Fortnightly 13 14.8 65.9
Monthly 15 17.0 82.9
Less than monthly 15 17.0 100.0
Total 88 100.0

Missing = 2

Proportion of income spent on cannabis last 6 month S

Figure 12 shows that 71.6% of respondents who brought cannabis in the lash§ mont
(missing = 5) spent between 1% and 25% of their income on cannabis.

On average respondents who purchased cannabis in the last 6 months spent
approximately $50 per week ($49.90) on the drug per week (range $0.00 to $250.00).
The mode was also $50.00 per week (n=19, 24.7%) and the next most frequent
amount per week was $25.00 (n=11, 14.3%).
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Figure 12: Proportion of income spent on cannabis i n the last 6

months

Average time to score last 6 months

On average respondents took 17 hours to score their cannabis in tBarlasths.
However, the distribution was somewhat skewed with 53.5% of the saagley it
typically took 30 minutes or less.

Where mainly scored from over last 6 months

Table 28 shows that the majority of respondents (n=54, 54.0%) said theyilgrimar
obtained cannabis from over the last 6 months from ‘a friend’, the mest
numerous response was the ‘dealer's home’ (h=30. 30.0%). Some 8.0% gaid the
typical source of cannabis over the last 6 months was home grown.

Table 28:  Person mainly obtained cannabis from over the last 6 months

Source Frequency Valid Percent
Friend 54 54.0
Dealer’'s home 30 30.0
Grew own 8 8.0
Other family member 3 3.0
Mobile dealer 3 3.0
Spouse/partner 1 1.0
Other 1 1.0
Street dealer 0 0.0
Total

Missing = 0
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Usual original source of cannabis scored over last 6 months

Respondents were asked as far as they knew, what was the ugimal @ource of
cannabis when they scored over the last 6 months? Responses ara Jiablei29.
Some 33.0% said a ‘large scale supplier’, 31.0% said a ‘backyard osexryr8.0%
grew their own and 28.0% did not know. Table 29 also shows the adjusted mpFcenta
responses when ‘don’t know’ responses were removed.

Table 29:  Usual original source of cannabis scored over the last 6

months
Source Frequency Valid Percent  Adjusted Percent!
Large scale supplier 33 33.0 45.8
Backyard user - grower 31 31.0 43.0
Grew my own 8 8.0 11.1
Don’t know 28 28.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

[1] Excludes don’t know responses

Form of cannabis usually scored over last 6 months

Table 30 shows that 79.8% of respondents said that the cannabis usuahgddbtai
over the last 6 months was hydroponic heads, while 14.1% said non-hydroponic
heads.

Table 30:  Form of cannabis usually scored over the last 6 months

Form Frequency Valid Percent
Hydroponic heads 79 79.8
Non-hydroponic heads 14 14.1
Mixture of hydro head and leaf 3 3.0
Mixture of non-hydro head and leaf 1 1.0
Mixture of non-hydro and hydro head 1 1.0
Don’t know 1 1.0
Total 99 100.0
Missing = 1

Quantity of cannabis typically scored over last 6 m onths and reason

Table 31 shows that while 44.0% of respondents said their typical score over e last
months was of a ‘bag’ of cannabis, and 67.1% said they typically scorefaa less
(bag, foil, stick, gram, a few grams) the next most frequemiuaintypically scored
over the last 6 months was an ounce nominated by 15.4% of respondents.

The majority (83.6%) usually purchased half an ounce or less, and they bought
significantly more often than those who purchased larger amounts (1.3 vs 0.5
purchases per week(26.4) = 2.885p < .01).
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Table 31:  Quantity of cannabis typically scored ove  r the last 6 months

Quantity Frequency Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent
Gram 6 6.6 6.6
A few gram§’ 2 2.2 8.8
Stick 8 8.8 17.6
Foil 5 55 23.1
Bag 40 44.0 67.1
Quarter ounce 7 7.7 74.8
Half ounce 8 8.8 83.6
Ounce 14 154 99.0
Pound! 1 1.1 100.0
Total 91 100.0

[1] These responses were re-coded ‘other’ respoaselsas such do not appear on the questionnaire

Respondents were asked their reasons for scoring their typical aniaibh. 32

presents those results for those who scored a bag or less faibagick, gram or

few grams) compared to those who scored more than that amount (a quace,

half ounce, ounce or pound). Across both sizes of deal the three amstoo

reasons cited were cost or economic factors (61.5%), that the ammoemnt
consumption needs (41.8%) or availability factors (13.2%).

Table 32:  Reason typically scored that quantity of cannabis in the last

6 months
Reasons for scoring the  Small amount" Larger amount”  Total
amount n % n % %
Costs/economics 35 57.4 21 70.0 61.5
Meets consumption needs 24 39.3 14 46.7 41.8
Availability 6 9.8 6 20.0 13.2
Less risk of detection 2 3.3 2 6.7 4.4
Control or limit use 4 6.6 0 0.0 4.4
Convenience 1 1.6 2 6.7 3.3
Other 1 1.6 0 0.0 1.1
Total 61 67.0 30 33.3 100.0

[1]Refers to a bag or less (a bag, foil, stick, graor few grams)
[2]Refers to a quarter ounce, half ounce, ounceaund

There was 1 missing case

Respondents could choose more than one response
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Shared or split deals over the last 6 months

Respondents were also asked whether the cannabis they obtained st 8headaths
was typically for their own use or to be shared with others. Some 35f0%
respondents said that they ‘often’ or ‘always’ shared or sphisdan the last 6
months, while 48.9% said they ‘never’ or ‘rarely’ did so. These reatdtpresented
in Figure 13.

40

35

301 26.1
: 25.0

25 22.8
20
15.2
15

10 -

never rarely sometimes often always
Shared/split deals last 6 months

Figure 13: Shared/split deals in last 6 months

Comments on obtaining cannabis

In their qualitative accounts of obtaining cannabis respondents descieabar of
positive and negative aspects.

Positive aspects

Positive aspects included: the involvement in a relationship with skeiplier that
was valued as it was characterised by trust and security; tla asgect of scoring
cannabis; the quality of the cannabis obtained; and the ease of availability abisann
Typical accounts of these factors follow, except for availabilityctwhis presented
separately in its own section.

Relationship involving trust or securitome 39 respondents spoke of a situation in
which they felt a level of security or trust. In many cases thslved obtaining
cannabis from a friend or well known acquaintance and a situatiwhiah they felt
comfortable. For example:

People I've known for quite some time and you know | know that theptagsing to burn
me and ... | know that they are reliable and honest, trustworthy peopleey know that you
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know you’re going to pay them and you're not going to burn them because thieyire
friends. [ID6, male aged 47]

What | like is that it's accessible. Like it's really gdsause I've known him for so long. So
I’'m really happy about that. [ID76, female aged 37]

Still other respondents when queried about their source highlighted beingoable
avoid risky situations:

I know someone that | can get it off reasonably easily and without tdo Imassle, so there's
no dodgy alleyway deals or anything like that. Like, | know the perstmptedty reliable
and trustworthy, so I'm pretty happy with it. [ID23, male aged 31]

Also of note are those who avoid having to go out and buy cannabis either through
growing their own, or through having it brought to their home through a trusted
supplier. Note below:

I've got a weekly thing happening. Its called the syndicate.sArdy friend will come over
on a Wednesday afternoon give me my bit of it. He'll go off and givefiitee syndicate their
little bits and money gets collected on a Saturday. And thatty pneuch] to the clock every
week. | don't usually make any phone calls. It's all done and yéaimlyi make a phone call
if he doesn't rock up. And it's a social thing. He'll come over for, have a meal.

[ID98, female aged 30]

There's a small group of us who grow our own and share it among ourselves isever
have to go looking to buy any. We can be very selective abolknoivs that we use it. We
can control the quality and reduce the health risks from chesioaing added; virtually
eliminate the exposure to any criminal charges or even being seen to bedhvolv

[ID11, female aged 50]

Social AspectAmong some twenty-two respondents the social aspect being a positive
aspect was identified as a desirable aspect of the way thaeg tiea cannabis. For
example:

| like it because it's from my best mate and we've got a latgereof friends, and makes it
a very large peer community, | suppose you could call it. [ID57, male aged 33]

All the people | get it off are good friends. Yeah, | hang out withanidnthat's a good thing
[be]cause | get to catch up with him [ID82, female aged 24]

The good thing is relatively safe because it's at a friend'shdrtike the interaction with my
friends, the non-cannabis related interaction. We enjoy our time together.
[ID91, male aged 45]

Quality. Among seventeen people the issue of quality emerged as a positivieadispec
the way in which cannabis was obtained. For example:

Because it's through friends you can always ask for a favour.it (let a week before you
got the money. If it's not that good you can ask them to chuck in a couple of extra buds.
[ID33, male aged 20]
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Another respondent remarked on sampling prior to purchasing thus indicatisbehat
is ensured a satisfactory quality of cannabis:

Yeah [l] can try before | buy. [ID22, female aged 32]

Negative aspects

Negative aspects of obtaining cannabis emerged in the following thenokéems

with their supplier; violence or rip-offs while obtaining cannaltiee presence of
other drugs; costs involved; being seen at the supplier’s place; and transport concerns.

Problem with supplier Twenty-nine respondents identified having a problem with
their supplier.

He has been busted a couple of times and there is a certain rek sgeaking on the phone,
he's a little bit liberal on the phone sometimes. [ID1, male aged 28]

Another suggested that there was very little that was positive amogburce, also
indicating that he received less than he should have:

There's nothing good about it. It can be a hassle ... because you aresdaiething illegal
so it's always bad. The bad things about it, it can give you tlieasbund, if you want it
straight away, then you can get some and find out it's realil,squite a lot smaller than
you usually get it [ID60, male aged 21]

Some respondents who were satisfied with their current source dgl upithe fact
that this has not always been the case. For example:

There was this young girl and | didn't like going up to the corner statedealing with the
people | had to deal with like its very nerve racking and stuffniomtadays its safe and
straight forward and no worries what so ever. [ID7, male aged 33]

Violence or ripoffs while purchasing cannabWhile it is the case that few people
reported experiencing violence or rip offs while purchasing cannabisadhénat it
has occurred for some individuals is of concern and suggests the pateasatxist
for a dangerous situation to occur.

For example, one respondent described a number of situations in tieenpasths in
which he experienced ripoffs:

Ok, it happened about 4 weeks ago, | went to purchase a quarter of anafunaoponic
off a friend of mine. | had to give the money prior to doing, which k tlke'doing. | did so,
and when | get the quarter of an ounce back, it was just crap at tlerboftthe bag. It was
somebody else's crap, that's what I'd call it. | made it known, | difivét the pot back, |
didn't get my money back. That happened 4 times [in the last 6 fhanihgice from the
same person, which | don't know anymore, and two from totally differdwre is a fair bit
of rip-off out there. [ID74, male aged 53]

Other respondents described becoming involved in potentially dangerousosguati
while purchasing cannabis at a supplier’s residence:

Well when | went to this dodgy person's house, well for & gtardog attacks us when we
walked in, and that's nothing unusual, the dog attacks other members ofihg & that
was the dog, | mean that's not even a human and you are getting hammeredybeferven
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get in the door. And you get in there and there are things getting thrown armohgeople
are screaming and they are yelling their box off so you are gettirty remlly tense, and
then you've got this little kid who tries to steal your wedled he's like five, god it's stupid.
And you don't even know if your weed's getting spiked with stufievi&e;, time you walk out
of that place, because you always get shouted[a free smoke of canmlabisjou are there,
and I've talked to so many people about this, it's called 'when we laygetson's house' -
name insert there! Like everybody knows the feeling when yoe thavhouse, because
you're that stoned and that paranoid when you leave that house, yostdiave to go to
yourself, 'I've got to get out of here, otherwise I'm going toleause it's that tense and
everything is full-on, but it's not full-on in a sense, it's fudi-on, just everything emotional
about it, it's very scary.

[ID65, male aged 18]

Additionally, while most respondents did not report experiencing problems, some
respondents believed that the possibility was always there. Duriogssisns with
respondents, some suggested that this was an issue for them. For example:

Sometimes there's a bit of violence there. | mean this ladyly/land that, Il go there and
people coming and going all the time and that and there's also that undercafranything
could happen, you know what | mean. | mean, she's a lovely lady but she'digof a
temper you know. Most aboriginals that come in there, they'reygrewple you know so |
worry a bit sometimes about ... not me getting bashed up but there's going &0
confrontation. Like some guy comes in drunk and then someone getsasaayrt of stuff.
And it's not a racist thing either. | was there once andlddy was there and she [inaudible]
so she had a machete, a big machete and said 'get out' and slamomethd& table. My
hand's here! You know, unpredictable.

[ID28, female aged 27]

If you get ripped off, you're prepared to get violent. Then thaycjitsoff your drug supply.
So it can lead to violence if they rip you off. | had a partnership,dibrother, and it's like
worst of enemies now just over an ounce of pot. He was gonnano®meer. | was gonna
get violent over it until | realised, why get violent over an ourfcgot? Is it worth doing a
year in jail over an ounce? So you start getting logical [be]causatheunt of guys in jail.
It would be a sad story if | killed this guy over $50 bucks aof S#teer lunacy. Yeah, it will
lead to violence if you get ripped off. Most of the timewétbal but it can lead to actual
physical violence.

[ID42, male aged 37]

Other Drugs While the issue of other drugs was a less prominent theme, it is
nevertheless important to address. In particular, some respondésdisthe presence
of other drugs where they purchased cannabis as a concern. For example:

The dodgy side of it | do not like. There are okay people bunntimement is dodgy and
there can often be other people around that | don't know. There's salothgr drugs
involved.

[ID69, female aged 40]

Another respondent discussed the fact that one of his supplieraupdces opiates
thus causing a stressful situation:

He also deals opiates so when | go there to get pot | oftetefapted to buy opiates which |
otherwise might not of thought of so that's a real negative. [ID17, male aged 32]
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The cost involvedTwelve respondents believed that having to pay for their cannabis
was a negative aspect. The following excerpts are illustrative:

| dislike that | have to buy it cause | would rather grow my owh don't have to waste my
money on it. [ID4, male aged 20]

I'd prefer to grow it so it wasn't costing me anything [ID33 male aged 20]
What | don't like is that | don't have enough money to buy it. [ID81, male aged 25]

Being seen at the cannabis supplier's plakéne respondents commented on the
issue of being seen while purchasing cannabis. For example:

| don't like the criminality part and still get a little bit paranoia. ‘Cause, look around and
see who's parked across the street. Strange cars in the drivgefgus[pect]. [I] always
have a feeling after | go and get it to look in my mirrors to Semyone's tailing me and |
don't like that part. [ID2, male aged 48]

Yeah. | don't like that. Yeah because it's only a quiet stresiplésee things like that, you
know cars pulling in and out. [ID16, female aged 33]

Another respondent discussed having to occasionally leave his regular sefupbrk
and approach other sources:

I go outside of the network | don't feel too comfortable waiting car at somebody's house
... On the sly ... you might be watched or you don't know. [ID36 male aged 22]

Transporting issuesAlso related to issues of being seen is the problem of
transporting cannabis once it has been purchased. Seven respondentedugges
carrying cannabis was a concern. For example:

| feel also a nervousness about travelling with a larger amount because it kmks li
that's what | carry when in actual fact I'm just trying to get home. [ID64, male aged 34]

I know myself when I'm driving home and I've got an ounce in thgusathe thought of it is
like, scary. [ID55, female aged 39]

MOST RECENT SCORE

Qualitative account of most recent score

Before being asked any quantitative questions about their most reneabisascore
respondents were asked to tell the interviewer in their own wadnds Rappened the
last time they scored cannabis. Several prominent themes emeripede accounts:
the matter-of-fact nature of the decision and transaction; whithdransaction was
‘decent’ or ‘sordid’; and acquiring cannabis on credit.

Matter-of-fact nature of the transactio®@verwhelmingly respondents described their
most recent score as a very matter-of-fact transaction. Of the sevemgdests who
commented, in no case could the situation be understood as ‘drug pushing’. ‘Drug
pushing’ was not something experienced by this sample the last timescbeed
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cannabis. The following excerpts are typical in the sense of thiexg dlear intent on
the part of the respondents to acquire cannabis:

The person was a friend, and we'd been hanging for some pot becausmeveaway and
we just asked if he had some spare and he sold it to us. [ID80, female aged 28]

Last time? Sitting there, watching a movie. Called him up, teeget it, drove around,
picked it up, drove home, had a smoke.

And how would you describe the person that you got it from?

He's a friend. | know him pretty well [ID84, male aged 19]
| placed my order, they called me when it came in and | went and had a cone, picked it up...
How long ago was the last time?

Two or three weeks ago now. Been 2 weeks say 2 weeks yeah.

You bought a $50 bag?

Yep.

How long did it take from when you called them to when you got it?

About a week actually. [ID2, male aged 48]

He's a friend. Called him up. Said ‘how ya going. Lets have a bit of a )wokHe said
‘Yeah no worries’. You don't even have to say anything. [ID43, male aged 26]

| collected money off two people and went to the place, went in for a joint myself.
And how would you describe the person that you purchased from?

Very pleasant. Gave me a cup of tea as.well

Would they be a dealer or a general person, that kind of thing?

Just a general person.

And what happened after you had a cup of tea and a joint?

Yeah he gave me the gear and | gave him the money. [ID89, male aged 28]

Sordid versus decent nature of transactiéimong respondents in which this was
discussed, most described a situation which they scored cannabisngsobea
‘decent’ nature. Among forty-eight people this was the case.

Some respondents obtained from the house of a friend or acquaintancehrsarhie
form of a social visit occurred such as in the following example:

I make a phone call and that's that. Pick up the phone and ring, subgeste might get
together and business as usual.
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So would you go over to their place?

Yeah. | nip over or he nips over, one or the other. It's never dashhirodas We're friends
anyway so we'll have a coffee or whatever and chat. We incorpbmatie visit which is a
safety precaution as well [ID31, female aged 50]

Just made a phone call and me mate came around and that was it. &vithour he was
there....

So you just stayed in your home and he dropped by?

Yeah. [ID10, male aged 42]

Some respondents described not having to leave their home in terrtigeoheaving
it delivered or living with someone who supplies them. For example:

One respondent described living with someone who grows and always receiving he
cannabis as a gift:

They asked me if | would like some pot and | said yes and they gas@ma ... A few grams
on different occasions. The amounts vary but no more than a few grams each time.
[ID26, female aged 37]

In other cases, however, respondents described what might be understtedebsfa
discomfort with the way they obtained their cannabis. Fifteen peopleiluksbc
situations which were risky in some way. For example, one respondentsdid¢hs
fact that she tries to avoid having direct contact with her déalesuse of previous
events:

| don't normally go, my partner does now because | owe her money. But | don't think | should
have paid that, she ripped me off so I'm not paying her. Weljahe me some crud and |
didn't want it.

Was that the last time?

No that was like months ago. But normally we would just pull up in thevaday, my partner
runs in but she's always very angry, the person inside. She's aleliyg and screaming so
I don't like that sort of situation anyway [be]cause | know I'll say somethifgst Wait in the

car and my partner runs in. [ID16, female aged 33]

Another takes the precaution of parking the car at a differertidacaéhus indicating
the presence of risk in obtaining his cannabis:

Yeah, | called him up, just asked if he had anything in, he goes ‘yeahdlleb&o get you
some’. He didn't have anything in so he goes ‘he can get me somt fsomeone else as
long as | drove him there’. So | drove him there and we got it.

So you went to your friend’s place?
Yeah | went to my mate’s house and picked him up. And then wetdrthe other guys

house. We parked somewhere else. You always know where they aueksow where you
can walk to. You sort of just don't draw attention to the house.  [ID8, male aged 22]
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Two other respondents described feelings of discomfort with the wgyotitained
their cannabis. As a result one respondent commented on her intesg tather
sources:

The last time we all sort of take turns getting it in our owougr But between all of us we
know a guy and we know where his apartment is and that's generally one of us will go and see
him. But it's kind of [scary] because just recently some guy rhagsed in across like
(inaudible) his apartment. And so when you walk outside intowehenda, like some guy's
moved in and takes photos of the cars in the car park. Which is, wekdowltif that has
anything to do with him. So its kind of last time one of uggbaiso pull the short straw and
actually go over, which wasn't me. But the person that went didiKttpair car in the car

park and just went up. Because of that, that was the last timee Wied of said we're not

going to go back there. So we've all got other sources that we cdrobupecause that was

the last time.

[ID27, female aged 20]

The last time | scored | went with a friend to this gugtsvwho | don't know and we just went
into this guy's place, gave him the money and he gave us a sachet @ad there and
chatted for about 5 minutes and left. He's not the sort of persondhaaliit to know where |
live or anything like that. [ID32, female aged 32]

Acquiring cannabis on credifhirteen respondents suggested that debt was involved
in their scoring of cannabis. Specifically, in twelve cases respanderdnged to
make payment at a later date:

| went to the dealers place, | actually got a stick on tick watiorrow, had a like a cone
each there and then went home and had a couple of buckets. [ID18, male aged 16]

Well last time | decided to purchase a bag, | met one of my male friends at histHergave
me ... an ounce bag. We had a cup of tea together. His wife was thehal&d a laugh.
He invited to smoke from his personal stash, which | would haveted¢cemd then | would
have driven home with a bag, arranging payment for a later day.

[ID91, male aged 45]

Yesterday | was waiting for my boyfriend to come over. | was sitting there thinkightl be
able to get credit off his friend and then he came over and | asked hinfrieh@swould give
me credit and we rang him up and went over there and he gave itsacrédhen we got the
foil and smoked it. [ID24, female aged 17]

One respondent described having settled a debt he had incurred vamea ¥isit to
his dealer:

| went down at 7.30 and there were a big bunch of people there and | gotta walk over them all
and um, just go around to his room and he shares a house with his cousinethiegmand
he gives me the ounce, no it was a half ounce and | gave him $166wed him $10 from
the last time and he gave me some extra buds and says herefsaasneoke for you and
hauled [it] back through all the people, jumped in the car and off | went.

[ID100, male aged 40]
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Time to score

Ninety-five respondents commented on their most recent score. The timeato
score on their last occasion was 967 minutes (16 hours 7 minutes) madteaof 60
minutes, a minimum of 0 minutes, and a maximum of 1 month. Howevanaysis

of the amount scored for the 15 cases where the time to scorgreasr than 180
minutes found that the majority were larger amounts. Thus five weresunite was

a half ounce, and two were quarter ounces and one was a pound. An afabgsis
cases where the last purchase was a gram, a stick, a foibag, (i.e. less than a
quarter ounce) found the mean time to score was 390 minutes, a mode ialiGsm

a minimum of 0 minutes, and a maximum of 1 week. Some 76.4% of this giidup sa
their last score took 60 minutes or less.

Who scored from at most recent score

Table 33 shows that the majority of respondents (n=57, 60%) said thda#teicore
was from a ‘friend’ the next most numerous response was thiergelaome’ (n=29,
30.5%).

Table 33: Person obtained cannabis from at most rec ent score

Source Frequency Valid Percent
Friend 57 60.0
Dealer's home 29 30.5
Other family member 3 3.2
Street dealer 2 2.1
Mobile dealer 2 2.1
Spouse/partner 1 1.1
Gift from friends 1 1.1
Total 95 100.0
Missing = 0

Original source of cannabis of most recent score

The 95 respondents who described their most recent score wereaaskeds you

know, what was the original source of that cannali®&3ponses are given in Table

34. Excluding the one respondent who refused to answer, 37.6% said a ‘backyard
user-grower’, 30.1% said a ‘large scale supplier’ and 32.3% did not knowe Z4bl

also reports adjusted percent with ‘don’t know’ and ‘refused to answer’ excluded.
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Table 34:  Original source of cannabis at most recen  t score

Source Frequency Valid Percent Adjusted Percenf!
Backyard user - grower 35 37.6 55.5
Large scale supplier 28 30.1 44.4
Grew my own 0 0.0 0.0
Don't know 30 32.3
Refused to answer 1
Total 94 100.0

Missing = 1

[1] excludes ‘don’t know’ and ‘refused to answer’

Form of cannabis at most recent score

Table 35 shows that 75.8% of respondents said that the cannabis obtaimrechast

recent score was hydroponic heads, while 15.8% said non-hydroponic heads. In all,
80.0% of respondents purchased hydroponic heads or a mixture of hydroponic heads
and leaf.

Table 35: Form of cannabis at most recent score

Form Frequency Valid Percent
Hydroponic heads 72 75.8
Non-hydroponic heads 15 15.8
Mixture of non-hydro head and leaf 4 4.2
Mixture of hydro head and leaf 3 3.2
Don’'t know 1 1.1
Total 95

Missing = 1

Quantity of most recent score and reason

Table 36 shows that while of respondents said their last scaeofva ‘bag’ of
cannabis, and 58.9% scored a bag or less (bag, foil, stick, gram) the neéxt mos
frequent amount was an ounce obtained by 21.1% at their last score.
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Table 36:  Quantity of cannabis at most recent score

Quantity Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Gram 5 5.3 5.3
Stick 7 7.4 12.6
Foil 5 5.3 17.9
Bag 39 41.1 58.9
Quarter ounce 5 5.3 64.2
Half ounce 5 5.3 69.5
Ounce 20 21.1 90.5
Other 9 9.5 100.0
Total 95 100.0

Missing = 0

Respondents were asked their reasons for scoring that amount. Tables8tgpr
those results for those who scored a bag or less (a bag, foil,ostagplam) compared

to those who scored more than that amount (a quarter ounce, half ouncecey.
Across both sizes of deal the three most common reasons citedosem® economic
factors (55.8%), that the amount met consumption needs (34.7%) or avilabili
factors (17.9%). Among reasons cited by fewer responses there warénserasting
differences between those scoring smaller versus larger amduntsfive (8.9%) of
those scoring smaller amounts compared to none of those scoring famerts said
they scored that amount to limit their use. Two (5.1%) of those scoring larger amounts
compared to none of those scoring smaller amounts said they did ¢hissbethey
disliked scoring, and three (7.7%) of the larger amount scorers contpanmede of
the smaller amount scorers said that they got that amount as theeplauening to sell
some of the cannabis they scored.

Table 37:  Reason brought that quantity of cannabis at most recent

score
Reasons for scoring Small amount” Larger amount? Total
that amount n % N % %
Costs/economics 32 57.1 21 53.8 55.8
Meets consumption needs 19 33.9 14 35.9 34.7
Availability 11 19.6 6 154 17.9
Control or limit use 5 8.9 0 0.0 5.3
Buying to sell 0 0.0 3 7.7 3.2
Dislike scoring/less hassle 0 0.0 2 5.1 2.1
Less risk of detection 1 1.8 1 2.6 2.1
Other 2 3.6 4 10.3 6.3
Total 56 100.0 39 130.8.0 127.4

[1]Refers to a bag or less (a bag, foil, stick,gvam)
[2]Refers to a quarter ounce, half ounce, ounce
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Cost of most recent score

Respondents were asked the cost of their most recent score. Cost ranged from $0.00 (a
gift, n=6, 6.3%) to $2,900 (n=1), with a mean cost of $120.89. Excluding the outlier
$29,000, the maximum amount spent came to $350.00 and the mean $91.33. The
modal amount spent on the last score was $25.00 (n=32, 33.7%), the next most
frequent amount spent was $50.00 (n=21, 22.1%), followed by $250 (n=11, 11.6%).

Shared or split of most recent score

Respondents were also asked whether the cannabis they obtained timeeldkey
scored was for their own use or to be shared with others. Just untién=%8,
48.4%) the sample scored for their own use, a similar proportion (n=47, 485%)
share with others, and two respondents (2.1%) scored for the purpose inf.deal
Among the 47 who shared the deal, most (n=36,76.6%) shared it with one other
person only. Of those who shared a deal at their last score, the anualaht spent by
them as an individual was $25.00 (n=12, 26%) with a mean of $46.39.

PRICE, POTENCY AND AVAILABILITY

Current cost of cannabis

Respondents were asked to estimate the costs of a gram and awofouydeponic
and non-hydroponic cannabis. Results of these questions are presentéteiB8la
Those who brought cannabis in the last 6 months were also asked whpaithéor
the drug the last time they scored it. These results are presented in Table 39.

Table 38: Estimated cost of cannabis

Cost in Australian Dollars

Amount & Type of

cannabis n Mean Mode Minimum Maximum

A gram of hydroponic 62 22.39 25.00 10.00 50.00
An ounce of hydroponic 93 300.00 300.00 200.00 600.00
A gram of non-hydroponic 52 19.82 25.00 5.00 50.00
An ounce non-hydroponic 82 221.65 250.00 80.00 350.00
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Table 39:  Amounts of cannabis brought in the last 6 months and
prices paid last time

Cost in Australian Dollars

Amount & Type of cannabis n Mean Mode Minimum  Maximum
Gram of hash 1 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00
Cap of hash oil 2 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00
Gram of hydroponic cannabis 9 25.00 25.00 10.00 50.00
Gram of non-hydro cannabis 3 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00
Hydro (Buddha) stick 10 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00
Non-hydro (Buddha) stick 3 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00
Hydro foil 11 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00
Non-hydro foil 8 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00
Hydro 25 bag 26 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00
Non-hydro 25 bag 9 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00
Hydro 50 bag 36 49.31 50.00 25.00 50.00
Non-hydro 50 bag 13 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Hydro quarter 11 80.45 75.00 50.00 150.00
Non-hydro quarter 5 78.00 75180 70.00 100.00
Hydro half ounce 15 158.33 150.00 120.00 300.00
Non-hydro half ounce 7 125.71 125%0 100.00 150.00
Hydro ounce 32 267.81 250.00 200.00 350.00
Non-hydro ounce 16 221.25 250.00 120.00 350.00
Hydro pound 2  3250.00 360080 2900.00 3600.00
Hydro 100 ‘bag’ 5 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

[1] This was bimodal with two respondents report&$70.00 and two reporting $75.00
[2] This was bimodal with two respondents report&$120.00 and two reporting $125.00
[3] This was bimodal with one respondent report&$2900.00 and one reporting $3600.00

In their general comments on the cannabis market twelve responadgicttad that
price related, in part, to one’s personal source of cannabis.

For example, three respondents also commented on their experiatice®st and
different suppliers.

It's changed in the last three years, | think. It used todadlyr expensive to buy a few years
ago. But maybe that was just where | was getting it. Now (inaudible ewi&re buying is

cheaper. [ID82, Female aged 24]

It's become more expensive. That's pretty bad hey. I'm not very goodkitg good
contacts. [ID72, male aged 18]
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Yeah you just get good people and bad people, the price is average, yéatiepainds on
the people, some people flatten a 50 bag and give it to you spreaddothers will pack a
50 bag full of [buds] ... lovely people, who are few and far between

[ID79, female aged 22]

Potency

Table 40 shows that 59.0% of respondents believed that the potency of cannabis i
Perth over the previous 6 months was *high’.

Table 40:  Strength of cannabis in the last 6 months

Strength of cannabis Frequency Valid Percent
High 59 59.0
Medium 23 23.0
Low 1 1.0
Fluctuates 13 13.0
Don’t know/Not sure 4 4.0
Total 100 100.0
Missing = 0

In their general comments on the cannabis market a number of respgondent
commented on what they believed were the main factors influerfeengdtency of
cannabis. These included whether the cannabis was hydroponically grown benot, t
strain or variety of cannabis, aspects of the growing process, impmotsemeskill of
growers, and finally factors concerning the individual cannabis user. ExamEe
given below:

Hydroponic versus non-hydroponic
Fifty-two people suggested that being hydroponically grown was one of thesfactor
contributing toward a more potent product. The following responses are typical.

Hydro is a lot better in the effect that it can give you. # jiist the normal leaf I'd smoke a
lot more. [ID13, female aged 47]

Another respondent commenting on the weaker potency of non hydroponically grown
cannabis, also suggested that less cannabis is required to reach a desired effec

Hydro is obviously a lot stronger than bush. | prefer to smoke the estuge | don't like
getting zapped. But with strong hydro you smoke less. [ID86, male aged 56]

Strain

The strain of the cannabis plant was also seen as impacting ontémeypof the
cannabis. Thirty-seven people commented on the importance of the syically
respondents simply stated that the strain of the cannabis planthpadant, without

going into further detail. Some respondents appeared to possess maled deta
knowledge. For example, one respondent who discussed the higher potency of
hydroponically grown cannabis also noted the importance of the partio@sr sb

the final product:
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| would say at the moment, if it gets pushed out with bush and owmlye®at its maximum
level 12-13% THC content. Okay, that's bush. That's whatcdlegannabis sativa. That's
our strain here in the southern hemisphere. Cannabis indica thgtgtow hydroponically
climbs to 28-30%. They got it at 28% at the moment, that's how high it ieyicetpushing
for higher. So you can notice the difference.

So you're saying here that the strength is dependent on whithmtdito or bush or whether
it's [dependent upon strain]?

Yes definitely. Indica produces more THC than sativa but indica comes from sati
So has the strength of cannabis overall changed much since you fiest gting?

Oh yeah. Oh my god yeah. The first bush that | smoked would have bégmyiooanound
the 9-11% mark. It's increased slightly because what happens rtbeylse crossing. It's
only hybrid and crosses but there's no original strain, | doubt thexe original strain of
sativa left and that raises the THC content. [ID54, male aged 38]

One respondent who grows hydroponically for personal use, believed that there
should be no distinction made between hydroponic and non-hydroponic cannabis in
the context of decriminalisation, because method of growing has no impabe
potency. Note below:

| mean, how you grow it shouldn't make any difference at all. Wfeatt@ the potency of the
plant is not that it's grown hydroponically, it's the type of pldwatt you grow. If you grow,
for example, a Shiva, that's an extremely powerful plant. It doesn't matber girgw it in soil
or if you grow it in non-soil, it's still going to have the same potency.

[ID14, male aged 52]

Two current growers held somewhat similar views concerning trengsh of
cannabis. For example, a non-hydroponic cannabis grower commented:

People are under the misunderstanding that hydro cannabis is stronger than canniisis tha
not grown hydro. It's got nothing to do with it, - it's the strain of plant. So | could havae
strain of plant, 2 clones or cuttings, grow one outside, grow one indoors and when they have
finished their cycle have them tested, and they will be the same THIC leve

[ID21, male aged 37]

A current hydroponic grower responded:

Ah, well it gets back to the THC content. Well the general isutdat the hydroponically
grown indoor plants have a greater THC content.

So hydro is high THC?

Well, actually it's not even true, it's a misconceptiors. tiie strain of the plant which is
grown hydroponically which makes it strong, it's not the growing hydroponicallypewaiuse
of the controlled environment, people have been able to develop tgaiod sydroponically.

I've known a lot of people who are cutting the hydroponically growngland then growing
them in the bush, and they're just as strong. [ID78, male aged 46]

A former cannabis grower, when queried about the potency remarked:

| think it can vary.... according to the type of plant and growing method used.
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So the type of plant, what would be more potent?
A strain with a [particularly] high THC value.
So is that hydro verus bush?

No, as far as I'm aware potency can be achieved using either reethibel high potency can
be achieved using either method as far as I'm aware. [ID26, female aged 37]

In many cases, respondents spoke more generally about the impact whithers
potency. For example, one respondent spoke of his experience in obtaining
hydroponically grown cannabis and the significant variation he has encountered:

I don't buy a lot of hydro buy every time | get hydro it is offfledint variety, there's so many
varieties...And each one has a different potency, you can't really predict it...
[ID1, male aged 28]

Aspects of the growing process
Some twenty-one respondents suggested that aspects of the growing iprpaetsd
the potency of cannabis. In particular, this referred to the levieh@ivledge of the
grower, the experience of the grower, or the way in which the egrareats the
product throughout the process.

For example, one respondent commented on the skill of growers in prodhetiag
strains:

It's actually getting better and better. The growers, especially evoiah growers seem to
really know what they are doing. The strains they are getting are just pheriomena
[ID87, male aged 40, never grown]

Another believed that the increasing potency was related to improvemegrowers
skill:

It's getting better all the time. People are getting better at growing.
[ID82 female aged 24, never grown]

Other respondents spoke more generally about the way in which the experence
skill of the grower is important. For example:

The person | get it from seems to be able to grow it all right. H&umt you can get some that's
crap. But what I get is fine. [ID76, female aged 37, never grown]

In some cases this was articulated in terms of how a partiagpect of the process
was dealt with. According to three respondents, the curing process lbaiso do
with the final product in terms of potency. The following excerpts fyyphe
discussions:

You can get strains, like a strain would have a potential strengthif ljou don't grow it

properly it's never going to reach that strength. And more often thaean, there are still

wankers out there who totally fuck up perfectly good pot becausedh#ycure it properly.
[ID53, male aged 31, former grower]

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute



Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis us  ers 77

And how it's harvested as well. | think the curing process haista do with the potency of
the marijuana. [ID92, male aged 30, never grown]

Other comments exhibited more variation. For example, one respondsohtthoi
point at which the cannabis is harvested as being important:

...It depends on when you harvest the weed that it gives aediffeffect as well. If you
harvest the weed when the hairs on it are white, it will hadéfarent chemical content to
the hairs when they're red, which I've read on the internetadlgt but I've never given it a
test. | should give it a test. Most of the hairs on the weed arenbndngn you get it, so most
people are harvesting it after it turns brown, after the whole flower isetfirting to die.

[ID65, male aged 18, current grower]
Another discussed a specific technique of growing as increasing potency:

What some people do is they'll grow bushies for a while until it expandé bntils or
whatever that's usually the way its grown, then they'll put it through hydrchahtds like a
really weird effect ... They'll take it out of the ground and put it into a hsetrap.

[ID41, male aged 18]

Factors relating to the individual
According to twelve respondents factors associated with the indivednalabis user
impacted on the issue of potency.

For ten respondents tolerance to the drug was a factor in how the poteacyabis
was experienced. For example, one respondent suggested his experiendsomay a
have been related to his level of use:

...Some of the non-hydro stuff that | get is extremely gooddikdgve a joint and you're
smashed. But because | don't smoke a shit load that could be the reason...
[ID1, male aged 28]

Another respondent commented that her perception of decreasing potency might be
related to her personal circumstance where she requires aroralgs to achieve the
same effect, but she didn’t identify her tolerance increasing as a possible taplana

It is pretty potent but | don't think it's as potent now as it was whgst kfarted using it.
Do you have any idea why?

Well just because now it would take about two cones to get me stodedprobably only
lasts 1/2 hour to an hour. When | first started using, on one cone | woutbiied for the
rest of the day. [ID24, female aged 17]

Other respondents believed that tolerance may be specific tgmmeftcannabis and
as such some respondents suggested that varying their supply source wag tme
deal with tolerance resulting from relying on a single product:

Depends on where you get it from. Well you get it from some peoplésajudtj it doesn't
even do anything but then from some people one cone can just knock yljustidepends.
And even if they do have good stuff, you keep going back to them it deesm'to do any
good and then you go to someone else and it just seems to be weaker eviis woe...
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That's why it's good to have a couple of dealers that you can go to. So yoalwlays get
the same stuff. [ID39, male aged 19]

It's strong, but it's starting not to do anything, so I'm looking around.
[ID60, male aged 21]

It is worth noting that this theme also emerged in the contexthafr atiscussions
among some patrticipants. In particular, one respondent commented thatdhets
she currently purchases means that she uses the same produpefdaof time,
thus contributing to tolerance.

...You have the same type of pot for a long period of time when | buydnralhce and you
can become a bit immune to the specific type of pot your smoking. yhery somebody
else's or have a different, other pot know you notice thatffeete will be different. That’s |

guess a downer that you get immune to the same pot... [ID22, female aged 32]
Other respondents who discussed aspects of cannabis supply noted:

And is the quality always good from him?

Yeah. Got good stuff. He always rotates it really well as well.

What do you mean?

Well a lot of people you just get the same stuff over and odeovar. Because his bulk guy
sometimes gets [inaudible] from other, like parts of the countiige | think through bikie

gangs, and when his bulk guy gets different ounces, he gives some to ang glugn we'll
get some of that as well. That happens quite regularly. [ID38, female aged 19]

Avalilability

Table 41 shows that 60.0% said that cannabis was ‘very easy’ to abfénth over
the previous 6 months.
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Table 41:  Ease of obtaining cannabis inthe last6  months

Ease of obtaining cannabis Frequency Valid Percent
Very easy 60 60.0
Easy 31 31.0
Difficult 3 3.0

Very difficult 1 1.0

Don't know 5 5.0

Total 100 100.0
Missing = 0

In their qualitative accounts concerning the way in which they obtaiegdcnnabis
twenty four respondents commented on the availability of cannabis. The ifglow
excerpts are typical and reflect the ease of accessing the drug:

It's always available. It's never really a problem. [ID67, male aged 21]

And | never actually need it but if | would like some then | couldt géf my friends. They
always have it. Or | can get it off the dealer which always hawhich is a really close
location. [ID41, male aged 18]

Yeah, marijuana is always available. If not it will be available tlegt day. Or you go to
another house. I've got like 5 houses | choose from. [ID37, female aged 23]

Before being asked quantitative questions about the cannabis maib@bdests
were asked to comment on factors affecting the availabilityaonabis over the time
they had been involved in the market.

According to respondents, availability of cannabis appears to depend mpombar
of factors: Personal contacts, seasonal factors, whethearthalas is hydroponically
grown or not, and at times, the impact of police operations.

Personal contacts
One factor that seems to be related to perception of aviéylabipersonal contacts.
This was a theme that emerged among 24 respondents. For example:

| mean that's not necessarily due to any environmental factor.tisijuply could be due to
an increase in knowing more people who have access to it. It's gohgnathdo with the
actual market itself [ID53, male aged 31]

Other respondents commented on the way in which their increasing easiagr
social circles had an impact on the availability of cannabis:

| think the longer you're around, the more people you know, the more available it i
[ID96, female aged 32]
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| suppose when | was younger it was easier to get because | wasitdgioge often and
mixing in those circles. [ID25, male aged 37]

Another respondent noted that it has become more difficult for him tonataanabis

since having distanced himself from his drug networks. In thie s respondent

had used other drugs in addition to cannabis, but was changing his behaviour at the
time of the interview. Note below:

...Depends on who you know and how many people you know... I'm tryiag &ovaly from
knowing most of the people, but yeah so | just go with friends you know.

So sometimes it's more or less available? Has thisggahsince you first got involved in the
market?

It's become harder for me since I've first really got inta.it mean if you go for all these
things as well [respondent refers to list of other drugs], mosh@fpeople with these things
can get you pot as well. [ID12, male aged 21]

Seasonal factors

In 23 cases seasonal variations emerged as a factor assodtatexailability of
cannabis. In particular, such variations impacted only non-hydroponically grown
cannabis. Among 14 respondents cannabis was seen less available Haring t
Christmas season:

There's always a drought at Christmas. And there's usually [atotlnd the end of summer,
summer going into autumn because that's when most people do their growingl nat
growing. [ID2, male aged 48]

January, February. One of the biggest reasons because of thatadadeepeople growing it
outside that's the cycle of the year. [ID7, male aged 33]

Other respondents when queried about issues impacting availability commented:

Around Christmas it's harder cos everyone's with their fathéy ... All the dealers are like
with their families so you can't buy it. [ID24, female aged 17]

It's funny, usually the market's flooded with it, and sometimes,vevery dries up within two
days and you can't get it anywhere, and that's usually around ChristmasughdPeople put
their price up. [ID61, male aged 35]

Five respondents mentioned increased availability occurring during the summe
months. For example:

It goes through cycles. Towards Christmas [availability] starts gaip and then towards the
end of summer, that's when another crop [is] being harvested,ciabpethe non-

hydroponics. I'm sure there would be dry patches after huge fmlits and raids and things
like that. But mainly the climate affects the cycle. [ID95, male aged 30]
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Type of cannabis (hydroponic versus non-hydroponic)

Twenty-one people commented on the type of cannabis being a factor imbiitiaila

In particular, seventeen people expressed the view that hydroponically grown
cannabis was readily available, whereas five people were ofi¢ve that non-
hydroponically grown was available. The following responses are illustrative:

Oh well since hydro's come in there's been a lot moreahibiil,. You can just about always
score but before hydro's come in | remember it was alaagsl hassle to score. You know
you go see 20 people and you might get somewhere but these daysdmwitiorigs there's
so much of it [ID42, male aged 37]

There's more hydro on the market than what there is bush weed.[ID20, male aged 50]

You don't come across [non-hydroponically grown] very often anymorés grerterally...all
hydro [ID30, female aged 28]

Also of note is the suggestion that personal contact plays a rolengdige to obtain
non-hydroponically grown cannabis. It may be that while hydroponic cannabis is
more readily available, non-hydroponically grown can be available depending upon
personal network. For example,

Bush stuff is very, very rare, very rare. In my circle anyway. [ID6, male aged 47]

Another respondent who identified cannabis as being readily availaBlerih, did
note the increased difficulty in obtaining non hydroponically grown cannabis. Note
below:

| find it's available here in Perth all the time. I'veveg seen it [the market] dry. But if you're

looking for non-hydroponic buds | find it's a lot harder. You have to specifically ask.
[ID97, male aged 23]

Police operations

Police operations were seen as a third factor seen to impacvéiebility of
cannabis. This was the case among 10 respondents. For example, pamelars
commented:

For a while it did get dry but that's because the police gothalltikies and they're the main
ones bringing it all through.

So then the supply dried up a®it
Yeah.
When was that?

About a month, 2 months ago may be. They busted them before thatibutake¢s a while
for the streets to get it. [ID39, male aged 19]

Another respondent discussing her personal situation, noted:

It can be difficult but | seem to manage to be able to you know get some.
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Do you know why it would be difficult to get?

Because of the police because they are cracking down on it and you know burning it
[ID13, female aged 47]

In most cases respondents spoke generally about the impact of raidscbyopalhe

availability of cannabis. There were, however, a small numbersescahere it was
suggested that some raids occurred within the context of police comugptor

example, according to one respondent, the police were involved in oatimgs

change in the level of cannabis availability in order to benefit financially:

I know it was because | used to distribute for one of the biggestgs in Perth and he used
to deal with the police. And the police told him 'we got to get mhigseyear, we'll make less
around, we'll push the price up'. [ID78, male aged 46]

It is beyond the scope of this report to comment on the veracity of daons.
However, given that the report, is in part, a representation of cannabrs’
perceptions of various aspects of the cannabis market, it is ampaat provide as
comprehensive a representation as possible.

Changes in price, potency and availability of canna  bis over the last 6
months

Table 42 to 44 show that most respondents thought that over the past 6 rienths:
price of cannabis had remained ‘stable’ (n=80); the strengthhigds (n=59); it was
‘very easy’ to obtain (n=61); and availability had remained ‘stable’ (n=67).

Table 42:  Changes in the price of cannabis inthe | ast 6 months

Changes in the price of cannabis Frequency Valid Percent
Increasing 5 5.0
Stable 80 80.0
Decreasing 5 5.0
Fluctuating 4 4.0
Don’t know/Not sure 6 6.0
Total 100 100.0
Missing = 0

In their general comments on the cannabis market some respoodemtented on

the cost of cannabis. While the price itself may have remairsiestseventeen
people commented that the quantity of cannabis sold for the same pdce ha
decreased. For example one respondent suggested that the amount puarhased
$25.00 is less than it was in the past:

Price hasn't changed, but the quantity has.

How does that work?
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The fact that [the] size of what you used to be able to buy for 25 has decreased.
[ID68, male age 27]

Table 43:  Changes in the strength of cannabis inth e last 6 months

Changes in the strength of cannabis Frequency Valid Percent
Increasing 13 13.0
Stable 62 62.0
Decreasing 7 7.0
Fluctuating 12 12.0

Don’t know/Not sure 6 6.0
Total 100 100.0

Missing = 0

Table 44:  Changes in ease of obtaining cannabis in the last 6 months

Changes in the strength of cannabis in the

last 6 months Frequency Valid Percent
More difficult 8 8.0
Stable 67 67.0
Easier 12 12.0
Fluctuates 6 6.0
Don’t know/Not sure 7 7.0
Total 100 100.0

Missing = 0

PERCEPTIONS OF THE SHAPE OF THE CANNABIS MARKET IN WA

This section explored the cannabis selling and supply process in Wil was
understood by cannabis users themselves.

Respondents were asked: “Now in general terms I'd like you tartellhow the
selling and supply process works. | don’t want you to be specific witklsler
provide me with any names. | simply want you to provide me with a roughofdea
how the cannabis market works.” Seventy-two respondents commented on the issue.

Two kinds of market

There were 47 respondents who suggested that there are two lewelsrtarket: the
lower level end user groups, including small scale growers wheggtfty, and the
larger scale profit oriented (criminal) groups. Most saw the wu@l$ are quite
separate. For example:
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The cannabis market works by a network of friends, who can forrop, 6o putting in part

of the money, each putting in part of the money into one unit and purchasingitted
distributing it to an equal share to the amount of money being given, treeietmings the
amount of the total unit down, because you are purchasing a pound or half a poead wist

an ounce or two ounces. Another part is people that grow cannabis andrsebis... You
could say it's for profit, but in the long run it's not profit laese 3 months later, they're
going to spend that money again buying cannabis off the person who's just baught th
cannabis off them, because they’ve run out and [the other person’s] craphesthrough.
Soit's really a ... a support-supply system, because even though yollirgecaanabis, and

| have no qualms about it at all, you aselling cannabis, you know, you are selling to
somebody for what purpose? For his own purpose, his own purpose, and you kn@m you ¢
rely on that purpose 3 months time down-the-track to supply yduthwdtsame fair amount
that you supplied him.

And there is others who grow large amounts of cannabis, 100 plants and alisie,sell
purely for profit, but as an average cannabis user that most peogldrey wouldn't even
come into contact with them. There are only 2 or 3 people who are going to go out and buy 50
pounds, and then distribute it among their friends, so really the higivet bf growing is
never met by the lower grade of distribution. There are a lot pEdte between, and even
though pot is just pot, there is a lot of money to be made out of pbersfore those at the
top of the ladder will keep it that way, and be very private, #iewery private people. But
as an average pot smoker, they all grow dope and they all supply to each other.

[ID74, male aged 53, current grower, current seller]

Secondly, there is some suggestion of a fragmented nature to the canadtes
most notably between the grower and seller. Twenty-one of the respondemts
commented on the two levels of the market suggested that a sepexiisrbetween
the grower and seller. For example, one respondent suggests a geriptiae®f
the way in which the market operates:

A grower these days, usually an indoor organised grower, will have ooenay be three
houses that ... he or she has rented. Converted into hydroponic [factaitbslights and
hydro set-ups, pumps and often air filters. Those people will getctbes in and sell them
by the pound, usually I think, to a larger scale dealer who wih &l ounces to a smaller
scale dealer, who will then sell 50s or 25s to users. | dootWwkmow many people who do
that. | don't know any growers directly right now.

[ID90, male aged 28, current grower, past seller]

A similar description is provided by an additional respondent, whose expesién

the cannabis market differed somewhat to other participants. licytart this
respondent currently grows and has been contacted in the past tcagrmoabis for
supply to areas in northern Western Australia. He declined at pibiait but
nevertheless expressed his intent to grow cannabis for profit at goimein the
future. In the following excerpt he was discussing his intent to grow gudysto one
person, and moved on to a description of the selling and supply process actmrding
his experience:

...Like this person he will buy two [ounces] off this one, twohalf two that, then put them
all together when he's got 16 [a pound] and then go and leave that somewleerthat's
what he does. [ID21, aged 37, current grower, former seller]

It appeared that cannabis users who did not participate beyond persoméghiseot
have knowledge concerning activities existing outside of their personal networks.
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Friends and small scale suppliers

In 40 cases cannabis users point of reference in terms of theg satid supply
process was their personal contact. This referred to eitheptrécipation in a small
network involving backyard growers, or purchasing from friends who obtalreid t
supply from dealers. The following responses were typical:

My main experiences are with friends and acquaintances tioat treir own, or have other
friends and acquaintances that grow their own. So as far as that goawaitity not-for-
profit, it's just to recoup expenses. And that's the people émi@fouy it off. On occasion, |
do have to purchase through other people and those people, I'm assuming, afenwargy
middle men and that it's come through a long string of them. Mosg ¢iintle |1 have no idea
where it comes from originally and it comes from hydroponic labs thas-maduce it for
profit. I don't really ask too many questions when it comes to that.

[ID95, male aged 30, past grower]

At the lower end of the market place it's a very persdriagtand it's all amongst friends.
Nobody really wants to deal with people that they don't know arndatteeonly interested in
helping their friends out. So a group of friends come together. We seemboiwwe can
afford, we find another friend who might have that, or know somewheraatively to get
that, and eventually, we would literally just visit a friend foreav fhours and enjoy their
company at the same time as transact as to what we were looking for in the feest plac
[ID64, male aged 34, past grower, never sold]

Another who currently buys his cannabis through a small network involving a
personal grower, did nevertheless comment on the likelihood of having pedchas
cannabis originating from larger scale organisations:

I don’t know what sort of distribution chains they use but I'm suravie probably smoked
pot from those chains and not known aboutit. [ID17, male aged 32, former grower]

Others have suggested supply might ultimately occur from larger eagiamis if
personal contacts were absent. For example:

Well, in my experience, it's always been from a friend's backytaddver been through

some big organisation. | guess if you start, well if you didn't know peibygle you sort of

are... yeah, if you didn't know people that actually grew it themsellvat's when you get to a
stage where you are going into the big organisations. But my own experience has always been
close friends, or friends. [ID23, male aged 31, former grower]

Such lack of detailed knowledge concerning larger scale organisatiaysbe
attributable to a number of reasons. Firstly, it could be due to abe that
involvement in a personal network separates one from direct involvemdéanger
scale organisations. Thus, respondents might not have any experiendeswaitarket
beyond their personal circumstances. For example:

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



86 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis  users

My knowledge would be based on just my interest and experienst.ring the person up
and he rings somebody else up and they ring somebody else up. Eventually édubifnd
something’s available and when | can pick it up.

So you never have direct access to the source?
Its always buyers.

And you don't know anything about the source. Whether its large scale, siedll sca

No. [ID34, male aged 52, past grower]

Involvement of large scale criminal organisations f rom South Australia

Three people suggested the involvement of large scale criminal otgarsdaased in
South Australia in the cannabis market in Western Australia.drcases there was a
general comment made concerning the involvement of organised crime. For example:

Well | know it comes from South Australia. And then it gets dehtiuses. And then | know
the houses move around sometimes. Sometimes it's at one house anidl ikest ianother
house. So they all change. It's a family.

[ID37, female aged 23, current grower never sold]

Another respondent was of the view that much of the higher quality prodsct w
imported from South Australia by various people, including bike gangs:

The real good gear comes from South Australia, brought over by truaksliand bikies and

just people, you know, not even criminals, just whoever. They comiameBouth Australia

... A'lot of people grow hydroponically which we can get as well,tbutat as good gear.
But that's really small scale, there is not much dealing irealin there. Most dealers in
hydroponically [grown cannabis] is for themselves and a few claseds, and also bushies
as well, just for yourself. | doubt very much the bush gear indAMygidealing. It's not worth

it, no-one wants it, it's not good enough, the strains aren't good enough.

[ID57, male aged 33, never grown, never sold]
A third respondent who grows and sells to a regular buyer suggested:

Well, we grow it, we just grow it. Somebody just comes along and takes it all away, just hands
me the wad [of cash]. They must go and sell it. They buy 10 canddkey go off, they must
sell it to... yeah we don't ask too many questions, but obviously igmusivell a lot of the...
in Perth, it's mainly Aboriginals that do the selling, because #reybeing used by heavies.
They are called safe houses. The Perth market is run by South Eust@lSouth Australian
mafia, you know? They basically get credit, so these guys buybthpounds or 10 ounces -
in bulk, and then they give it to these guys, ounces and ounces in cralitvhole pound,
and it's on their back. They have to sell it to make the monege Peeple also have a house
across the road. They keep the stuff there, and they travel aardégsm behind or across,
you know, it's all set up, these houses get bought by these peopléeArite Aboriginals
just pay rent or something like that, but they are owned by Maftapih Australia. It's all
South Australian run.

[ID75, male aged 31, current grower, current seller]
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The extent to which cannabis and other drug markets are separate

As part of their qualitative accounts to a couple of questions, inclutaig most
recent score, some 32 respondents suggested that other drugs webteavaiay

were interested. In some cases respondents stated their caupgdbisr could access
other drugs although they tended to only deal in cannabis. For example, one
respondent described her supplier in the following manner:

It's like he doesn't provide other stuff, but he can. The guy héiggtet off, like his boss,
that guy does other stuff and so he gets it off him. [ID38, female aged 19]

Another respondent noted that while she does not have direct acagbsrtarugs,
her cannabis supplier does inform her of what else available ardeisoaprovide
other drugs:

Usually the person that I'm getting it off has already tried tlagioh tells me how good it was
or how bad it was and sometimes they can get a deal like if you manage to geeaffento
buy it, like about 10, you get one for free. Stuff like that. hkegr say 'you wanna buy this
as well' they just say 'oh by the way we've got some really gogdiEknow' and then if I'm
interested I'll ask them to tell me more and if not it wouldn't be mentionéal aga

Does he usually have other drugs?

No but if someone asks he can get it for them but he doesn't keep it with hamoidRa
[ID40, female aged 19]

One respondent commented that his cannabis supplier only dealt in camthbisit
suppliers tend to deal in different drugs. At the same time, hequtedeto say that
other drugs were available to him through that same supplier:

The people | go to they just sell cannabis and like dope. If theyrefriend they'll ask you if
you want some or they can get you some. They just ask you if you want it.

Generally what other drugs will they offer you?

Just speed or valiums, you know, Dexies, something simple.l¥egenerally like they get
it for you at cost. They won't be doing it deal or to make morisylikk passing it on, as a
friend.

In the past when you've had other drugs is that how you would get them?

No, you just know the people that sell the different stuff. Soopéepsell pot. The others sell
[other drugs] [ID8, male aged 22]

Two other respondents recounted conversations with their cannabis suppliers
concerning the availability of other drugs. In both cases the responbadts
approached the supplier for cannabis. In once case the respondentesas offfier
drugs. In the other, the respondent solicited other drugs:

| went to a friend’s house to get and ounce. | just mentioned it [amphetamines] in passing and
he happened to have some so he gave me some. Well, | bought some.
[ID82, female aged 24]
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Well in passing conversation that there's meth ice | thinkhvhe showed me, | had a look
at. | was tempted to ring up my mate who used to go halves witll the time and get a
pack.

So it was generally just mentioned...or you asked?

That's the first time | actually ever mentioned anything about [it]. [I[D87, male aged 40]

Also of interest are other respondents’ comments concerning théh&clthough
their suppliers might deal in cannabis alone, they are exposed to othemdireigs
forced to leave their regular network. One respondent discusseuyhawichased
other drugs when moving outside of his regular supply network:

He just sells [cannabis]. If | have to go outside that network.
If he doesn't have what [you are after]?

Yeah, more of an environment where there's multiple people thattlkihanv (inaudible)
then, yeah, there are others.

So there are other dealers that sell anything?

Yes.

Do you ever get other stuff when you're buying?

Very rarely. [ID36, male aged 22]
My close circle of friends knows that | smoke pot and that | dendnything else so if I'm
buying off of a friend of a friend and he does something else then malisaynenaybe he
wants to make some more money and sell me something. No, | don't do it.

When you've been offered, what's usually been offered to you?

Usually speed. Speeds the biggest problem around these days. [ID19, male aged 22]
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EXPERIENCE OF GROWING CANNABIS

Ever grown cannabis

Over two-thirds (n=70, 70.7%) of the sample had grown cannabis (mi&$ing=
summary of their growing status is provided in Table 45.

Table 45:  Growing status

Non-hydro Hydro
mt;?;l?g of plants grown to N=70 N=70

n % n %
Never tried 7 10.0 51 72.9
Tried but failed 10 14.3 3 4.3
Small scale past (1-2 plants) 8 11.4 3 4.3
Medium scale past (3-9 plants) 8 11.4 3 4.3
Large scale past (10+ plants) 5 7.1 1 1.4
Small scale current grower @l- 18 25.7 5 7.1
plants)
Medium scale current (3-9 plants) 11 15.7 0 0.0
Large current past (10+ plants) 3 4.3 4 5.7
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0

Recently grown cannabis

Some 39 (56.5%) of those who had ever grown cannabis, had done so in the last 12
months. Most (n=30, 76.9%) of these used non-hydroponic methods only, seven
(17.9%) used only hydroponic methods and two (5.1%) grew hydroponic and non-
hydroponic cannabis. Some 21 (65.6%) of the 32 recent non-hydroponic growers
successfully produced a harvest to maturity (producing heads), but only hethout
(n=17, 53.1%) of the 32 recent actually harvested their crop. Of thevfuudid not

get to harvest their mature plants, one had their plants ‘rippedstffen), one was
apprehended by police before he had time to harvest, one produced only & matur
plants which were both males, and thus did not produce female heads, dne for
remaining one no explanation was given.

On the other hand 100% (n=9) of those who had grown hydroponically in tHe last
years grew their crops to maturity and almost all (n=8, 88.9%) eétharvested the
cannabis. Five of the 32 who had grown non-hydroponic cannabis said that they had
planted seeds in the last 12 months but none had germinated by the tineg of
interview. Two-thirds (n=14) of the 21 participants who had grown non-hydroponic
cannabis plants to maturity cultivated more than two plants (mode=%&=aung 25).
Numbers of hydro and non-hydro plants grown to maturity in the last 12 maeths a
presented in Table 46.

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



90 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis  users

Table 46: Numbers of Hydro and Non-hydro plants gro  wn to maturity
in the last 12 months

Number of plants grown to Non-hydro Hydro
maturity N=32 N=9
n % n %
0 (not successful) 11 34.4 1 11.1
1 3 94 1 11.1
2 4 12.5 3 33.3
3 5 15.6 0 0.0
4 4 12.5 0 0.0
5 0 0.0 0 0.0
6-10 2 6.3 0 0.0
11-20 2 6.3 1 11.1
21-30 1 3.1 1 11.1
31-100 0 0.0 1 11.1
More than 100 0 0.0 1 111
Total 32 100.0 9 100.0
May 2005
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Proportion of cannabis smoked in previous 6 months that grew oneself

Those 39 respondents who had grown cannabis in the last 12 months were asked
what proportion of the cannabis they smoked in the last 6 months they had grown
themselves. Only one-quarter (n=25) of the whole sample consumexivaryrown
cannabis over the last 6 months. Among those who had grown cannabisaist th2 |
months just over a third had not consumed any self-grown cannabis in ttt&e las
months and only 21% (n=8) said that most of the cannabis they consumeatatver
period was self grown. These results are presented in Figure 14.

40

34.2

35 -

none 1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%
% of cannabis smoked grew themselves

Figure 14: Percent of cannabis smoked in last 6 mon ths grown
oneself

Proportion of cannabis grown in last 6 months that was given away

Those 39 respondents who had grown cannabis in the last 12 months wengtegked
proportion of the cannabis they grew in the last 6 months they had giventaway
others. Only one fifth (n=19) of the whole sample gave away any own-grown
cannabis they had grown over the last 6 months. Among those who had grown
cannabis in the last 12 months just 50.0% had not given away any self-grown
cannabis in the last 6 months and only 8.9% (n=3) said that most ohtebcathey

grew over that period was given away to others. These results seafeick in Figure

15.
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% of cannabis grew given to others
Figure 15: Percent of cannabis grown by oneself in last 6 months that

was given to others

Violence and ‘rip-offs’ when growing in the last 6 months

Only three respondents, 7.7% of those who had grown cannabis in the last 12 months
said that they had been subject to violence or rip-offs in the past 6 months.

Reasons for growing cannabis

Prior to the quantitative questions regarding growing, respondents wetktadied
the interviewer about their experience of growing including how they gotviedpl
decisions to grow hydro, or non-hydro, reasons for growing etc.

Fifty-nine people commented on their reasons for growing. Respondents were
comprised of both current and past growers and experienced varyingaesetcess

in their attempts. Reasons for growing included: the cost of pginchaannabis;
growing for profit; experimentation; enjoyment of the growing process; self
sufficiency; the social aspect; avoidance of the criminal elépand self supply for
medicinal use.

Cost of purchasing cannabis
Some 30 respondents suggested that the excessive cost of purchasibg ceana
factor in their decision to attempt to grow. The following response is typical:

| was at a point where | was using it and | was finding the cost oh@utithe hassle of
buying it, it was just too much. [ID34, male aged 52, former grower]
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Another respondent who formerly grew cannabis for personal consumption also
mentioned the fact that money was an issue:

[T]he price of dope up north, which is way too expensive. So insteadinfjlitysave myself
some dollars [ID42, male aged 37]

Profit

Four respondents suggested they were motivated by profit in thaitsef§ grow. For
example, one respondent who was not currently growing at the time ofigate
discussed the way in which an initial attempt to grow came to be about profit:

My ex husband’s brother had a farm down in “M” and he had a few growing irbd&
shed. He showed us when we went down there one day and oh yeah seundsdid idea.
So we took one tub home with us and a table, and there's about 8 plantutist gs on
one table but that wasn't enough. We decided to get greedy didn'tSeewe ended up
having 3 tables with 8 on so that's 28 plants at a time and theyhydre on the trays with
the typical hydro set up with the tubs underneath, with the wateg ghrough the trays with
the lights on them. 28 at a time.

Was the 28 plants, was that because you could make [money]?

Yeah mega bucks, make money. [ID15, female aged 35, past grower]

One respondent currently growing for personal use suggested that tHaliposdi
financial gain factored into his decision to attempt growing using diffemethods.
Note below:

Decision to grow would have been many years ago, shortly after | makirgy it on a
regular basis. | could see there was money to be made so the grectéame in, so then |
started off as your typical backyarder and I'd grow the plants in the ground.

How many did you grow or how many did you plant?

Oh gee some years I'd have 50 in the ground. But it was neversuecgssful simply
because, come harvest time, to find the people with that amouohef/rthat could hand it
over, [I] just didn't have the contacts back then. So | was having ftbtstaplit it up in to
smaller lots dealing with more people running a higher risk eithée (inaudible). I'm not
even going to bother even though the financial reward could be therethqustht no its not
worth the hassle, the phone calls ... So then some years aftehéhhyydro game was
starting up. So | thought ‘well lets do it hydro’ so | did successfyibw it hydro but much
smaller quantities because it was inside the house.

How much would you have grown?
Six to nine plants - good returns. [ID 21, male aged 37, current grower]

A third respondent was part of type of syndicate where he provides ¢tmoéhers in
addition to selling cannabis. Although he was of the opinion that he wasviobted

in growing at a high level, he nevertheless participates at a Hgledrthan most of
the respondents. A current hydroponic grower, he expresses an interesormegxpl
aspects of growing cannabis, but it is also clear that profit is a contributing factor
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| like to grow it. | like to grow it in soil as well, but ki to experiment. | grow in soil and in
outside hydro pots. Just all different ways. You see, I'm the key holder waihe $ hold the
strains and | do the breeding and | sell or take percentages of peoplestsarLike, | just
give them so many clones, and | get a payment when they h#reggyjve me a percentage
of the crop. | will then either sell it, or... well if they are el sell it on their behalf, then
they just hand me a wad of money. [ID75, male aged 31, current grower]

Experimentation with growing

Experimentation was suggested as a reason for attempting to growdspaa@dents.
Factors precipitating experimentation were varied and generdltylated as being
related to a favourable set of circumstances. Some spoke of beippsitian where
they had access to a place in which they could grow:

Okay, it wasn't hydro [be]cause it was a seed | got out of a foil. We had a back yard where we
could do it. So you know, jiffy pot, grew it inside for a littieuntil it was (inaudible) until it

was strong enough. We just put it in the garden. Not giving it really muchattergion than
everything else in the garden [ID098, female aged 30]

One respondent spoke of attempting to grow both hydroponically and non-
hydroponically. His attempt growing hydroponically came about when his friend
moved to his own place:

Well my mate moved out so we bought a hydro kit and we gave iitl @amnchwas successful
in the first attempt. And then | tried it again and did alright, got a coopleunces out of it.
And then | did a bush plant and | got about an ounce out of that. And thenahalider
hydro, but lot more in-depth, and | got think 2.5 ounces out of that.

How come you went back and forth between hydro and the bush?

| was just experimenting, | wasn't really in it for anything else. | waiipterested.
[ID12, male aged 21]

For others, becoming motivated to experiment was related to being irsgossef
some seeds:

It was just mainly for my personal use and a friend had given mk afpseeds and so |
thought oh well I'll just give it a go and had help from a young boythatijust didn't sort of
work. [ID47, female aged 47]

Ok, | was given some seeds from a friend. And | planted them inl goesv them in my
backyard. | don't know what they were. Once they got to a certain level...

[ID83, female aged 26]

Enjoyment derived from growing

According to 13 respondents, aspects relating to an enjoyment of growingeéact
into their efforts to grow cannabis. Some situated their inténette context of
gardening and the pleasure derived from it:

Because I'm a natural green thumb. Ultimately that's what it boilsxdow.. | like growing
plants. Nothing to do with the [growing of cannabis]. | mean it is, but it's not ...

[ID68, male aged 27, current grower]
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| don't really like hydro pot. | love gardening so I'm quite happydtchv[mine] grow in the
garden and in my current house | feel like I'm fairly secure, nobaglyihg to come into my
backyard. And if I've got one plant ... [ID22, female aged 32]

Others interest was located on a different level in the s#hdeveloping knowledge
specific to cannabis growing.

I've been growing for many, many years; probably a year after lestasnoking | started
growing; initially went through seeds then went to cuttings and clanéss | got my degree
in horticulture [unclear]. I've always been against hydroponics tfag reasons | told you
previously, the chemical aspect; | think it's too much friggiound and | go for the hobby; |
enjoy the whole art of it, where | don't have the monetary inaineof cloning every 3
months to get a constant crop. So | enjoy the processing of growirgnituring the head
or whatever [ID97, male aged 23, current grower]

Another respondent who is not currently growing also expressed an inierest
acquiring knowledge specific to cannabis:

In younger years | certainly attempted many times growingjumaaa in back gardens of
houses that I've lived in. | enjoyed tending them as well as obyitnasproduct availability
at the end of the day. It's similar to growing yourself some a&blgst I've bought books
concerning the growing of it, techniques concerning the growing afléipted and adopted
techniques from that, experimented with those techniques. thiwve moved on to indoor
growing and experimented with those techniques, to a small degree, laofjea scale
production by any means and then haven't grown any for the last 5 years or so.

[ID64, male aged 34, past grower]

Still other respondents attributed an aesthetic quality to the plant itselixd&rople:

Well, 1 just got interested in the plant itself as wellt hegurally, Just planted some seeds in
a pot, to see what became of it. A plant came up...I've never segoossty it for, to try and
get anything off it, I'm just interested in it, it's a nice plant.

[ID52, male aged 30, current grower]

Another respondent who spoke of both the difficulty in growing and the cost involved
in purchasing, also suggested an appreciation of the plant at the level of aesthetics:

And it starts from a seed and you get your fully mature plant anchgve a look at it, you
know, it's incredible, It is really. [ID10, male aged 42, past grower]

Self-sufficiency
According to 12 respondents, the desire to become self sufficientrwaddiional
aspect underlying attempts to grow cannabis.

Well | guess my concerns were that | didn't like going, yoawk having to depend on
somebody else, you know, for when | wanted to smoke. That was number sai lodk |
can grow my own. | can do this'. So basically we went out and boughydh@ponic gear,
and got a clone from the guy who actually sold me the hydroponics stuff.

[ID14, male aged 52, past grower]
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Well, yeah, just to avoid the hassle of having to, trying to chase peppknd at certain
stages, I've had my own place so I've had the opportunity to grovhéreWm living now,
I'm living in an apartment - units, so you can't really grow it théxecertain stages, where
I've been working, it's been out in the bush, so I've had the toptgrto grow things out in
the bush as well. [ID23, Male aged 31, past grower]

Another respondent, speaking of the fact that he was reluctant to gcawskeof the
illegality, nevertheless continued in an effort to become self-sufficient:

But it doesn't stop me from putting some seeds in the ground anegirsg svhat happens
and if one tends to thrive I'll maybe camouflage it. It would betoniggow a nice plant and
be able to store it and use it at your own leisure. [ID25, male aged 37, current grower]

Social Aspect

The social aspect as it relates to growing was an additionaétttehemerged in the
course of discussions with cannabis users. Four respondents understospeittisca

be an important factor in their efforts to grow. One way in whichstie@al can be
conceptualised is a communal feeling existing among friends who grow ared sha
their own product. For example:

[T]here was four of us sharing the house... we always shared the wojtker]\it was
harvest time it was like yeah ok we've got this to lastais know, divide it up, you know. We
divided a bit up for ourselves and just had a bit sort of like a comni@taleen four of us...
yeah sort of a communal vibe up there. [I]t was good, it was nice.

[ID6, male aged 47 past grower]

The social also had to do sharing different products for the purposevomising
access to different varieties of cannabis. As one respondent notes:

...I grew it cause it was cheaper and, my friends were growimm® iahd then we ended up
swapping so we had a bit of variety so that we didn't build up aaesis to it as quickly so
we all swapped a couple of bags with each other and then you have ffeterdikinds of

[cannabis]... [ID2, male aged 40, past grower]

The social as it is implicated in the sharing of differentrséras also interesting in the
context of the broader cannabis market. On a micro level, theupgfysof small
groups occurs, in part, as a means to access different vaoét@mnabis. On a
another level, there is some suggestion that aspects of thedeadgioperations work
in a similar manner.

One respondent, although never having grown, suggested that the cannabis market
was organised in the following manner:

Well | know for a fact that there's a couple of set ups where sifnthe growers have
combined powers together and, let's say for instance, it might be 5rgrame they'll grow

different strains of pot as well. I've had a certain market linedungre | imagine they would
go to either one central bloke for distribution down to seller dsalhich is broken up and
then broken down into smaller and smaller lots [ID87, male aged 40]

Another respondent who currently grows indicated a similar account:

Within our circle, we grow it,just grow 10 ounces or something jugats on. It's always
sold, it's no question of where to sell it ... Somebody just comes atonigkes it all away,
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just hands me the wad [of cash]. They must go and sell it. They buy 10 ounces and they go off,
they must sell it to... yeah we don't ask too many questions, butigipvtomust go... well a

lot of the... in Perth, it's mainly Aboriginals that do the sgllihecause they are being used

by heavies. They are called safe houses. The Perth market is run by SouthaAtisér&outh
Australian mafia, you know? [ID75, male aged 31, current grower]

This is suggestive of there being organized growers with differemttions. On one
level are those whose objective is to provide fellow users witiengroup with
different strains. On another, are those growers whose differamisstre for profit.
On this basis we can infer two understandings of the social or comamiitalelates
to cannabis. Specifically, the way in which one group understands ittasf pdarger
culture of cannabis where smokers assist one another. This can ttesteohwith
another facet of cannabis where the social or communal is implicated in profit.

Avoidance of the criminal element
Five respondents suggested that a desire to avoid the criminal ifdetoent in the
cannabis market was a factor in their decision to grow. For example:

| had some seeds and | decided | would like to try to grow my oWwdida't have to pay for
it or be involved with other criminals and my plants grew on one amtdsi a immature
stage so they died before they got to a mature stage. And on a new otloagigrew to a
mature stage and were males. [ID26, female aged 37, past grower]

I'll tell you why, | grow because it ends up being cheaper, you don'ttbawey (inaudible)
everything, and it's just you and your weed, no middle man, no blaéetnao money. It's
just there for you and, you know, it's better. [ID65, male aged 18, current grower]

A fifth respondent used for medicinal reasons in that he believestlita beneficial
effect upon his epilepsy. Although he did not explicitly speak in terms odliagoihe
criminal element, of note in this instance is the suggestionbthgrowing his own
supply he avoids having to obtain cannabis from street sources:

Well | personally put together half a dozen plants and press it uglignid out so that I've
got a whole year's [supply] to fall [back] on. | don't need to go out on the street.
[ID20, male aged 50, current grower]

Reasons for non-hydroponic growing

Thirty-two respondents suggested that their attempts to grow had beemasing
hydroponic methods. Those who grew non-hydroponically expressed a number of
reasons for doing so including: experimentation; their belief that busd was a
healthier product; that it was less complicated than hydroponiconsttand a
perceived greater risk of growing hydroponically.

Experimentation

Thirteen respondents suggested that their non-hydroponic growing efforts could be
understood as experimenting. For example, one respondent described her growing
attempts in the following manner:

What | would do is throw a seed in and if it comes up, I'll watend if it grows, it grows,
and if it doesn't, it doesn't, if it gets ripped off, it gets ripped off, that's it. | donaylights
or preparation, no shit like that. [ID62, female aged 41 former grower]
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According to another respondent, her efforts also centred on acquiring aseds
planting them without any concerted effort:

| just had some seeds and | had a big mob and I just ended up chucking theskiimctiuif
trough thing and there was a lot of little crap ones and | ended up gavinbole heap of
seedlings away [be]cause | didn't want to [grow all of them] arsdl f couple bloomed and |
just kept on going. | threw about 50 seeds down, not expecting hardly anyetajgohgot a
lot, | had to give a lot away. [ID16, female aged 33, current grower]

On this basis it can be inferred that in cases where s&edesixperiment is present, it
is often easier to begin with non-hydroponic growing. As one former growterd sta
when asked her reasons for choosing non-hydroponic methods:

Basically it meant minimal expense and technology
[ID26, female aged 37, former grower]

Better product

Some 12 people expressed the view non-hydroponically grown cannabis was the
preference due to it being more natural than hydroponically grown. Thus their
attempts at growing were limited to non-hydroponic methods. For exammmpée,
respondent referred to non-hydroponically grown cannabis as being preferable in
terms of both taste and weaker potency:

| find that even naturally grown good marijuana is not that strongttsutnore a tasty thing
whereas in hydroponics it's just geared to try to get that full effect of Td@nlbe a little bit
too much. [ID25, male aged 37 current grower]

Others highlighted the chemical aspect of hydroponically grown as aondigduss
their preference of non-hydroponic methods. Those holding such views included:

So is that the reason why you've chosen to use outdoor plants?

No, I've chosen outdoor plants from the chemical - remember. Suoait'dy the chemical
guantity of the hydros. Oh my lord, that's the danger. And plus the being a lower
percentage of THC, your body doesn't build up tolerance. That's whyoh patople these
days don't like bush when they buy it, because it's not gettingedfi/tino, [be]cause hydro's
got twice the THC amount.

[ID54, male aged 38, current grower, current seller]

Involved nature of hydroponic methods
6 respondents mentioned the more involved nature and higher expense of hydroponic
growing.

You have to grow hydro in a hydroponic solution under lights, Well not neitgssader
lights, [unclear].

So it was more of a hassle to grow hydro, is that why you didn't grow hydro?
It's a lot more expensive. You need at least $1,000 to set uphlgdsic And you also need

to have the room and there's also huge amounts of electricitydhiause and it's just a lot
more sus[pect] as well. [ID32, female aged 32, current grower, never sold]
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Perceived risk associated with hydroponic growing
For six respondents it had to do with a perceived greater risk assogigh growing
hydroponically:

Yeah growing hydro its more of a hassle ‘cause you have to havights and worry about
the smell a bit more, cause usually its in a contained area andntied gets out of control
whereas, [if] you're outside and the wind takes it away and you dorg teaworry about it
too much. It's a lot easier.

So you've never [grown hydroponically]?

I've never no. | wouldn't even have the guts to do somethithkt. I'd be a wreck that the
police would be knocking down my door.
[ID7, male aged 33, current non-hydroponic grower, never sold]

Interestingly, one person noted that while she did smoke hydroponic she would only
grow non-hydroponically due to the risks associated with hydroponic growing:

No | don't do hydro. | smoke it but | don't want to get into that.
How come you grow that kind?

[Be]cause | don't want to get caught with hydroponic gear and | got tahno risk with my
family. [BeJcause then you can get carried away and do too many plants.I'm just
growing it just for my own purpose. Just to have a few cones.

[ID16, female aged 33, current grower, past seller]

Reasons for hydroponic growing

Nine respondents gave reasons why they grew using hydroponic methods. These
could be summarised in two themes: concealment and quality.

Concealment

Relative ease of concealment was suggested as a reason fonghwoydioponic
methods by six respondents. This was understood in two ways. Firstly, loosicea
had to do with issues of privacy and ensuring that one’s choice to grmixsmoke)
cannabis was not made public:

If it grows in your garden you can't really have a barbeque! Therb&r dactors that would
bring it to people's notice and though | believe that the majority ofleetmpomean well, it's
not for someone else to judge what | choose to do so it eliminateshbke issue as well. It
keeps it private. [ID11, female aged 50, current grower]

Another way concealment might be understood is the elimination of thefhed$
plants. For example, one grower states:

Because there is too many rip-offs outside.
Just to avoid rip-offs?
It's just to avoid rip-offs. | mean, if you are going to lookrafitem, why should somebody

else smoke them? But there is no other reason, that I'verspmledl my friends, there is no
other reason why we don't grow outdoors, apart from the reason that thggugknow. And
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indoors, well growing it indoors costs you money actually, a lot more ynibra@ it does
outside, a lot more money! So there is no reason to do itustthat the police or the media
or whatever have got this thing that it's so much stronger.

[ID74, male aged 53, current grower, current seller]

This is the reason why hydroponics is so much better, becaugaditors. | mean, you can
have it indoors, you can have it in a shed, so it removes a loedhdft, the stealing, the
confrontations, because like | say, if I'm growing it in my back gaet®l somebody comes
into my garden and starts cutting my plants down, there's going to be trouble!

[ID14, male aged 52, past grower, never sold]

Quiality

Among five people quality was as a factor underlying decisions to grow
hydroponically, albeit in different ways. For some, quality referred tdymiag the
best product that was free of adulterants that would harm one’s health. For example:

And wanting to grow our own really didn't have as much to do with isgaks as quality.

On occasion we have experienced cannabis that had side effects sheladashes or

inducing coughing and we found out that was directly related to the chenisatl in the

growing process. If they're grown outside - herbicides, thingsthiat if they're grown

hydroponically - growth accelerators and things like that. So it wasa#tthessue and we
chose to do it in the most safe way as far as our health was codceritekeeps it private,

keeps it safe and keeps it quality controlled | guess so we doa'tdharworry about someone
else spraying it with something or infecting it in some way.

[ID11, female aged 50, current grower, past seller]

A second way quality was understood was the potency of hydroponically grown.
Specifically, the view that hydroponic is stronger than non-hydroponic and is
therefore a better product. For this respondent the goal in using hydroponic methods is
to optimise the strength of the product:

[Be]cause it's basically better quality pot and because you oatral the atmosphere. What

I mean by control the atmosphere is like you can leave your liglir@nfextra two days so

the plants get an extra two hours' sunlight, improve the strength of your plant. With hydro you
control the atmosphere. [ID42, male aged 37, past grower, never sold]

In two other cases the perceived better quality of hydroponics isighitgd by
contrasting it with non-hydroponically grown:

The stuff in the ground doesn't make you as bent. Like you ... you gotta haw ihand its
not as good. [ID8, male aged 22 current grower, past seller]

Do you prefer hydro? Why is that?

You don't have to smoke as much. Bushy's a bit rough.
[ID44, female aged 35, current grower, never sold]

Indeed, a former cannabis grower suggested that one of the reasstopped was
because he was able to purchase a product that suited his pref@tamsehe was
able to avoid the risk associated with growing his own:
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There was no need to support myself once the hydroponic came alengsddt was a
guaranteed strength and that was what we were after.
[ID64, male aged 34, past grower, never sold]

Both hydroponic and non-hydroponic growing

Eleven respondents noted that they had attempted growing using both methods. As
with the previous discussion, responses were varied. For some respdndeastpart
of an overall experimentation process with growing. As one respondent noted:

Experimentation
According to seven respondents, efforts to grow using both methods occupad as
of a general desire to experiment with growing. As one respondent noted:

I've only grown a few crops in my life and my interest in growingudible] gardening
plants generally and something that my uncle told me: it walkalla hypotenuse or what
ever test. So | planted all these seeds at different @mmesd a full moon basically to see
which ones were best and you know yes all the plants came up andtsgdtthem. | didn't
even really try to grow again until about 5 years later when | gotirstyHydro kit, my first
and last hydro kit, which | installed under my house and grew a stigickgdro crop under
there which kept me in pot for a few months ... didn't bother selling any.

[ID17, male age 32 current grower]

Difficulties in the growing process
Two respondents indicated that movement between the two methods latzd te
the difficulties encountered in the growing process:

I've only tried growing a couple of times, probably becauseilteigal and | didn't want to
get caught and all that stuff. Originally | just had some seeds irobrmgy $25 bags, planted
them in the ground and just grew them naturally in my backyard. Nelhdy those died, or
they became males. They get affected by all the bugs likeptéinés, like aphids and stuff. |
lost the whole lot so it was a waste of time really. | tgeaslving hydroponics which gave me
an $1800 power bill for three months and the whole crop got eater, iugs ate them out
from the inside. So | lost everything there. So | think it is eass¢tg grow one or two plants
in the backyard, but you've just got to be really lucky. It's hard to grow.
[ID61, male aged 35, current grower, past seller]

Another respondent who stopped growing hydroponically due to the associated cost
suggested that moving from one growing method to the other was in sqmeetses
related to the difficulties experienced in growing cannabis. Note below:

So | just grew a plant at home in the ground. And then, | decided toipypat plants so |
could constantly pour nutrient stuff in it. And | had two of them. Bué. &ite of them died. |
didn't really know what | was doing. And then | like put a small, | wartteget it growing
quickly so | bought a small hydroponic thing so |, yeah. You get like fiiants every month
or something like that ... Or more like three every three months, | reckon.

[ID8, male aged 22, current grower, past seller]

Perceived harms associated with hydroponics

An additional respondent who has grown successfully using both methods eyentuall
decided against using hydroponically grown because of the perceived harms
associated with it:
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I now have doubts serious doubts about the health of hydro cannabis. | wbattiet doing
it myself.

So when you did grow the hydro you weren't that concerned?

No | didn't have any idea about it at that stage | just thought it was fine.
[ID17, male aged 32, current grower, never sold]

Choice of crop size

There were 50 respondents who commented on their choice of crop sizanyn m
cases crop size consisted of one to two plants although in a fesvtbaseumbers
were larger. Three primary themes emerged: perceived needjnesqpiation; and
fear of detection.

Perceived need.
In 29 cases the number of plants appeared to be based on personal neramipte,
one former grower said:

How many are growing at the one time?
3or4.
So why that amount of plants?

Just for my own need. [ID77, male aged 46, past grower, never sold]
Another respondent in discussing growing two plants notes:

For my own personal use. I'm not a pusher, | don't sell it. | won't.
So how much do you get off those two plants?

Probably around 4 to 6 ounces. [ID46, male aged 29, current grower]

In some cases, decisions regarding perceived need incorporated the possibiiy tha
all plants would produce harvestable heads. This could be due to famtiorasssome
plants dying due to disease, or the fact that only the female plantsf ase. The
assumption that not all plants would reach fruition resulted in plamtifggher
number with the intention of achieving something smaller. For example:

And is there a reason why you chose 8 cuttings?

Well you should expect to lose one or two, perhaps through root-sminething, so | think
probably for me | need about 6 to smoke. | mean you never reallyHow\it's going to go,
so often you might put in a bit more [ID78, male aged 46, current grower, past seller]

My most successful try | think | got four plants, four females males were ripped out
before harvest. | would have got all up about almost 10 ounces. That was nopdnids.

And that was for personal use, no selling. It saved me a lot of mibhasted me almost 6
months. It was good. [ID95, male aged 30, former grower]
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Unanticipated outcome

In some sixteen cases the resulting crop size was unanticipdteel sense of there

being no specific effort to achieve a specific crop size peRather, the outcome is
arbitrary; one based on opportunity where people have seeds and decide to plant them.
For example:

To see how easy it was. | had some really nice bush budsgat ¥e seeds out of that. We
grew 4 plants. [ID96, female aged 32, former grower]

Fear of detection

Four respondents were of the view that the possibility of being caughheby t
authorities impacted on the size of crop. For some this referithe idea that being
caught with a smaller as opposed to larger number was in theiinterstst. One
respondent adjusted his crop size as a result of being apprehendegastth&/hen
queried about his decision to grow 3 or 4 plants he stated:

| used to grow more and the time | got caught | had 27 plants... Evertkiae I've just not
grown that amount. It's only ever been 3 or 4 and | did change my growirtg;Habia little
while in the middle we used to take clones just near the ert ofegetation season, just
grow little heads like this and you just have 10 of them lined up instead of a plant agosuch,
just grow a head but that died in the arse.

[ID97, male aged 23, current grower non-hydro, past seller].

According to another respondent:

You grew four. And because that was a convenient amount?

Yeah, that's all | need. [I] don’t want to get busted. If | get bustitk four [that's different
than] if | grew a whole back yard ... Think I'll have a problem explaining [that]
[ID2, male aged 48, past grower, never sold]

The number of people involved in growing
Thirty-six respondents commented on whether their efforts to grow included others.

Alone
According to 22 respondents, attempts to grow did not involve additional people.
Typical was one respondent who noted:

Yeah, just me. The last times that I've had, my mates have b&eglafter it, not really
looking after it, but helping me look after it. But these oressd are mine. I've shown a
couple of people, | don't generally show anybody because the more paopdd,yihe more
people who know and then the word gets around and then somebody who tkeegot,|
someone who is not friends with you will come round and take theandmethey don't give a
shit about you. Whereas your friends, they don't do that, because you kndenjtadp that
to your friends. [ID65, male aged 18, current grower]

Another when asked if he was the sole person involved responded:

No. Just myself. And over East I've grown it. Different. | don't know, plants groweimtiffer
over East. They grow smaller and bushier and seem to be more thick with resitve Blgd
been busted over East. [ID100, male aged 40, former grower]
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Peer group
Thirteen respondents indicated that their growing involved a small peer group.

For example, one respondent began by stating he was the only one involved, but
during the course of the discussion it became apparent that he was part of aygeer gr
whose intent was to self-supply. Note below:

No it's just me. We had this big argument a long time ago. Watallosvn and everyone
wanted to do it and | said it becomes organised crime when you sit doweirgteaand do
this. Regardless of whether we're called a co-op or what. Beegalse all at a table and
we're all talking about a drug that's illegal, it becomes organisesheriTook me about a
month to make it friggin sink in. So now we grow separate but we'rthéogeHelp each
other out. [ID54, male aged 38, current grower]

Another respondent shares with a small group thus ensuring that asp&ways
available:

Oh no, its 4 clones yeah you keep the clones going, now were gdthimptail, some years
ago, 3 years ago when | visited, Amsterdam one of the main reason waapavefrom a
good holiday, was to come back with some good seeds and so yeah, gdimamated then
you clone them or take cutting and then you either sell the cuthings/e them to your
friends and then you've always got a circle of quality plants aroonitha when mine are
finishing off, I'll go and get some more off so-and-so and when nip & growth I'll snip
them and take them around and give them to so-and-so just so that you keep it a deall circ
[ID21, male aged 37, current grower]

The peer group might also be comprised of those living together, whetherpaor
friends and housemates as indicated below. When asked if anyoneaslg®volved
in growing he responded:

Yes, friends. They make sure that they water it, and make suletiveyhat's going on, just
basically caring for a plant. It was my housemate so we wereduatly to benefit from it so
we made sure we were both doing our mutual bifID68, male aged 27, current grower]

Syndicate supplying for profit

One atypical respondent is involved with a syndicate of growers fopumose of
supplying for profit. Although he does not feel he can be classified ager Iscale
grower his involvement does go beyond self-supply:

And | probably get about 10 ounces every 8 weeks. | sell that fot algrand. And then |
get cuts, percentages, from 5 other people, and they give me weedroata[pccasions]
We set up times, so it rotates [ID75, male aged 31, current grower]
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The difficult nature of growing cannabis

Another theme that emerged throughout discussions with cannabis usethewas
difficult nature of growing. Twenty-eight respondents discussed the uliiis
associated with growing cannabis.

Inadequate knowledge - general

In seven instances failing to grow successfully was attributedatckeof knowledge.
For example, one respondent who experimented unsuccessfully with grasvimg a
way to save money remarked:

| can't grow. I've got no hope. | don't know enough...I tried to germinate tm wet cotton
towels. [ID35, female aged 25, former grower]

Inadequate knowledge - specific

An additional fifteen respondents discussed a number of specsicn®éor why they
believed their attempts to grow were unsuccessful. These casgsalsma be
understood as a lack of requisite knowledge. For example:

| set up a light structure within a cupboard and thanks to a friend who sugghstélea and
| ended growing up growing a plant to about this high...

So about two inches high?

Yeah, then it died on me [be]cause I'd over fertilised it. That's the delyptt I've had.
[ID59, female aged 34, former grower]

| had seeds like when you get a bag sometimes you get littleiséeeddnd because my guy,
that's what he did, [he said] “you should plant your own”. And | go “alright” and I tried and
it just didn't work for me.

Was this inside or outside?
| tried to move it in a bit of cottonwool, you know with littledseel tried to do that and then

when it kind of sprouted | put it into a pot and then it kind of grew ®tihy thing then it
stopped. Just died. Very hot I think [ID38, female age 19 current grower]

Other growers have achieved a successful harvest but have bedsfididsaith the
outcome. In this regard, inadequate knowledge can be made manifestjualibe of
the product. Note below where the respondent is able to harvesbpibut feels that
level of success is dependent upon level of knowledge. Note below:

Sometimes the growth may be stunted and | just pull them out, dryatiee may be have a
light smoke. | don't grow big plants or anything like that.

How much would you have got when you pulled up the stunted ones?
A couple of grams! Not very good at that.

So will you try to score within the civil penalty range?

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



106 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

Yep and if growing one or two plants is okay then | might look into @ b&search into how
to grow some good marijuana plants and | might even read a book about it anditdofa b
research before | grow. Take a bit more care. [ID25, male aged 37, current grower]

Another respondent when queried about how often he grew replied:
Only probably once a year for the last three years, and it's only been targs.p
How much have you been getting off each plant?

I don't know. Most of it's just crappy leaf so it's all cooked up.
[ID81, male aged 25, former grower]

Rip-offs

There are, of course, other factors impacting on the outcome ofpsttéon grow
cannabis that may not be directly related to one’s level of knowledgeoffiR are

one external factor impacting on growing. Some 17 respondents discusseqabe i
that having plants stolen had on their growing behaviour. Fourteen resposjlaes

of actually having their plants stolen at some point. According to operdent, his
decision to attempt hydroponic growing was related to having his outdoor plants
continually stolen:

More recently I've attempted indoor growing. Well before that, detially grown in my

garden, and always, always had it ripped off. I've never once gitowrmy garden without

getting it ripped off. So more recently I've grown indoors and had moderate success.
[ID78, male aged 46, current grower]

Another respondent spoke of limiting his attempts to grow because bysly
having his plants ripped off by some friends:

How frequently have you grown?

Quite infrequently because of the friends and acquaintance factor, ripping off
[ID95, male aged 30, former grower]

The possibility of having one’s plants stolen has impacted other canasdis in
additional ways. For example, a current grower has factored the possibitheft

into his growing behaviour, both in terms of the way he grows and the level of
secrecy he maintains:

Well, growing pot... well | smoked it for a long time, but when | medxnghe was growing
pot, and she was very good at it, so she showed me a bit. I've newar ighydro, | only
grow it in the ground. She prepared the soil for months ahead. She would go ddwacthe
after a storm and get all the seaweed, and wash all that offapeethe soil, so on and so on.
Well | don't go to all that trouble now, because when | put thémtle ground, I've either
been ripped off or arrested. So I've put them in pots. And that'y pnatth to germinate the
seed, put it in a smaller pot, and gradually re-pot them in a biggerTat way | can move
them around to the best sun as well, get the maximum sun that | cahagivevithout - you
see I'm still maintaining some sort of covert nature there

[ID99, male aged 50, current grower]

Other external factors impinging on the growing process

For example, one current grower who has grown using different methaissés
the fact that events outside his control can quite easily preverftdnma successful
harvest:
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Well I've grown hydro indoors and I've grown hydro outdoors and I've graganically
outdoors ... If | do grow now | just chuck a couple of seeds intgatden, into the veggie
patch next to the tomatoes and the sweet corn.

And how often do you do this?

| always put in a couple of seeds at the beginning of summer, spring summer.
And how many of those generally would...?

Probably 2 out of 3 years I'll have a crop. Other years, because'll planin a lot of seeds,
shails or dogs - I've got a big dog and sometimes she'll just go and @kap on the patch
and I'll lose all my plants. Yeah so probably 2 out of 3 yelrget a crop to fruition and
that's usually just a couple of plants. If I'm lucky. [ID90, male aged 28, current grower]

Still another describes the way in which her recent efforts to ¢moded because of
the actions of her gardener. Note below:

And S and | planted a few seeds earlier this year and then our garckmer and, for some
reason, | don't know why, put weed killer all through the garden and killed them.
[ID32, female aged 32, current grower]

EXPERIENCE OF SUPPLYING CANNABIS

In this section of the questionnaire it was explained to respondehtsotha people
supplied cannabis for profit (selling), some supplied cannabis on domptefit’
basis (distributing) and some people gave cannabis away. This desqoigti@ded
detailed questions about involvement cannabis supply in order to get a m®re fi
grained understanding of the nature of that involvement.

Giving cannabis away

Overall, 87 (89.7%, missing =3) respondents said that they had evercgiveabis
away. Three-quarters (n=75) of the sample gave cannabis away durprg\iwis 6
months. Of those who gave cannabis away in the last 6 months thétyn@ob4,
72.0%) did it on 10 occasions or less over that period. People to who they gave
cannabis to over that period are presented in Table 47. Table 48 shoalsnthet all
(93.3%) those who gave cannabis away over that period gave it to friends.

Table 47:  People gave cannabis to in the last 6 mon  ths

Person Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Friends 70 61.4 93.3

Other family members 14 12.3 18.7
Acquaintances 11 9.6 14.7
Partner 9 7.9 12.0

Work mates 6 5.3 8.0

Own child 2 1.8 2.7

People | don'’t really know 2 1.8 2.7

Total 114 100.0 152.1

Respondents could give more than one responseniylis5
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Table 48:  Original source of cannabis given away in the last 6 months

Person n %
Another back-yard user-grower 23 30.7
Large scale supplier 18 24.0
Grown by respondent 13 17.3
Don't Know 21 28.0
Total 75 100.0
Missing = 25

Distributing cannabis (not-for-profit)

Overall, 69 (71.1%, missing =3) respondents said that they had evebudéstr
cannabis ‘not-for-profit’ or bought on behalf of others ‘not-for-prof&bout half
(n=52) the sample distributed cannabis ‘not-for-profit’ or bought on behalthafrs

over the previous 6 months. Of those who distributed cannabis in the lastithsm
approximately two thirds (n=34, 65.4%) did it on 10 occasions or less over that
period. People to who they distributed cannabis to over that period aratpdese
Table 49. Almost all (94.2%) those who distributed cannabis over that period
distributed it to friends. Table 50 shows that 41.2% of those who digtilmainnabis

on a not-for-profit basis over the last 6 months said that they beltbeedriginal
source of that cannabis to be large scale criminal suppliers.

Table 49:  People distributed* cannabis to inthe la st 6 months

Person Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Friends 49 57.0 94.2
Acquaintances 12 14.0 23.1

Other family members 10 11.6 19.2

Work mates 8 9.3 15.4
Partner 5 5.8 9.6
People | don't really know 2 2.3 3.8

Own child 0 0.0 0.0

Total 86 100.0 165.3

* Refers to ‘not-forprofit’ transactions
Respondents could give more than one response
Missing = 48
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Table 50:  Original source of cannabis distributed i n the last 6 months
Person n %
Large scale supplier 21 41.2
Another back-yard user-grower 17 33.3
Grown by respondent 4 7.8
Don't Know 9 17.6
Total 51 100.0
Missing = 49

Selling cannabis for profit

Overall, 47 (49.5%, missing =3) respondents said that they had ever sold sdanabi
profit. Some 13 respondents said that they sold cannabis for profit ilagh&
months, but only three considered themselves to be ‘cannabis dealers’.
Notwithstanding that numbers here are small and need to be traghtechaution, of
those who sold cannabis for profit in the last 6 months approximately(rvlf
53.8%) did it on 10 occasions or less over that period. People to whodliey s
cannabis to over that period are presented in Table 51. Almost all (9%886)who
sold cannabis for profit over that period sold it to friends. Table 52 shioat those
who sold cannabis for profit over the last 6 months said that thieywéelthe original
source of that cannabis was roughly evenly divided between large csoaleal
suppliers, the respondent, and other small-time growers.

Eleven of the 13 who sold cannabis for profit over the past 6 monthsaadsthat
distributed cannabis on a ‘not-for-profit’ basis over the same period.
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Table 51:  People sold* cannabis to in the last 6 mo  nths

Person Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Friends 12 60.0 92.3
Acquaintances 2 10.0 15.4
Other family members 1 5.0 7.7
Work mates 2 10.0 15.4
Partner 1 5.0 7.7
People | don't really know 2 10.0 15.4
Total 20 100.0 153.9

* Refers to ‘forprofit’ transactions
Respondents could give more than one response
Missing = 48

Table 52:  Original source of cannabis sold for prof it in the last 6

months
Person n %
Large scale supplier 4 30.8
Another back-yard user-grower 4 30.8
Grown by respondent 3 23.1
Don’t Know 2 154
Total 13 100.0
Missing = 49

Those 13 respondents who sold cannabis for profit in the last 6 monthaskerkto
estimate what proportion of their income in the last year chorma the sale of
cannabis. These results are given in Figure 16. Some 23.1% said thaténdass
than 1%) of their income came from sale of cannabis and 46.2% saiekbet% and
25% of their income came from this source over the last 12 montlsnénderived
from selling cannabis over the last 12 months ranged from $80 to $13,000.
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Figure 16: Percentage of last year's income from gr  owing cannabis

Eight (66.7%) of the 12 respondents (1 missing case) who said that theplthad s
cannabis for profit in the last 6 months said that they had *also exchanged cannabis for
other drugs or favours’ at some time in their life. Similarly79.0%) said that they

had given cannabis to people who buy from them.

Of the 51 respondents who said that they had distributed cannabis ¢podffoin

the last 6 months) 48 (94.1%) said that they had not experienced eidenp-offs
when selling or distributing, 2 (3.9%) said ‘1-2 times’ and one (1.9%d)'Sar more
times’. Of the 13 respondents who said that they had sold cannalpiofibrin the
last 6 months 10 (76.9%) said that they had not experienced violenceoffs nghen
selling or distributing, 2 (15.4%) said ‘1-2 times’ and one (7.7%) saidr ‘Bhore
times’. Two of the 3 cases experiencing violence or rip-offs whiimge&annabis
were the same as those when distributing cannabis. Thus overalvérer® (9.2%)
of the 54 cases who sold or distributed cannabis in the last 6 mondineceviolence
or rip-offs over this period.

Selling drugs other than cannabis

Respondents were asked whether they had ever sold drugs other than cannabis.
Results are presented in Table 53. All together there were 31 (3deBp®ndents

who had ever sold drugs other than cannabis, but 29 (93.5%) of these had not done so
in the last 6 months. Ten (32.2%) of those who had ever sold drugs other than
cannabis had not sold cannabis.
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Table 53:  Ever sold* drugs other than cannabis

Person n %

No 64 66.0
Yes, but not in the past 6 months 29 29.9
Yes, occasionally 2 2.1
Yes, regularly 2 2.1
Total 97 100.0
*Refers to ‘for-profit’ transactions

Missing = 3

Most of the 30 respondents who had ever sold drugs other than cannabis rad sold
friends (80.0%) or acquaintances (36.7%). These results are presented in Table 54.

Table 54:  People sold* other drugs to

Person Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Friends 24 43.6 80.0
Acquaintances 11 20.0 36.7
People | don't really know 7 12.7 23.3
Work mates 5 9.1 16.7
Other family members 3 5.5 10.0
Other users 3 55 10.0
Children 1 1.8 3.3
Partner 1 1.8 3.3
Total 55 100.0 183.3

* Refers to ‘for-profit’ transactions
Respondents could give more than one responsealigOcases.

Drugs other than cannabis sold by the 30 respondents who had ever soldugber dr
are presented in Table 55. Drugs most often mentioned included amphstamine
which had been sold by 24 (77.4%) of these respondents and ecstasy sold by 18
(58.1%) of the group.
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Table 55:  Other drugs ever sold*

Person Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Amphetamines 24 31.6 77.4
Ecstasy 18 23.7 58.1
Hallucinogens 12 15.8 38.7
Heroin 11 14.5 35.5
Cocaine 6 7.9 19.4
Alcohol 1 1.3 3.2
Tobacco 1 1.3 3.2
Inhalants 1 1.3 3.2
Benzodiazepines 1 1.3 3.2
Other drugs 1 1.3 3.2
76 100.0 245.1

* Refers to ‘for-profit’ transactions

Respondents could give more than one responsealigOcases.
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CANNABIS AND THE LAW - EXPERIENCE

PRIOR CONTACT WITH POLICE REGARDING CANNABIS

Nearly half (n=46, 46.5%) of the sample reported prior contact wiht\Australian
police regarding a cannabis-related offence (missing=1), and 40 (800%gse

were apprehended by police for a cannabis-related offence. None had bee
imprisoned for a cannabis offence. Eight respondents said that they haglvssean
infringement notice for a cannabis offence, however, given that the qugséoified

‘in WA only’ this would not have been possible. It is not possible to chéter from

the data whether these respondents were referring to a summotiss bedguld seem
likely and it would tally with the data that only 24 were arreste®hudttended court

(1 missing case) for cannabis. These results are presented in Table 56.

Table 56: Prior contact with justice systemasana  dult

Cannabis-related contact

with the law Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Apprehended 40 21.1 87.0
Informal warning 23 12.1 50.0
Formal caution 7 3.7 15.2
Infringement notice 8 4.2 17.4
Charge 31 16.3 67.4
Arrest 24 12.6 52.2
Attended court 31 16.3 67.4
Convicted 26 13.7 56.5
Imprisoned 0 0.0 0.0
Any contact with police 46 100.0 413.1

Respondents could give more than one responseissihgncases

Most respondents who had prior contact with police regarding cannabis had bee
apprehended one (n=20, 43.5%) or two (n=10, 21.7%) times. There weredbpée p
(6.5%) who had been apprehended 3 to 5 times, three people (6.5%) who had been
apprehended 6 to 10 times, and two people (4.3%) more than 10 times. snoferm
convictions, 15 (32.6%) had one conviction, five (10.9%) had 2 convictions, two
(4.3%) had 3 convictions, and five people (10.9%) more than 3 convictions.

LAST CONTACT WITH POLICE REGARDING CANNABIS

There were 42 respondents who described their last contact witle pegearding
cannabis (refused=2, missing=2). Table 57 shows that most of thoseladtqsalice
contact related to of cannabis concerned possession (n=32, 76.2%) andoalzisca
implement (n=15, 35.7%), with less related to cultivation (n=6, 14.3%) and/or
sell/supply (n=6, 14.3%).
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Table 57: Last contact with police regarding cannab s

Last contact with police for

cannabis was regarding Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Possession of cannabis 32 54.2 76.2
Possession of implement 15 25.4 35.7
Cultivation of cannabis 6 10.2 14.3
Sell/supply cannabis 6 10.2 14.3
Total 59 100.0 140.5

Respondents could give more than one response
42 valid cases, 58 missing cases

Table 58:  Reason for last contact with police regar  ding cannabis

Last contact with police for cannabis was % %
regarding Frequency Responses Respondents
Police investigating another matter or person 11 20.0 26.2
Routine patrol 7 12.7 16.7
Suspicion of cannabis possession 6 10.9 14.3
Suspicion of cannabis cultivation 6 10.9 14.3
Non-drug non-criminal matter 6 10.9 14.3
Suspicion of cannabis use 5 9.1 11.9
Suspicion of cannabis selling 3 5.5 7.1
Suspicion of presence of other drug 2 3.6 4.8
Non-drug criminal matter 2 3.6 4.8
Other 7 12.7 16.7
Total 55 100.0 131.1

Respondents could give more than one response
42 valid cases, 58 missing cases

All together there were 16 (38.1%) respondents whose last contdctpalice

regarding cannabis was motivated by police suspicion that they wereittiognra

cannabis offence (possession, use, cultivation or selling). Some 26.2%esnidgt

police contact for cannabis was a result of police investigatinghenabatter or
person, and in 16.7% of cases police were on routine patrol. Thests rasal
presented in Table 58.

Table 59 shows that most commonly people were with friends (n=17, 4056%),
their own (n=14, 33.3%), on the last occasion they had contact from pegeeling
cannabis.
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Table 59: People with at last contact with policer  egarding cannabis

People with at last contact with police for % %
cannabis was regarding Frequency Responses Respondents
Friends 17 37.8 40.5

No one 14 31.1 33.3
Partner 8 17.8 19.0
Child or children 2 4.4 4.8
Other family members 2 4.4 4.8
Acquaintances 1 2.2 2.4
People | don't really know 1 2.2 2.4
Total 45 100.0 107.2

Respondents could give more than one response
42 valid cases, 58 missing cases

Most commonly people were in their own home (n=15, 35.7%), in a motor vehicle
(n=11, 26.2%), or in a street, park or beach (n=10, 23.8%), when they last haat cont
with police regarding cannabis. These results are shown in Table 6@ iBhar
concern about people driving a vehicle while under the influence of canhabés
(81.8%) of the 11 said that they were under the influence of a drugtah&en each
case the drug was cannabis and in one of these cases thewlseerdfected by
alcohol. In four of these cases the person was the driver, in five casessthre\pas a
passenger.

Table 60:  Location of last contact with police rega  rding cannabis

%

Location of last contact with police for cannabis Frequencyl:«_)sloon dents
Own home 15 35.7
In motor vehicle 11 26.2
Street/ park/ beach 10 23.8
Other public place 3 7.1
Club/ pub 2 4.8
Others home 1 2.4
Total 42 100.0

Respondents could give more than one response
42 valid cases, 58 missing cases

In 35 of the 42 cases respondents said that things were seized byapdheelast
contact with police regarding cannabis. Qualitative data showed trmast every
case cannabis was seized, in about five cases implementseizré and in a few
cases stolen goods were seized. One respondent claimed that wemtemissing
while police were in attendance.

Overall 27 (64.3%) of respondents said that they were under the irdlo¢rcdrug
the last time they had contact with the police regarding cannabigsypéef drugs
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they were under the influence of is presented in Table 61. Cleamhabi&s was the
drug most (85.2%) respondents were affected by.

Table 61:  Type of drug affected by at last contact with police
regarding cannabis

Type of drug affeg;ted by at last contact with Frequency % Responses %
police for cannabis Respondents
Cannabis 23 69.7 85.2
Alcohol 6 18.2 22.2
Amphetamines 1 3.0 3.7
Other drugs 3 9.1 11.1
Total 33 100.0 122.2

Respondents could give more than one response
27 valid cases, 0 missing cases

Two-thirds (n=31) of those who reported police contact were chargddyvaen half
(n=26) were convicted of a cannabis-related offence. For thirtedicipants, this
was their first conviction (missing=3). Sixty participants adrdittever being
apprehended or caught by the police for an offence not involving cannéatos)ghl
about one-third (n=21) of those participants cited only non-criminal offe(eg.
speeding). Over one-third (n=37) of the sample had a criminal recohddjimg both
cannabis-related and non-cannabis-related offences).

Qualitative accounts of last police contact regardi ng cannabis

Some 41 respondents gave a qualitative account of their last contlacpolce
regarding cannabis. Such contact occurred in either a public or private setting.

According to twenty-six respondents their cannabis-related contabt palice
occurred in a public setting. These could be organised into 5 themes paolitact
regarding another matter; using in a public space; when scoringdeaters; and
under the influence in a vehicle — as driver or passenger.

Among the fifteen respondents whose last cannabis-related conthcthes police

occurred in a private setting some occurred as a result of daigerenquiries which
led police to visit the respondent’'s home and the remainder were opptictafier

police were making enquiries on non-drug related matters.

Police contact regarding another matter
Fourteen people experienced cannabis-related contact with the qulycafter being
approached in the context of another matter.

Well what happened is | was at a bus stop a guy [came] up and was yakkiregftor a
while. He'd just broken into the high school. Someone got a déeaoript of him and said
that he'd been seen catching the bus. Bus was pulled over by tree gimiat a [kilometre]
up the road and they checked me him and another guy because all thrematiched the
description, | just happened to have something on me ... They tdok agideo interview
and then | was handed a summons for court. [ID18, male aged 16]
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I was riding my bike into town and didn't have a helmet and tHisepofficer stopped me
and said he was going to arrest me for not having a helmet. So thmepurtder arrest and
then they take me somewhere ... to the police station, and them watkend put me in the
back of the car and they said “is there anything in your bag” and | said “not really”theg
went through my bag and they found the tin of pot and stuff and so | gotitakast Perth,
searched, fingerprinted, put in a cell and then given bail. Had to go to céient to court
and the judge sent me to drug court. [ID28, female aged 27]

Another respondent was caught when the transport company he was using to se
cannabis to a friend was raided. Note below:

| was asked by a friend to on sell some cannabis and was desperaterfey mhich is
something that | don't normally do. But being a friend | did and | put ithoxaand taken it
to a transport company to have it road freighted up there [be]cause | wbplanit on an
aeroplane. And as it turned out there was a raid on that transport comtpan afternoon,
with regards to another drug matter that they had been tipdeabainst, and they had found
my little stash. [ID21, male aged 37]

Using in a public space
Seven respondents were approached by the police for smoking cannalpigbiic a
place. The following excerpts typify the descriptions:

| was going to the movies. It was a long time ago, not in the last 6 months. And we parked at
the car park in Hay St and we walked down with the idea thavawd smoke a joint from
the top floor to the ground floor, which we did and it was quite pleamastenjoyable and
we were quite excited about going to the movies. And | walked oltagt&t and | had the
roach and | went to relight the roach and | didn't know there was an umchartilice car
and watched me lighting. And they came up behind me and put their hand on my shoulder
and took me away. They arrested me, they charged me and | went to court.
[ID69, female aged 40]

[T]here was 4 of us all in our mid to early 40's. We were outsidgg down at XXXX,
around the corner from the venue, having a smoke and these copaloageThey were
probably around our sons’ ages. They said “Well, don't you think you should kntex be
than this at your age?”. We were sort of like “Yeah, | suppose waldhorhey said
“alright, put it out and, move on and don't let us see you back heii@"agzt of thing. And
while they are talking the joint is still going around, it waelwell if we are going to get
nailed then I'm going to get nailed, least | could have got rid of thderwe then you
know....[T]hey just said, yeah they said that we should know better andidmdywant to
see us outside again. So we didn't [ID6, male aged 47]

When scoring from dealers

Four respondents who commented on the question said that their contgabdheih
resulted from attempting to purchase cannabis from a dealerexXaonple, one
respondent was apprehended with two days remaining on a suspended jail term.

So what happened, you had gone over to buy a gram from the dealer's house?

Yeah. And the cops were waiting. They were watching it [be]cause iaviasise they
wanted to shut down [be]cause it was open house to anybody. They were real dumb buggers.

So they waited until you came out?
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Yeah they waited until | came out and then they busted mealljidtwas walking around
the corner and they come past and they looked at me. They muselaedrl just scored.
[Be]cause | think they got me and they're gonna search me. Themw#myd me to give
information against the dealer but they only stuck their hand thrdoglgtille and | said |
can't recognise a hand in a door so when they realised that ...

So did they take you to the police station?
No, they said come to the cop shop next week to pick up your summons for the court.
And what did you get from that?

Normally it would have been a $50 fine but because | was on a suspendedrjdi got an
$800 fine and another 2 years' suspended jail term.

And what effect did this experience have on you?

Yeah that made me realise, Christ almighty I'm gonna go to jail over a gram of lplobdy
[ID42, male aged 37]

Under influence and in a vehicle

Of the 26 respondents who experienced contact in a public space, sppedents
were in a vehicle while under the influence of cannabis. In foursc&spondents
were driving the car and the situations varied considerably. The fooexcerpts
are illustrative:

Last contact was something stupid...| had a mull bowl in my Barh@d a little bit of mull

in it and the cop goes “You've been smoking a bit of mull. Empty yoketgband just like
that. But we were in XXXXXX cops so they would have just taokhieinselves and smoked
it themselves.

So they pulled you over for something else and then saw the mull bowl?

Yeah, yeah.

Okay, and then what happened? Did they just take it away from you?

Yeah, that was.it [ID4, male age 20]
My ex-boyfriend and | went through a booze bus and it was caught. ddrehed the car

and found a sachet and they let us off with a warning. They toadfofhe ... Not even a
caution just verbally cautioned [ID37, female aged 23]

A fourth respondent was under the influence of both cannabis and alcomeltiabe
of his contact with the police involving a motor vehicle. Note below:

The last time, well | was just pulled over for a random breath el they asked about the

tin that was on the floor, and | just got a fine, because | wasn't over .08 | think, | was over .05
but under .08, and the other person said that the pot was hers, so she hadtdrgg t
counselling thing or whatever [ID52, male aged 30]

In four cases respondents were a passenger in a vehicle whea pahtact
occurred. While it is the case that the passengers were undefltleace, it is not
always clear as to the condition of the driver. Note below:
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We were driving in the car and my mate was being a maniac and vpallggd over. And
they searched him [be]cause they thought he was off [his head]wdda't even stoned
actually. | dropped the dope in his car, like tried to hidenider the seat and that. [unclear]
So well you're gonna have to get a caution.

They said they were going to caution you and then what happened?

Yeah they said they would send it out in the mail ... Legallym&kim there and then like fill
the form out with me and | had to sign it and he had to sign it andtizelusé the Peace has
to sign it. And that never happened.

So you didn't have to attend the police station or anything like that? They jystudb go?
Yeah. [ID56, female aged 19]

Yeah we went down a no-through road to a dealer’s house at the end, a largdesdatel
guess you could say, to pick up an ounce and they refused us, got backain teve up
the street and went around the corner and pulled over by 4 narcotic sffidéey raided the
car but didn't search us though. | had a broken leg at the time andki tthéy were trying to
keep their distance ... They just gave us a warning. [ID12, male aged 21]

Another respondent described being in a friend’s parked car and usindpisamhan
they were approached by the police.

Well, what happened was one of my friends, the only time he everybimadht ounces to
sell off ... So like, he bought three ounces and they were what yoyersahal use ounces.
And one of them was for himself and the other two were brokehatitounces and he was
selling them to his friends. What we did was, | went with him amgeheand picked it up at
his friends and (inaudible) the dealer ... What happened was we wentcked pine of my
friends up and we went and had a session in his car ... Yeah. And we didnitthidden or
anything. We were in the process of smoking it. So we had like, wékbamhe of my friends
was rolling a really big sized jay. And then we had like aboutdfvihem. Three of them
were in his pouch, his jacket and one of them was one the dash iofftbatsteering wheel.
And the cops put the spotlight on us and then they saw us and it viassothey knew what
we were doing. That area is known for youngsters or whatever smoééady @0 they pulled
into the park and they were, they just said “how ya going?” and theyestienspotlight on
us. And they would have seen that we had red eyes so they knew\lesestoned. And all
my friends in the car were quite scared, but | was like calmtabou They searched us all
and they said “look, we know you guys have got weed”. [Be]cause theygoissdrs on my
friend. That was the main indication that we had weed. He got seailicstdoetause he was
shaking really badly. And that was not from smoking weed. It was [farihey pulled him
out of the car and they searched us all. And | didn't have any ID on @eytring and |
didn't have any weed on me. So | didn't get into trouble. And, while tmeydvixding up to
the car we were all hiding our stuff. We had a bong, and we had like 50wortksof weed
chopped up (in the bong). (Inaudible). The guy that was driving, he justynder his seat.
The two ounces that he had he hid in the gear box boot. And so they only fdtyndraus.
They didn't see the joint that | said was on the dash. Theyhsshtbe whole car and didn't
find the two ounces and a massive jay. It was obvious it wasn't a tggduike let’s just say
you see a 15 centimetre cigarette. You know that it's a joirte.flashed his torch on it a
million times and they did not even pick it up. They must haveitieen And then, so they
threw away the fifty bucks worth and my friend had to go to a drugvaendind they said to
him, he met the guy that like cautioned him that night. And he said, how muabtually in
the car, and he said we had two ounces and there was a masshghfagn the dash and
they could not believe it. They could not believe it. [Be]cause tligyydsearched it.

[ID41, male aged 18]
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In one case it was unclear as to whether the respondent wasvtre ldowever, he
was under the influence of cannabis and travelling with a group of friehds
police involvement occurred:

Some friends and | were driving over to Melbourne, over the Nullgrlzdn. We had just
passed, | mean, we were 20 kilometres from the South Australiarr ,betdm of course,
being in a combi van, the bastards pulled us up, and essentiallyd tiaaf dope in my bag
which | had forgotten about, so | didn't have it on my person. When theythraumgh the
bags, they found that, they just asked whose it was, | said it was néeatiadly, | put my
hand up, it was my pot ... because if | didn't, they would have pulledntile var apart.
They asked us to report to the Eucla police station, where Wihigh involved ... going back
the way we came. The duty sergeant presented me with a form,iindeted me whether |
wanted to plead guilty and asked me if | wanted to turn up in courtnk.thind | pleaded
guilty and | said | didn't want to turn up, gave them the form, got badkeircar, and we
continued on. Everyone was very civilised about it. [ID53, male aged 31]

Drug-related inquires which brought police to respo ndent’'s home

One respondent who was using for medicinal purposes described what happened
when police arrived at his home while he was in hospital:

Yes, with a warrant to search. They found a small portion of pot and anaappaMy wife
told them that it was mine and then they turned up at the hogpiththreatened to take me
away. Lock me up. They threatened to take me out of the hospital knddagp. | was to
say that as soon as | was out of hospital | will come and make stdtéiment. And this |
done. And then | went to court. | was fined $800... They actuedigtémed me at that time.
For me to make a statement then and there and | couldn't do thid.thesh when | get out
of hospital I'll come and see them immediately. And that's what I[tRR0O, male aged 50]

Other respondents suggested that the police possessed some mismrioabaut
them and acted upon it. For example:

Apparently somebody said | was a big drug dealer so the police @amed to my house, to
my parents' house because | was only 18 or 19. They came around at K wictbhe
morning and my mother who is a perfect angel, a church-goer, doesn't kiytiving bad,
was shocked to find the police at the door. They came in, they séanghroom, they found
10 seeds and arrested me. Took me in for a day in jail, court. | endedttup wriminal
conviction and a $100 fine. That's why | reckon cops suck. [ID58, male aged 38]

Okay, living at my grandmother’'s house, I'd just finished work. Soeed&iof mine who
were speed addicts had got busted and my pager was found there at theSbouken | got
home from work I'm sitting at home, my phone rings, I'm asked ide hére, | said yes,
there's a knock at the front door, it's whatever they're calleglfdctical defence force, yeah,
front door and back door. They thought | was a big speed dealer ... aynadime in and
they you know trashed my bedroom and they found a packed tin of dopbargl And they
arrested me and taken to XXXXXX, whatever that police station is thewe ... | was
charged. [ID98, female aged 30]

Four respondents involvement with the police occurred in a privatagsditit was
related to events other than drug-related matters in their own home. For example:

Well police contacted me for a statement on a work relatatter, ... definitely not drug
related. So they contacted me and picked me up from my home and ini¢creeorethe way

to the station one of the cops said, one of the officers said ‘@idust have a smoke?” and
| said “Yes, how would you know?” “Oh I can smell it from ybweath.” And he asked me
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whether | was still willing and capable for the statement. | ga&lso we went through with
all that. When they drove me home again they warned me, indicatinthélyamight come
back and search my place. [ID91, male aged 45]

| went to someone’s house to pay $25 | owed them, it was a good friend. And his girlfriend let
me in, and there was four detectives in there, going through the plpparently, he'd been
doing break-and-enters and he had speed there and possibly other dnigis] wever knew
about. And the police found all that; the speed, the needles, everythigdeihien off in the
end. | was the only one who got charged, and that was just from visitifag. iinlucky to get
charged. | don't know what he done or who he gave up, but somehow he got off.

[ID61, male aged 35]

Outcome of last police contact regarding cannabis

Those who had contact with police were not asked as part of the gtiamtit
guestions what the outcome was of that contact, this was determoredttie
gualitative accounts of the incident and is summarised in Table 6%/.bklshows

that 24 respondents were convicted of a cannabis offence as aofethgir last
contact with police. Cross-tabulating this finding with responses toqtigstion
regarding non-drug charges showed that 7 of these 21 had also been convécted of
non-cannabis criminal offence. However, it is not possible to deterntiiod wffence
preceded which, so one cannot say that the cannabis conviction wasiriteir f
conviction for these 7 cases, although it was the only conviction fot4hether
cases.

Table 62:  Outcome of last contact with police regar  ding cannabis

Outcome Frequency % Adjusted
Respondents %

Charged, court appearance and convicted 21 51.2 55.3

Informal warning 13 31.7 34.2

Summons and convicted (no court appearance) 3 7.3 7.9

Juvenile caution 1 2.4 2.6

Charged, awaiting outcome 2 4.9

Don’t know 1 2.4

Total 41 100.0

41 valid cases, 1 missing case

Overall attitudes regarding police and own behaviou r during last police
contact regarding cannabis

Respondents were asked to indicate which of a list of wordsiledaoverall the
way in which the police conducted themselves at the time of theticdetact with
police regarding cannabis. Some 61.0% of the sample said that peheed
lawfully, 43.9% said that they were respectful and 36.6% said that theyfresrdly.

On the negative side, 48.8% said that police were hostile and 3%02d gtat they
were offensive. These results are presented in Table 63.
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Table 63: ratings of police conduct overall

Police conduct Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Lawful 25 26.6 61.0
Hostile 20 21.3 48.8
Respectful 18 19.1 43.9
Offensive 16 17.0 39.0
Friendly 15 16.0 36.6
Total 94 100.0 229.3

Respondents could give more than one response
41 valid cases, 1 missing cases

Respondents were asked to indicate which of a list of wordsiloedaoverall the
way in which they believed that they behaved towards police at theofirtieeir
arrest for their first cannabis offence. The vast majoff.5%) of the sample said
that they were cooperative with police, and a similarly large prapo(88.1%) said
that they were respectful and two thirds (65.7%) said that they frienelly toward
police. On the negative side, just over one in ten (10.4%) said that thexeeha
hostile manner toward police and a negligible proportion (4.5%) statethéyaivere
offensive to police. These results are presented in Table 64.

Table 64:  Overall behaviour toward police

Behaviour Toward Police Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Friendly 31 27.4 73.8
Hostile 7 6.2 16.7
Respectful 33 29.2 78.6
Offensive 3 2.7 7.1
Co-operative 39 34.5 92.9
TOTAL 113 100.0 269.1

Respondents could give more than one response
42 valid cases, 0 missing cases
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Respondents were asked to indicate how accurately a list of stateralated to how
the police conducted themselves at their last contact regarding cannabis.

Some 45.5% of the sample agreed either somewhat or strongly wisttateenent
that police respected their rights as a citizen throughout the incidéiereas 35.7%
of disagreed either somewhat or strongly with the statement. Tiesséis are
presented in Figure 17.

35

30 - 28.6

25 -

| 19.0 19.0
20 16.7

15 -

10 -

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree

Police respected my rights as a citizen

Figure 17: Police respected my rights as a citizen

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute



Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis us  ers 125

Some 30.9% of the sample agreed either somewhat or strongligdhatereunfairly
singled out for special attentiaime last time they had contact with police regarding
cannabis. There were 61.9% of respondents who disagreed either soneewhat
strongly with the statement. These results are presented in Figure 18.
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Figure 18: | was unfairly singled out for specialt  reatment
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Some 40.5% of the sample agreed either somewhat or stronglpadiic abused
their powersthe last time they had contact with police regarding cannabis. WMeeee
47.7% of respondents who disagreed either somewhat or strongly witlatémaestt.
These results are presented in Figure 19.
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Figure 19: The police abused their powers
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The overwhelming proportion of respondents (95.3%) who had contact with the law
regarding cannabis agreed somewhat or strongly with the statemeatise that by
using cannabis | may be arrested from time to tiffteese results are presented in
Figure 20.
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| realise that by using cannabis | may be arrested from time to time

Figure 20: | realise that by using cannabis | may b e arrested from time
to time
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Some 47.6% of the sample agreed either somewhat or strongly thatrafashe
contact with the police regarding cannabis that threke the law and that the police
were just doing their jobl'hese results are presented in Figure 21.
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| broke the law, the police were just doing their job

Figure 21: | broke the law, the police were just do  ing their job

Social consequences of last police contact regardin g cannabis

Respondents were asked what consequences they had as a resuttcadéhé Table
65 shows that 35.7% said that their last contact with police regardimglis made
no difference to them and 26.2% had employment problems.

Table 65: Social consequences of last police conta  ct

Consequence Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Made no difference 15 24.6 35.7
Employment difficulties 11 18.0 26.2
Relationship difficulties 6 9.8 14.3
Problems with being known to 6 9.8 14.3
police

Financial problems (due to fine) 6 9.8 14.3
Overseas travel difficulties 5 8.2 11.9
Emotional problems 5 8.2 11.9
Other 7 11.5 16.7
Total 61 100.0 145.3

Respondents could give more than one response
42 valid cases, 58 missing cases
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Five of the 11 who reported employment difficulties described the nature of these: one
who was intending to join the navy decided they could no longer do this; ahe wa
offered a job but failed the police clearance; one said he wesntlyrunable to look

for work because he was doing community work; and two said that havingiaatr
record adversely impacted on job applications, one of these statimgshsaiting for

the 10 year record expungement to come up. Four of the 6 who reportexhsbiiti
difficulties described them: one reported strained friendships; hateheir children

had become afraid; one had become wary of neighbours who had notified the police
and one had said that their relationship with their grandmother had theetedh as

they had been living with her at the time of the police contact. Onlyobtiee six
respondents who noted further problems with police gave further exptanahis

was that police treated him ‘badly’ when they see him. Two of5theho noted
overseas travel difficulties simply said that this was thaltres having a criminal
record, but no further explanations were given. None of the 15 who saidhé¢hat t
were no consequences of their last apprehension by police (‘made em@rdié’)

gave any further explanation.

Social consequences by the outcome of last police ¢ ontact regarding
cannabis

Table 66 presents the social consequences by the outcome of polas.dbshows
that in 9 (81.9%) of the 11 cases reporting employment difficulties had bee
convicted, and the remaining two had been charged and were awaitingcumetir
appearance. Ten (76.9%) of those who said the contact with police hatversea
social consequences (‘made no difference’) had been given an informal warning.

Table 66:  Social consequences of last police conta  ct by outcome of
police contact

Outcome of police contact

Summons Charged anc Charged

Social Consequence Ivr;grrr]r?nal and court awaiting Jcivuetirgf
9 conviction conviction outcome

Made no difference 10 1 4 0 0

Employment difficulties 0 1 8 2 0

Relationship difficulties 0 1 3 1 1

Problems with being known 1 0 4 0 0

to police

Financial problems (due to 0 1 3 1 0

fine)

Overseas travel difficulties 0

Emotional problems 2 0 3 0 0

Other 1 0 5 1 0

Total 14 4 34 5 1

Respondents could choose more than one resportbe social consequences variable
40 valid cases, 2 missing cases
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Impact on cannabis use of last police contact regar  ding cannabis

Those who had previous contact with the law regarding their cannabvgeus asked
what impact this had on their use at their last contact. Remeltpresented in Table
67. Some 85.7% of respondents reported that their last contact with paticeo
impact on their cannabis use.

Table 67:  Impact on cannabis use of last police co  ntact re cannabis
Impact on cannabis use Frequency % Responses % Respondents
Made no difference 36 81.8 85.7
More careful about where and how 4 91 95
used

Stopped for a while 2 4.5 4.8
Reduced consumption initially 1 23 >4
Other 1 2.3 2.4
Used less 0 0.0 0.0
Changed to (or increased use of) O 0.0 0.0
other drugs instead

Total 44 100.0 104.8

Respondents could give more than one response
42 valid cases, 0 missing cases
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Ratings of change in attitude to the legal systema s a result of last police
contact regarding cannabis

Respondents were then asked to rate the extent to which theidestio the police
with regard to six emotions changed as a result of this incident.

Some 45.2% of the sample said that they had become ‘somewhat’ dr ‘less
trusting of police as a result of their last contact with paleggarding cannabis. A
similar proportion (47.6%) said that their level of trust in pohe€e not changed as a
result of the incident. These results are presented in Figure 22.
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Figure 22: Change in level of trust in the legal sy stem as a result of
their last contact with police regarding cannabis
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One third (33.3%) of the sample said that they had become ‘somewHatuch’
more fearful of the legal system (the law in general, the tasteaw, police and the
courts) as a result of their last contact with police regardarmabis. Some 61.9%
said that their level of fear of the system had not changedemil of the incident.
These results are presented in Figure 23.
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Figure 23: Change in level of fear of the legal sys tem as a result of
their last contact with police regarding cannabis
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Some 38.1% of the sample said that they had become ‘somewhat’ dr ‘mare
antagonistic towards the legal system (the law in generalativeabis law, police and
the courts) as a result of their last contact with police regarding cannaimie.52.8%
said that their level of antagonism toward the legal system hathanged as a result
of the incident. These results are presented in Figure 24.
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Figure 24: Change in level of antagonism towards th e legal system as
a result of their last contact with police regardin g cannabis
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Some 47.6% of those who had some previous contact with the police regarding
cannabis said that their last contact left them feeling much or somewhas|esstfid
towards the legal system (the law in general, the cannabis lawe aoid the courts).

For 38.1% there was no change. These results are presented in Figure 25.
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Figure 25: Change in level of respect towards the | egal system as a
result of their last contact with police regarding cannabis
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Figure 26 shows that 71.4% of those who had previous contact with polareineg
cannabis said that their last contact had no impact on their sehsstitity toward

the legal system (the law in general, the cannabis law, policéhancburts). Some
21.4% said that they had become more hostile toward the system as a result.
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Figure 26: Change in level of hostility towards the legal system as a
result of their last contact with police regarding cannabis

Figure 27 shows that 59.5% of those who had previous contact with polareineg
cannabis said that their last contact had no impact on their serfsienofiness
toward the legal system (the law in general, the cannabiglaliee and the courts).
Some 33.3% said that they had become less friendly toward the system as a result.
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Figure 27: Change in level of friendliness towards the legal system as
a result of their last contact with police regardin g cannabis

Qualitative accounts of impact on attitude to the | aw and police

Forty-two respondents discussed the way in which their cannabigiretattact with
the police impacted their attitude toward the law, police and the courts.

For seventeen respondents, having contact with the police for a canelalési r
incident had a negative impact on their views towards the policewHsiarticulated

in two ways. Among those who believed there was a change in attitadesdt, the
following themes emerged: enhanced existing negative feelingsdswatice and
the law; maintained existing negative feelings; perception of utjestment; sense
that the cannabis laws were unfair and required change; and the view that ti@mscann
laws were wasteful of criminal justice resources.

There were 5 respondents who suggested that they had a positive expgbecase
time they had contact with police regarding cannabis and in some ttéseesulted
in them improving their attitude toward police.

Enhanced negative feelings
For 11 respondents their contact resulted in contributing to or enhancingveegat
feelings towards the police in particular.

It made me leave the city for 8 or 9 years. | lived in the ttpua stay away from the cops.
Basically. Cos I felt unfairly treated in that respect.

And your attitude towards them didn't change?
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I've smoked with police so to me they are all corrupt. | thought tvere upholding the law
but they are just the same as everybody else [ID58, male aged 38]

Another respondent discussed the way in which that incident precipitatedative
attitude towards the police:

| felt it was very petty, the whole thing and | didn't feelas warranted their behaviour for
the actual charge was warranted, do you know. And this is going bada2fago and even
though it wasn't a big deal for the amount. | think it gave me an exmeriof how the police
can operate, which | didn't particularly like. It set up a mind setferin terms of how police
behave. [ID69, female aged 40]

Maintenance of negative attitude
Six respondents suggested that there was no change in their negdiine @t a
result of that experience. For example:

It didn't change, it just reconfirmed what | already felt. And thatlaws were unjust. Many
times, more often than now, the punishment would outweigh the crime.

[ID71, male aged 20]
| don’t agree with it at all.

Did this incident change your attitude?

Oh no it didn't change. At the end of the day I'm going to go home aniged.s They give
me a fine, okay I'll pay it and go home and smoke the rest [ID33, female aged 24]

Perception they were unjustly treated

Also contributing to a negative attitude was the perception of heingstly treated

by the police during the incident. Thirteen respondents discussed feelinglyunjus
treated.

It made me angry. Because the other guy got off | was angnyy lopinion | wasn't hurting
anyone. He was found with all sorts of things in his house and didn't hpay @ cent...|

walked into someone's house that was getting raided for somethingabatbviously a lot
more serious than anything I've ever done. The police took all the dnaythe goods, and
the guy walked away scott free. And he's the shiftiest persondarbdon't know how he got
away with it, or who he dobbed in, or what deal he made. [ID61, male aged 35]

Another respondent was raided by the police in the belief that she was a drug dealer:

The police wrecked my house, they totally trashed my lounge kwoke a lot of things.
They weren't very happy. We went to town, they tried tmgeo implicate everybody | knew
in drug dealing; | didn't know any drug dealers and all they could do Wwasge me for
personal possession. It was a $250 fine plus costs of $62.50 | thidkthawas that. They
were pretty pissed off and smashed up the lounge room. Theyriedeto get my young
daughter to find stashed marijuana ... It was the first time | had actbe#y arrested so |
didn't really know what was going on. They got away with a lot of antiplwent and saw
a lawyer after the youngest officer came around and asked me for sex.

[ID31, female aged 50]
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Cannabis laws unfair and should be changed
Eleven people suggested that the laws require change. Note the following examples:

...[1]t certainly doesn't help with regards to [the] sort of thindikd] sending people to
prisons...to learn about bad attitudes and newer crimes [ID3, male aged 40]

I more so want them to make it legal so that sort of thing won’t happen
[ID18, male aged 16]

Waste of resources

According to three people criminal justice resources were besgjed pursuing
cannabis offenders like themselves. For example one participantsigesfm the
guestion concerning the impact of the incident on his attitude was as follows:

| felt that their time was better spent chasing real criminals. [ID36, male aged 22]

Positive impact improving attitudes to police and the law

Five respondents suggested that their involvement with the police andstiee |
system was positive, in some cases improving their attitude to polccéhe law. For
example:

It didn't change much. Actually | got a bit more respect for the @diter the way they
treated me. | realised they were just doing their jobs. [ID78, male aged 46]

... mean | was actually quite impressed that | was listeoad court, and my individual
story was taken into account. It wasn't just another single parngingtto make some money,
it was for personal use only. | walked out of there with a lot mespect than the first time
I'd been in and been told | was about to head to [prison]. [ID55, female aged 39]

KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERIENCE REGARDING THE WA CANNABIS
CAUTIONING SCHEME

Some 57.1% (n=56, missing=2) of the sample said that they had heatdtzd WA
Cannabis Cautioning scheme, but none had ever received a caution under this scheme.

CONTACT WITH POLICE FOR NON-CANNABIS RELATED OFFENC ES

Some 61.9% (n=60, missing=3) of the sample had been apprehended by police for
non-cannabis-related offences. Table 68 shows that 45.8% (n=27) of these had
attended court, 33.9% (n=20) had been convicted, and 10.2% (n=6) had been
imprisoned. In 38 cases (64.4%) the reason was for a criminal offegcalrink
driving, assault, fraud, other drug offence) and in the remainder (n=21, 35\686)

for a non-criminal offence (eg. speeding, fare evasion, drunk and disorderly).
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Table 68: Nature of non-cannabis police contact

% %

Nature of non-cannabis police contact Frequency Responses Respondents
Apprehended 59 27.1 100.0
Informal warning 8 3.7 13.6
Formally caution 6 2.8 10.2
Infringement notice 26 11.9 44.1
Charged 25 115 44.2
Arrested 27 12.4 45.8
Attended court 27 12.4 45.8
Convicted 20 9.2 33.9
Fined 14 6.4 23.7
Imprisoned 6 2.8 10.2
Total 218 100.0 369.5

Respondents could choose more than one response
59 valid cases, 1 missing case

FRIENDS CONTACT WITH POLICE FOR CANNABIS RELATED OF FENCES

Proportion of friends or acquaintances who have bee n apprehended for
cannabis
Some 51.5% (n=50) of respondents said that ‘a few’ of their friendsquaintances

had been caught by police in relation to cannabis, whereas 30.9% Ga8Chat
none of their friends or acquaintances had been. These results are shown in Figure 28.
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Figure 28:

Proportion of friends and acquaintances

who have been

apprehended for cannabis offences

Nature of friends’ contact with police regarding ca

nnabis

Almost all (93.9%) of those whose friends or acquaintances had beehapged for
cannabis knew someone who had been apprehended for possession of caithabis,
53.0% knowing someone apprehended for possession of a smoking implement. These

results are shown in Table 69.

Table 69:  Nature of friend’s contact with police re  garding cannabis
Friend’s_ contact with _police for Frequency % %
cannabis was regarding Responses  Respondents
Possession of cannabis 62 44.6 93.9
Possession of implement 35 25.2 53.0
Cultivation of cannabis 22 15.8 33.3
Sell/supply cannabis 20 14.4 30.3
Total 139 100.0 210.6

Respondents could give more than one response
66 valid cases, 0 missing cases
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Impact of friends’ contact with police regarding ca nnabis

The vast majority (86.4%) those whose friends or acquaintances had been
apprehended for cannabis said that this had no impact on their owrbisanse,

while 13.2% said they became more careful about how and where thetyasise
result. These results are presented in Table 70.

Table 70: Impact of friends’ contact with police on own cannabis use
Impact of friends’ contact with police on % %
own cannabis use Frequency Responses Respondents
Made no difference 57 83.8 86.4
Used less 1 15 15
Reduced consumption initially 1 15 15
More careful about where/how used 9 13.2 13.6
Stopped for a while 0 0.0 0.0
Changed tofincreased use of other drugs O 0.0 0.0
instead
Gave up completely 0 0.0 0.0
Total 139 100.0 210.6

Respondents could give more than one response
66 valid cases, 0 missing cases
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CANNABIS LAW: KNOWLEDGE AND ATTITUDES

Figure 29 shows that 60.0% of respondents agreed that there had beém thdot
media recently about cannabis, while 36.0% disagreed.
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Figure 29: ‘There has been a lot in the media latel y about cannabis
law’ — percent of respondents

MEANING OF PROHIBITION WITH CIVIL PENALTIES

Table 71 shows that the vast majority of respondents (83.0%) understood that
‘prohibition with civil penalties’ means, still illegal, a fine, bad criminal penalty
applies. Only 5.0% of the sample thought it meant that cannabis use would be legal.

Table 71:  Understand meaning of ‘Prohibition with c ivil penalties’ —
percent of respondents

%

Meaning Frequency Respondents
It would be legal 5 5.0

It would be illegal, a fine but no criminal conviction 83 83.0
recorded

It would be illegal and a criminal conviction recorded 12 12.0
Unsure 0 0.0
Total 100 100.0

100 valid cases, 0 missing cases
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CURRENT LAWS — UNDERSTANDING, ATTITUDES, LIKELIHOOD OF
APPREHENSION AND IMPACT OF PENALTIES

Respondents were asked about their knowledge of the current lawsngpfayi
cannabis and their attitude to the same laws.

Possession

Some 85.9% (n=85, missing = 1) of the sample were aware that itweently
illegal in WA to possess a small amount of cannabis for persmealbut 96.0% of
the sample thought it should be legal. These results are shown in Figure 30.
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Figure 30: Knowledge of legality of cannabis posses sion for personal
use under current law and preferred position curren t law
for possession

Respondents were explained thaminal offences result in a criminal record. Non-
criminal offences are like speeding in a motor vehicle, s#bdl, but result in a fine
rather than a criminal recordThey were then asked whether criminal or non criminal
penalties applied to cannabis possession for personal use angaif, Mdether they
thought that criminal or non-criminal penalties should apply. Figure 31 stiats
while 23.0% did not know that possession of cannabis for personal use was a
criminal, rather than a civil offence, the whole sample (100.0%) JVeeli¢hat if
cannabis use was to remain illegal, it should be a civil rather than a criminaleoffenc
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Figure 31: Knowledge of criminality of cannabis pos session for
personal use under current law and preferred positi on

Respondents were asked what the likely consequences were fooa paught for

the first, and for the second time, in possession of a small amowainofbis for
personal use. These results are presented in Tables 72 and 73. egpecses are
given in bold. Responses were deemed ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’ basedhe

judgements of a group of key informants from the Ministry of Justive regularly

attend court and witness such cases.

Of note is that among this sample of regular cannabis userqd®503%) recognised

that a caution was possible for first offenders under the WA @anr@autioning
System, but that few (31.0%) believed one could get a criminal canviddespite

the cautioning system, convictions would apply to those who had a previous trimina
record, or were in possession of more than 25 grams of cannabis, an atibunt
deemed personal use (up to 100 grams in law). It was also inmgréiséat 32.0%
believed a first time offender could get an infringement notice, natitdesunder
current WA law.

The result that only 19.0% believed a formal caution could be applieddecand
offence suggests that about 4 in 5 understood that under the current system
cautions only applied to first offenders. Despite this, only 47.0% saic tbaminal
conviction would be recorded for a second offence, where thisastilmppens more
than 95% of the time.
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Table 72:  Consequences for an adult caught for the FIRST time in
possession of a small amount of cannabis for person al use

Possible consequences for first offence for % %
cannabis possession for personal use Frequency Responses  Respondents
Formal caution by police officer 65 19.0 65.0
A fine 57 16.7 57.0
Attendance at a cannabis education session 51 14.9 51.0
Appearance at drug court 27 7.9 27.0
Criminal conviction recorded 31 9.1 31.0
SI?IOeecee(|3I\i/r0?gafri1n|2fr|ngement notice similar to a 32 94 320
Summons to appear in court 38 111 38.0
No penalty 20 5.8 20.0
Six months jail sentence 8 2.3 8.0
Two years jail sentence 4 1.2 4.0
Compulsory drug treatment 9 2.6 9.0
Total 342 100.0 342.0

N.B. Correct responses are shown in bold
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Table 73:  Consequences for an adult caught for the SECOND OR
SUBSEQUENT time in possession of a small amount of
cannabis for personal use

Possible consequences for second or
subsequent offence for cannabis possession fdfrequency
personal use

% %
Responses Respondents

Formal caution by police officer 19 5.7 19.0
A fine 63 19.0 63.0
Attendance at a cannabis education session 41 12.4 41.0
Appearance at drug court 38 115 38.0
Criminal conviction recorded 47 14.2 47.0
SRIC)eé:eeé\i/re‘gafrilnlgfnngement notice similar to a 20 6.0 20.0
Summons to appear in court 50 15.1 50.0
No penalty 4 1.2 4.0
Six months jail sentence 19 5.7 19.0
Two years jail sentence 4 1.2 4.0
Compulsory drug treatment 24 7.3 24.0
Don’t Know 2 0.6 2.0
Total 331 100.0 331.0

N.B. Correct responses are shown in bold

Respondents were asked if they, or if ‘a friend’, were in posses$ia small amount

of cannabis, how likely they thought they would be caught. Figure 32 shows that
69.0% thought it was ‘very unlikely’ and 27.0% thought it ‘unlikely’ that they would
be caught. However, somewhat fewer thought it was ‘very unlikely’ (54#%d)
more thought it was ‘unlikely’ (34.0%) that a friend would be caught. This

comparison was significang{=55.00, df=12, p=.000).
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Figure 32: Likelihood of apprehension for possessio n of a small
amount by self Vs a friend

Respondents were then asked overall how big a problem these pemaltidsreate
in their life. Responses are shown in Table 74. Some 53.0% said rthkigsefor
possession would be ‘no problem at all’ or ‘a small problem’.

Table 74:  How big a problem the penalties for posse  ssion would
create for their life overall

Frequency Valid % Cumulative %
No Problem at all 22 22.0 22.0
A small problem 31 31.0 53.0
A moderate problem 20 20.0 73.0
A big problem 15 15.0 88.0
A very big problem 12 12.0 100.0
Don’t know/Not sure 0 0.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0
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Growing

Some 96.0% (missing = 0) of the sample were aware that it wwesndy illegal in
WA for an adult to grow a cannabis plant, but 94.0% of the sample thoigitauld
be legal. These results are shown in Figure 33.
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Figure 33: Knowledge of legality of an adult growin g a cannabis plant
use under current law and preferred position
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Respondents were then asked whether criminal or non-criminal perasgdpésd to
cultivation of a cannabis plant and if illegal, whether they thoughtdtiainal or
non-criminal penalties should apply. Figure 34 shows that while 15.0% did not know
that cultivation of a cannabis plant by an adult was a crimindlerahan a civil
offence. Some 94.0% of the sample believed that if cultivation of a cannabis plant was
to remain illegal, it should be a civil rather than a criminal offence.
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Figure 34: Knowledge of criminality of cultivation of a cannabis plant
under current law and preferred position

Respondents were asked what the likely consequences were ddularcaught for
growing a small number of cannabis plants. These results are preseritable 75
Correct responses are given in bold. Responses were deemed ‘carreutbrrect’
based on the judgements of a group of key informants from the Ministyst€el
who regularly attend court and witness such cases.

Of note is that among this sample of regular cannabis some 28.0%gatlyotinought
that a caution was possible for cultivation of cannabis plants undévAh€annabis
Cautioning System, and only 50.0% believed one could get a criminal convimtion f
cultivation of a small number of plants.

Some 97.0% (missing = 0) of the sample were aware that it wesndy illegal in

WA for an adult to grow a cannabis plant using hydroponic equipment, but 81.0% of
the sample thought it should be legal and 16.0% thought it should remain. illegal
These results are shown in Figure 35.
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Table 75:  Consequences for an adult caught for grow  ing a small
number of cannabis plants

Possible consequences for adult growing a Frequency % %
small number of plants Responses Respondents
Formal caution by police officer 28 7.7 28.0
A fine 73 20.2 73.0
Attendance at a cannabis education session 31 8.6 31.0
Appearance at drug court 40 11.0 40.0
Criminal conviction recorded 50 13.8 50.0
Ssggé\i/ﬁgatrilcref:i)ngement notice (similar to a 17 4.7 170
Summons to appear in court 64 17.7 64.0
No penalty 9 2.5 9.0
Six months jail sentence 27 7.5 27.0
Two years jail sentence 11 3.0 11.0
Compulsory drug treatment 12 3.3 12.0
Total 362 100.0 362.0
N.B. Correct responses are shown in bold
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Figure 35: Knowledge of legality of an adult growin

g cannabis

hydroponically under current law and preferred posi tion

Respondents were then asked whether criminal or non-criminal persgdpésd to
hydroponic cultivation of a cannabis plant by an adult and if illegal, whétiesr
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thought that criminal or non-criminal penalties should apply. Figure 36 stiats
while 6.0% did not know that hydroponic cultivation of a cannabis plant by an adult
was a criminal, rather than a civil offence. Some 87.0% of the sdmefieved that if
hydroponic cultivation of a cannabis plant was to remain illegal, it sHoild civil
rather than a criminal offence.
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Figure 36: Knowledge of criminality of hydroponic c ultivation of a
cannabis plant under current law and preferred posi tion
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Almost half (49.0%) this sample of regular cannabis users agiteeddly’ or at least
‘somewhat’ that police should have the power to remove people frohytieponic
equipment industry who police have evidence are engaging in criminaliastsuich
as commercial cannabis production.

35
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Strongly Agree Agree Dlsagree Disagree  Strongly DontKnow
agree Somewhat somewhat disagree  / Unsure
Response
Figure 37: Attitudes towards police having power to remove people
from the hydroponic equipment industry who engage i n

criminal activities

Respondents were asked if they, or if ‘a friend’, were growing alsmmber of
cannabis plants, how likely they thought they would be caught. Figure 38 shows that
37.0% thought it was ‘very unlikely’ and 41.0% thought it ‘unlikely’ that they would
be caught. However, somewhat fewer thought it was ‘very unlikely’ (3129%d)

more thought it was ‘unlikely’ (53.0%) that a friend would be caught. This
comparison was significang{=134.54, df=12, p=.000).
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Figure 38: Likelihood of apprehension for growing a small number of

cannabis plants by self Vs a friend
Respondents were than asked overall how big a problem these pemaltidsreate
in their life. Responses are shown in Table 76. Some 29.0% said rthkigsefor
possession would be ‘no problem at all’ or ‘a small problem’.

Table 76:  How big a problem the penalties for growi  ng a small

number of cannabis plants would create for their li fe overall
Frequency Valid % Cum(;:atlve

No Problem at all 16 16.0 16.0
A small problem 13 13.0 29.0
A moderate problem 22 22.0 51.0
A big problem 25 25.0 76.0
A very big problem 24 24.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0
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Selling

Some 99.0% (missing = 0) of the sample were aware that it wesndy illegal in
WA for an adult sell cannabis to another adult, but 71.0% of the sample thbught
should be legal and 16.0% thought it should remain illegal. These resuttisaayn in
Figure 39.
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Figure 39: Knowledge of legality of an adult sellin g to another adult
under current law and preferred position
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Respondents were then asked whether criminal or non-criminal perasgdpésd to
sale of cannabis from one adult to another and if illegal, whethegrthioeight that
criminal or non-criminal penalties should apply. Figure 40 shows thié¢ %.0% did
not know that sale of cannabis to an adult was a criminal, ratheathevil offence.
Some 88.0% of the sample believed that if sale of cannabis from ondcadnbther
was to remain illegal, it should be a civil rather than a criminal offence.
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Figure 40: Knowledge of criminality of sale of cann abis to an adult
under current law and preferred position

Respondents were asked whether it should be legal or illegahfadat to sell a
small amount of cannabis to a person under the age of 18 years. SomehtRiGPb

it should be legal while 85.0% said it should be illegal and 2.0% wenarains
Respondents were then asked whether, if illegal, they thought thanadrion non-
criminal penalties should apply. Some 75.0% said criminal penaltiesdshpply,
and 25.0% said that non-criminal penalties should apply.

Respondents were asked what the likely consequences were ddularcaught for
selling a small amount of cannabis. These results are presentedlle 77. Correct
responses are given in bold. Responses were deemed ‘correct’ ore‘aticbased on
the judgements of a group of key informants from the Ministry of Justibo

regularly attend court and witness such cases.

Of note is that among this sample of regular cannabis some 20.0%gatlyotinought

that a caution was possible for selling cannabis to qualify formafocaution under

the WA Cannabis Cautioning System, and only 63.0% believed one could get a
criminal conviction for selling cannabis.

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



156 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

Table 77:  Consequences for an adult caught selling a small amount of

cannabis
Possible consequences for an adult % %
selling a small amount of cannabis Frequency Responses Respondents
Formal caution by police officer 20 54 20.0
A fine 78 21.0 78.0
Attendance at a cannabis education session 32 8.6 32.0
Appearance at drug court 51 13.7 51.0
Criminal conviction recorded 63 16.9 63.0
sigziggigg :iréfiiggement notice (similar to 11 30 11.0
Summons to appear in court 66 17.7 66.0
No penalty 1 0.3 1.0
Six months jail sentence 29 7.8 29.0
Two years jail sentence 13 3.5 13.0
Compulsory drug treatment 8 2.2 8.0
Total 372 100.0 372

N.B. Correct responses are shown in bold
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Respondents were asked if they, or if ‘a friend’, were sellirgmall amount of
cannabis, how likely they thought they would be caught. Figure 41 shows that 53.0%
thought it was ‘very unlikely’ and 35.0% thought it ‘unlikely’ that they would be
caught. However, somewhat fewer thought it was ‘very unlikely’ (38.0%)naore
thought it was ‘unlikely’ (42.0%) that a friend would be caught. This congansas

significant §*=155.41, df=16, p=.000).
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Figure 41: Likelihood of apprehension for selling a small amount of

cannabis by self Vs a friend
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Respondents were than asked overall how big a problem these pemaitidscreate
in their life. Responses are shown in Table 78. Some 28.0% said rtakigsefor
possession would be ‘no problem at all’ or *a small problem’.

Table 78:  How big a problem the penalties for selli  ng a small amount
of cannabis would create for their life overall
Frequency Valid % Cum(;:atlve

No problem at all 15 15.0 15.0
A small problem 13 13.0 28.0
A moderate problem 21 21.0 49.0
A big problem 23 23.0 72.0
A very big problem 26 26.0 98.0
Don’t know/Not sure 2 2.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0

Driving

Some 99.0% (missing = 0) of the sample were aware that it uesndy illegal in
WA to drive while affected by cannabis, but 71.0% of the sample thougjmuld be
legal and 27.0% thought it should remain illegal. These results are shdvwigure
42.
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Figure 42: Knowledge of legality of driving while a  ffected by cannabis
under current law and preferred position
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Respondents were then asked whether criminal or non-criminal perasgdpésd to
driving whilst affected by cannabis and if illegal, whether they thotlgtitcriminal

or non-criminal penalties should apply. Figure 43 shows that while 29.3% did not
know that driving whilst affected by cannabis was a criminal, rathan a civil
offence, some 63.0% of the sample believed that if it were to meittegal, it should

be a civil rather than a criminal offence.
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Figure 43: Knowledge of criminality of driving whil st affected by
cannabis under current law and preferred position
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Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that police tekbul
drivers for cannabis like they do for alcohol. Figure 44 shows that 65.0%daafree
least somewhat that police should do this.
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Figure 44: Attitudes to whether police should test drivers for cannabis
like they do for alcohol
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GENERAL ATTITUDES ABOUT POLICE AND THE LAW

Respondents were asked a series of questions about their attitysdee and the
law in general.

ATTITUDES TO THE LAW IN GENERAL

Figure 45 shows that 84.0% of the sample agreed at least somewhat that most laws ar
worth obeying.
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Figure 45: Most laws are worth obeying — Agree/Disa  gree

Figure 46 shows that 78.0% of the sample saw themselves as tingahi least to
some extent.
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Figure 46: | am alaw abiding citizen — Agree/Disagr ee

Figure 47 shows that 69.0% of the sample to some extent believed thdawsare

fair.
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Figure 47: Most laws are fair — Agree/Disagree

Figure 48 shows that 95.0% of the sample to some extent believed important
that people in a society respect most of its laws.
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Figure 48: It is important that people in a society respect most of

its laws — Agree/Disagree
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Figure 49 shows that 37.0% of the sample agreed to some extentighalt right to
break the law if you can get away with it.
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Figure 49: Itis all right to break the law if you can get away with it —

Agree/Disagree

Figure 50 shows that only 28.0% of the sample agreed to some extent that peopl
should break laws they disagree with.
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Figure 50: People should break laws they disagree w ith —

Agree/Disagree
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ATTITUDES TO THE POLICE

Figure 51 shows that 82.0% of the sample agreed to some extent thatdeslerve
respect for their role in maintaining law and order.
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Figure 51: Police deserve respect for their role in maintaining law

and order — Agree/Disagree

Figure 52 shows that 97.0% of the sample agreed to some extent tleapslce
abuse their authority over people they suspect have broken the law.
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Figure 52: Some police abuse their authority over p  eople they

suspect have broken the law — Agree/Disagree
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Figure 53 shows that only 25.0% of the sample agreed to some extent tbat pol
generally treat cannabis users with respect.
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Figure 53: Police generally treat cannabis users wi  th respect —

Agree/Disagree

Figure 54 shows that 94.0% of the sample disagreed to some extent itespolild
be given more power to crack down on cannabis in the community.
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Figure 54: Police should be given more power to cra ck down on

cannabis in the community — Agree/Disagree

Figure 55 shows that 99.0% of the sample agreed to some extent that tipoéc
could be better spent than in pursuing minor cannabis offenders.
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Figure 55: Police time could be better spent than i  n pursuing minor

cannabis offenders — Agree/Disagree
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KNOWLEDGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD THE NEW SYSTEM

Respondents were given a standardised verbal description of the prigupskdive
changes for cannabis in WA and were then asked questions abountieistanding
of the scheme and their attitudes toward it.

Knowledge of criminal and civil offences under the proposed scheme
Table 79 shows that most people understood which of the possession andarultivat
offences attracted civil and criminal penalties. Some 82.7% of responsesowent. C

Table 79:  Whether offences would attract civilorc  riminal penalties
under the new system

- Non-
Offence Criminal criminal Not Sure
Possessing not more than 15 g of cannabis 1.0 99.0 0.0
Possessing over 15 but not more than 30 g of 5.1 94.9 0.0
cannabis
Possessing over 30 but not more than 100 g of 91.8 6.1 2.0
cannabis
Growing not more than 2 non-hydroponic 3.1 96.9 0.0
cannabis plants
Growing 3 but not more than 10 non-hydroponic 94.9 5.1 0.0
cannabis plants
Growing not more than 2 hydroponic cannabis 91.8 6.1 2.0

plants

Correct responses are shown in bold.

Likelihood of apprehension under the proposed schem e

Respondents were asked how likely they thought it would be that they would be
caught under this new system. For most of these offences the overadnehajority

(from 82.7% forpossessing more than 30 but not more than 100 greon®6.9% for
possessing 15 grams or lgsaid it would be ‘very unlikely’ or ‘quite unlikely’ they
would be apprehended. The exception was growing 3 to 10 hydroponic plants where
54.1% thought it was ‘very unlikely’ or ‘quite unlikely’ they would be apprehended.
These results are presented in Table 80.
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Table 80: Likelihood of being apprehended for vario  us possession
and cultivation offences under the new system

Very Quite  Quite Very Not sure

Offence unlikely Unlikely likely likely

Possessing 15g or less 79.6 17.3 2.0 0.0 1.0
Possessing >15 to 30g 69.4 24.5 5.1 0.0 1.0
Possessing >30 to 100g 58.2 24.5 8.2 8.2 1.0
Growing 2 or less non-hydro 48.0 35.7 8.2 5.1 3.1
Growing 3 to 10 non-hydro 28.6 25.5 31.6 10.2 4.1

Growing 2 or less hydro 49.0 34.7 8.2 5.1 3.1

Extent to which penalties are a problem

Respondents were asked the extent to which a range of possible pemaitid be a
problem for them if they received them. In general the potemtiadlties associated

with the proposed scheme (fines of $100 to $200, an education session, nol crimina
charge) were rated as far less a problem than potential penatiiker the existing
model (criminal conviction, 2 year prison sentence). For example an education session
was seen as ‘no problem at all’ or ‘a small problem’ by 80.6% ofdh®ple, whereas

a $200 fine was seen as ‘a big problem’ or ‘a very big problem’ by 81.68teof
sample. These results are shown in Table 89. It should be notedithekitemely

rare for anyone in WA to get a prison sentence for a minor cannabis offence.

Table 89:  How big a problem the penalties for selli  ng a small amount
of cannabis would create for their life overall

No A small A A big A very Don't
Penalty problem at problem moderate problem big know/Not

all problem problem sure
$100 fine 35.7 31.6 17.3 13.3 2.0 0.0
$150 fine 31.6 28.6 23.5 8.2 8.2 0.0
$200 fine 28.6 16.3 21.4 21.4 12.2 0.0
Education session 65.3 15.3 10.2 6.1 2.0 1.0
$2000 fine 4.1 5.1 9.2 194 62.2 0.0
2yr prison sentence 0.0 2.0 1.0 5.1 91.8 0.0
Criminal conviction 16.3 6.1 11.2 235 42.9 0.0
Non-criminal penalties 50.5 28.9 17.5 1.0 0.0 2.1

Fairness of proposed penalties under new scheme

Whereas 78.6% of the sample agreed either ‘strongly’ or ‘somewvihat’
possession of less than 15 grams of cannabis and up to 30 grams shontthbe a
criminal offence, fines for these offences were less likelpd rated as fair. For
example, only 43.3% of the sample agreed that it was fair for ggeseof not
more than 30 grams of cannabis to attract a $100 fine. Only 29.9% agreéd tha
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was fair for possession of more than 30 grams of cannabis tot ati@iminal
charge. Whereas 86.6% of the sample agreed that it was tagréinang less than

2 non-hydro plants should be a non-criminal offence, only 11.3% agreed that it was
fair that criminal penalties applied to the cultivation of 2 hydrop@tants. These
results are shown in Table 90.

Table 90:  Fairness of proposed penalties under the new system

Strongly . Strongly
Offence agree Agree Dlsagreedisagree Not sure

Possession offences

159 or less attracts a $100 fine 5.2 38.1 30.9 24.7 1.0
159 or less is a non-criminal offence 33.0 54.6 3.1 8.2 1.0
>15 to 30g attracts a $150 fine 4.1 47.4 24.7 22.7 1.0
>15 to 30g is a non-criminal offence 27.8 59.8 3.1 8.2 1.0
>30 to 100g is a criminal offence 4.1 25.8 41.2 26.8 2.1

Cultivation offences

Growing 2 or less non-hydro plants is a 26.8 59 8 59 79 10
non-criminal offence

Grov_vmg 3 to 10 non-hydro plants is a 31 320 371 247 31
criminal offence

Growing 2 or less hydro plants is a
criminal offence 3.1 8.2 42.3 45.4 1.0

Qualitative accounts of overall fairness of the pro posed scheme

Having been given a verbal description of the proposed scheme for camrm¥is i
respondents were asked whether they thought the proposal was fair?

Belief that overall, the proposed scheme was fair
Twenty respondents discussed feeling that overall the proposed system was fair.

All of it's fair?

Yeah | believe all of it's fair. Definitely, it will, st'going to, if they want people to continue, if
they are going to grow it, to grow it naturally not hydroponicallyalyéhat's more than fair
[ID60, male aged 21]

Actually | agree with most things, | agree with the possession gbavebut | don't, even
though | don't think hydro is necessarily the thing... | really don't kttwavdifferences
between weed and ... | mean | know if I've got hydro and | know it't gue@ so it's great
spending that much money on it, but, if it's illegal, then we'renpisgoing to be able to get
that, which is fine, because people will just have to get used tahomed. Nup, you know

what, | think everything's fine! [ID79, female aged 22]
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More fair than existing system

It is also the case, however, that more respondents when quasigdiize fairness of
the proposed system, believed that it was more fair than théngxisystem.
Specifically, among some fifty nine respondents, the issue of the chhagg more
fair was noted. The following responses were typical.

| guess from a WA perspective this is probably an improvement [ID1, male aged 28]
Its fairer than what they've got now. [ID98, female aged 30]

Well it's fairer than what it has been. A change is better than no change at all.
[ID96, female aged 32]

Overall, the scheme is unfair — cannabis use should be legalised

While it is difficult to characterise respondents’ viewssagctly fair or unfair, it was

the case that a number of respondents had serious problems with thes dieessgon

and underlying view that cannabis should be legalised. Twenty six respondents
discussed their desire to see cannabis legalised. The following examples ale typic

Cause its still criminal. There are still fines involved. [ID5, male aged 39]

Well | still say it should be legal.

So in that sense it's not quite fitting in with what you want?

No. I don't think there should be any punishment [ID59, female aged 34]
No of course not. | still can't see the crime! You show meithien and we'll start talking
crime! [ID99, male aged 50]
Qualitative comments regarding fairness of specific components of

proposed scheme

During the interview respondents were asked to consider whether sagpeitte
proposed system were more fair than others. As a result of thisnber of themes
emerged.

Hydroponic growing

Hydroponic growing appeared to be the aspect of the proposed changes thatdorovoke
a significant reaction when discussing issues of fairness concetrengroposed
changes. Thirty eight respondents discussed their disagreement wkihgma
hydroponic growing subject to criminal penalties. For example:

The growing, | totally disagree with that. You should be allowed to grow hydropgnical
[ID70, male aged 22]

The... distinction between hydroponic growth and conventional growing -shetgdn't be
any. [ID92, male aged 30]

Some respondents believed that space considerations were negleetedxeluding
hydroponic growing. For example, one respondent noted:
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The essential problem, the biggest drawback, is that the vaistrity of home growers
considering the current yearn for urban infill, the majority of ham@wers are inevitably in
5 or 10 years time going to be hydroponic growers. For sheer spacergsrtbey are not
going to be able to grow in their backyards, because loads of them are ingttgchave
backyards. [ID53, male aged 31]

Other respondents seemed to suggest decisions to criminalise hydroponimggrow
were based on misinformation. For example:

No. | don't see why they should make the distinction between hydroponic and non
hydroponic plants. In my opinion they are basically making the assumption that if
you were growing hydroponically that you were purely doing it for distributibn.
don't think that's necessarily the case. | think there are a lot opl@e myself
included, that if growing hydroponically was legal, would do it because ...gkisigt

the entire middle man aspect out of it. [ID32, female aged 32]

Still others voiced objections in terms of personal preferenceperceived superior
product:

Yeah | think it's fair but they could allow hydroponics in | thifde]cause hydroponics is
like better. | find it better. It doesn't hurt your lungs, doekait your throat. You don't
need as much to smoke so therefore you cut down on your smokingnlyTfeason | don't
like it is [be]cause there's too many chemicals in it but you caw @ without chemicals just
with lighting. Lighting and temperature. [ID39, male aged 19]

Although fewer in number, those who believed that hydroponic growing should be
excluded included:

It's probably warranted just for the fact of the mental health aspact the burden, from the
government point of view, the burden that it puts on society. [ID50, male aged 24]

Any hydroponic growing. So do you agree with that?

Yeah, yeah. Cos you're not actually just putting a seed in the grounavtdtghat's - well |
reckon a herb - you're actually mixing chemical, you're gettingigeyou're putting it in the
room, you're trying to hide something. [ID76, female aged 37]

Plant limit

Among some twenty-two respondents the proposed plant limit was commented upon
Responses were quite varied. Some simply expressed satisfadiioth&i2 plant

limit. For example:

| think 2 plants outside would be a good thing [ID89, male aged 28]

Others identified specific concerns relating to the possible ambanisstable from
each plant. Note below:

If you were growing for your own personal use, you would have more than a@ anaound.

You can't possibly say I'm gonna grow a one ounce plant, exactly one ounce and have just one
ounce on you. So penalties for one ounce above anything above one ounderigisadm
concerned, you can't possibly grow a one ounce plant. Well you can, but yogueaiatitee

that everyone will turn out a one ounce plant. [ID93, male aged 53]
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Because they say possession of 15-30 grams and growing 1 to 2 non-hwytisp quawhile
that plant is in the ground you are within legal limits; as soon as you haheggplant you're
outside the legal limit. It's a huge trap that a lot of peaple going to get caught in and |
believe that whoever formulated this plan did it on purpose. [ID11, female aged 50]

Other respondents believed that the complexities in the growing proeedsd to be
taken into consideration. For example:

| don't think they can be governed as simple as 1 to 2 becauosarst if you grow 10 plants

and 3 of them could be males and you have to cut them out, until thegitaia age you're

not going to know that. You also might find that out of 8 plants that, @@ séeds that you

plant, only 5 come up, out of those 5 only 3 of them would make it to maturity and out of those
3, one turns out to be a male. So those factors need to be considetedan't just have 2

small seedlings and expect to have 2 plants at the end of the yeaamaaid within the law.

It's necessary to have larger amounts. [ID64, male aged 34]

Education session
The education session was commented upon by some seventeen respondents. In
fifteen cases some level of approval was identified. For example:

Giving a choice of an education session is pretty cool. | mean, éndspwhat it's going to
be, | mean, most people who smoke know what the dangers are[ID72, male aged 18]

What do you think is fair about it?

Well they are going to an education session, but at least its keth@nlijtle people that
aren't having much in possession and growing 1 or 2 hydro plants to a fine andgkiegpim
out of the courts.

So you think the fine system, as well as the option of...going to an education sessitth is f

Yes | do [ID15, female aged 35]

Other respondents were not certain if the educational aspect wouldnliaheof an
impact. For example, one respondent who believed there might be an underlying
motive to encourage people to cease using cannabis commented:

No | don't think you should even get a warning cause your going to keeanl| fraving a
$100 fine or an education session isn't going to make the person quit khdok;tif that's
what they are trying to do. [ID12, male aged 21]

One respondent expressed opposition to the education session as ativalteyna
paying a fine:

No | think you should pay the fine. You should still have to pay the fiefealiBe if you're in
possession of 15 grams of marijuana you've got a bit of money. You can afford to pay the fine.
[ID7, male aged 33]

Personal use amounts

Among some seventeen respondents the perceived fairness of amocatsalis
eligible for an infringement personal notice were discussed. Viesve waried and
the following excerpts are illustrative:
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Totally stupid, there's no point, | mean people might, might not enjahgsing marijuana
often so they might buy an ounce, they might have to sitting fitregeiite a long time and
might not be heavy users and just because they have that in theirtheygming to get this
massive fine, you know. [ID1, male aged 28]

| don't believe that the amounts they have quoted are fair. 2 planthat is it? 30 grams?
An ounce? That's not really fair. | think you should be allowed to have than an ounce

for yourself. [ID90, male aged 28]
In general, the amounts are more than enough for any one pers¢iD58, male aged 58]

| believe they should increase the amount, before they go andancaikeinal conviction and
fine, they should increase the amount you can possess. [ID51, female aged 30]

Revenue raising
Some nine respondents suggested that the proposed changes in legislatiorettad m
do with revenue raising than issues concerning cannabis users. For example:

This is all just for self gain and for [the] economy [ID4, male aged 20]

I think it's stupid. On one hand they are saying it's not an offencénwertough to be a
criminal offence, but we still want to get a dollar out of it somewhere.

[ID99, male aged 50]

Community impact of legislative changes

During the interviews respondents were queried about whether they Hetleve
proposed legislative changes would have any impact on aspects of the community.

Impact on use of cannabis generally

Some 50 of the 57 respondents who commented suggested that there would be no
impact on cannabis use generally. In many cases cannabis use& tirel@of, was
understood to occur for reasons separate from any legislative foaknewplace. For
example:

Don't think it would have any bearing at all. [ID5, male aged 39]
None.
And why not?

Because people don't - it doesn't make a difference. It's not gonna change.
[ID48, female aged 42]

Nothing, nothing at all, | don't think people give a toss about the law to be hottegbwi
[ID79, female aged 22]

Because most people who smoke it now aren't going to suddetly Brare just because it's
not illegal. And you will always get people who don't want it, and they dant it because
they don't like the way it makes them feel. And they are not goitadte it up because it's
legal. [ID80 female aged 38
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| think that the use in the community may increase slightly, don't think there will be a
huge difference [ID83, female aged 26]

I think the market for cannabis users - population of cannabis usersiwotibe altered by
the fact that it would be slightly, technically less of a crimoféénce. What I'm trying to say
is, people who smoke mull smoke mull and people who get drunk get drunk.

[ID86, male aged 56]

Others suggested similar levels of caution would exist thus ttemgsiato a lack of
change in behaviour with the proposed changes:

Everyone would still have to be on their toes, obviously, of thén't want to get into
trouble. [ID3, male aged 47]

| think there would be more that would take a bit more caution.
Why do you think that?

Well because like people don't want to be paying fines allniee Itidon't think. And people
don't want to go to jail. [ID10, male aged 42]

There's still fines, | mean the only thing is it's becomeinhétalised so people will keep
their same routines of keeping it sort of secret, we don't teagb to these court session
things, the actual discretion will remain the same. [1D29, male aged 23]

In addition to exploring the way in which such changes might impact carussbmn
a general level, respondents were also asked to consider the waycmitvmight
affect use in other ways. Two important themes were the poténpalct on young
people and cannabis use in public spaces.

Impact on the young
Some 43 respondents commented on whether the proposed changes would impact on
young people in a negative manner.

Twenty-six people did not believe that the proposed changes would hadeeasea
impact on cannabis use by young people. Specifically, they did not feetisaicbes
would encourage use among young people.

What about more use among young people?

Not if it remains against the law for people under 18 [years]. Which it should
[ID38, female aged 19]

A small number of respondents suggested that cannabis use wad teléetors
other than legislation. For example:

No more use. | mean kids are going to use it anyway ... Peopleansgvay and they know
that you go to court. [ID28, female aged 27]

I think its gonna be the same as other kids grow up, you know, alhildeen these days
know about pot. If their parents don't smoke it their parents tefh tabout it. So most kids
make their own decision as to whether they're going to or not. [ID19, male aged 22]
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Other respondents suggested that such changes might discourage use among young
people. For example:

| think all in all it will reduce the amount of use amongst young lpedja like to think
through education. [ID27, female aged 20]

Another believed the proposed changes would remove the rebelliousnelefne
cannabis smoking thus acting as a disincentive:

It's going to make less people be trying it because a lot of pembleget into smoking pot
because it is illegal and ... shit — ‘Can’t let my mum find out I'm smoking pot’. €#t.sw
[ID18, male aged 16]

Eleven of the 43 respondents who commented on whether the laws would have an
impact on the young believed that there might be an impact in ternme@fraging

young people to use cannabis. For example, one respondent believed that more young
people might try to grow cannabis plants thus increasing their use:

I think so [be]cause they will have more opportunity to getr thehds on more of the bush
weed than the hydro. | feel that young teenagers will be growif§P30, female aged 28]

Another respondent commented that the changes might promote a more open
environment in terms of experimenting among young people. However, he did not
appear to suggest that this would translate into more use among young people:

| think it might just make it a bit more open for first tisestuff like that, you know, maybe
young schoolies and stuff like that. It might... but besides that, | don't thifik&tfect it.
[ID73, male aged 20]

One respondent believed cannabis might be easier to obtain as afrdsujproposed
changes thus translating into people beginning to use cannabis at a younger age:

If it's becoming more easy to get obviously this is going to chamge people’s perspective
toward it. If they go from being small time dealers they'regad be like well, ‘I've got this
much on me I'll start selling it to these people’, and then'ltregrt, its just going to make
people start smoking weed younger. [ID41, male aged 18]

Others were less certain of the potential impact, spedyfiediether the laws would
encourage use among young people. For example,

I'm very anti children using any drugs. Yeah, they might, I'm not sure on that one.
[ID58, male aged 38]

Another respondent suggest that young people might experiment with cannakis, but a
the same time believed the proposed changes might also remove o$otine
rebellious aspect of using cannabis:

Well it might take a little bit of the stigma out of ititi6 not deemed such an illegal drug.
Especially younger people, where if it's legal they might | tivel/ possibly will try it but it
won't have that stigma attached to it of being illegal so they wlonittfor a buzz of breaking
the law. [ID87, male aged 40]
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Impact on public use of cannabis
Among some 44 respondents the issue of whether the proposed changesnpaatd i
on the public use of cannabis was discussed.

Twenty-four of these expressed the view that the changes imategiswould not
encourage more use of cannabis in public places. For example:

It's not publicly acceptable really. [ID4, male aged 20]

| don't think so. | think with people who do smoke it's becommgmined to be private
about your use that | don't think that will make a great deal ofrdiffee. It's not like they're
legalising it. [ID32, female aged 32]

Some 20 of the 44 who expressed a view regarding impact of the proposed changes
on public use believed that there could be somewhat more use of cannaddic.

In many cases it was believed that people might become moredelbaat their use

which could result in somewhat more use in public places. For example:

Do you think there might be more use in public places?
Yeah, possibly [ID77, male aged 46]

Yes, | do. But that's about it. People that are currently usargbe a little bit more relaxed
using it in public. But people that don't use it now, | don't think'shgdnna promote, you
know, ‘everybody gets stoned’. [ID27, female aged 20]

Impact on personal cannabis use

No Impact on Personal Use

Some seventy-nine respondents identified the proposed changes as hdeing lit
impact on their cannabis use. Those who discussed the reasons focigatadtiack

of impact identified various reasons.

The current system is not having any impact so the new systemgsing to change it very
much. | still don’'t want to get caught. [ID85, male aged 32]

In many cases it was suggested that their use occurred fonsetdmt were distinct
from any legislative system. For example:

Just because [if] it was legalised, that it's alright for medtwit in society, I'm happy with
how often I'm doing it now. It wouldn't make me do it anymorepdéding was legalised |
wouldn't go around speeding if it was unsafe. You know what | mean?

[ID43, male aged 26]

No, that wouldn't really change. It depends on the price, if tive plid really go down then |
probably would smoke a little bit more, but then you can only smoke &saswucthere is no
point having bongs and bongs, it's a waste. [ID57, male aged 33]

No it won't affect me.
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So why would it not affect you?

Basically because I'm aware there is a law present now but | adgadly consider cannabis
that much of a problem. [ID67, male aged 21]

To tell you the truth, not much. | think my use pattern is fairly establisheed hoould break
it, I'd do it for myself, not for that. [ID97, male aged 23]

No. No the law has very rarely been a consideration in my patteuse and my pattern of
use is stable. [ID90, male aged 28]

In a few cases it was believed there might be an impact. Fompéxaone respondent
suggested his use might increase:

Well if | grew 2 plants I'd probably end up smoking more.
Because it's more available?

Because the penalties are more lenient. You're more susceptibfeu know, growing a
couple of plants for instance. [ID59, female aged 34]

Another respondent believed that his overall use might decreaseeasltaof the
changes:

And that may actually, well it may actually reduce my use. Bedalge got the two plants,
and I'm relying on those two plants to maybe get me through until harveat;, $moke a bit
of leaf here and there, it would probably reduce my overall usage.

[ID95, male aged 30]

Location of Use

Twenty-two respondents commented on whether they might use cannabis o publi
settings more often. For 20 respondents the proposed changes would haveato impa
on where they smoked. According to two respondents the fact of canewdaising

illegal meant that their location of use would not change:

Because you can still get fined, so I'm not going to exactly smoke it wileverywhere.
[ID80, female aged 28]

Because it still is illegal, it's just not as illegal [ID39, male aged 19]

Another respondent suggested that where she chose to use cannabisedasnbas
personal factors as opposed to cannabis laws:

No | don't think so, | feel comfortable using at home, and in an evening, #reld#y sort of

thing, and that's not going to change you know, no matter what. I'm mg gogo out and

smoke in public and do it all the time, sort of thing, so | don't think it will changgning.
[ID62, female aged 41]

Very few respondents commented that their location of use might change. F
example, one respondent commented that he might be more likely tonosdisaat
parties. Note below:

It might affect where. So, like, parties and stuff, becauss ihore socially acceptable, then
you might be alright to sit down and smoke a bong. [ID50, male aged 24]
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Reduce stress associated with using

One of the themes which emerged in discussions focussing on the comanthity
individual was the issue of how cannabis users felt about their upartioular, this
referred to the stigma associated with using cannabis and the asswgiated with

the prospect of being caught. Thirty-two respondents suggested that the grropose
legislative changes would impact this issue in a positive manner.

People who smoke will be less worried. [ID35, female aged 25]

| don't think it will encourage anybody to increase their use whagsoethink it may make
you less paranoid when you are going to score a little baggy or even up to an ounce.
[ID55, female aged 39]

I'm not necessarily suggesting they will use more but thé&gtrhore be more open about it,
[a] bit more relaxed about it. [ID63, male aged 58]

| don't think it will have a major effect whatsoever on the use, really. | siea'‘that there will
be much of a difference. It's just the people would feel elastring that they are not going
to be arrested, or lose their job, that sort of thing. That's the only beneflt¢hatsee.

[ID99, male aged 50]

Intent to grow cannabis under the proposed scheme

Respondents were asked whether they would grow cannabis under the pregaked |
changes. Overall, 72.0% (n=70, missing = 3) said they intended to. A larger
proportion of those who had ever grown the drug (82.6%, n=57) compared to those
who had not (46.4%, n=13) said that they intended to grow cannabis under the
proposed changesg((coninity = 11.241, df=1, p=.001). However, there were no
significant differences between the respondents who had ever grown hydroponic
cannabis and those who had not with regards to the proportion that intended to gr
cannabis under the proposed scheme (73.7% Vs 71)8%ifury = 0.000, df=1,
p=1.00).

Overall, 84.1% of the 69 (missing = 1) respondents who said that tledéu to

grow cannabis under the proposed laws said that they would grow under the 2 plant
limit. All of the 13 who had never grown cannabis said this was tlee aasopposed

to 80.4% of those who had previously grown the drug. Among those who had ever
grown, nine (16.1%) respondents said they intended to grow 3-9 plants, and 2 said
they would grow 10 or more plants.

Overall, 81.2% (n=50) of those who said they intended to grow cannabis beder t
proposed scheme said that they would only be growing non-hydro cannabis. Among
those who had never grown cannabis 100.0% (n=13) said that they would only be
growing non-hydroponic cannabis under the proposed scheme, as opposed to 75.4%
of those who had ever grown the drug, however, this difference failgeach
significance %? coninuity = 2.604, df=1, p=.107). Among those who had never grown
hydro cannabis 94.9% (n=74) said that they would only be growing non-hydroponic
cannabis under the proposed scheme, as opposed to 47.4% (n=10) of those who had
ever grown the drug hydroponically. This difference was significgfbnuiy =

24.203, df=1, p=.000). There was a significant difference between those who onl
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intended to grow non-hydro plants and those who intended to grow at least some
hydro plants in terms of the number of plants they intended to grow §.095, df=2,
p=.047). A higher proportion (89.3%) of those who only intended to grow non-hydro
cannabis said they would be growing under the 2 plant limit compared towhose
were intending to grow at least some hydro (61.5%). These resulpsesented in
Figure 56. Overall 72.5% (n=50) of those (n=69, missing = 1) who intendgdwo
cannabis under the proposed scheme said they were only intending to grow-1-2 non
hydro plants, that is they would grow within the limits eligible fariafringement
notice.
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Figure 56: Number of plants intend to grow under pr oposed scheme
by type of cannabis intend to grow

Impact on personal growing by current non-growers

Sixty-seven respondents who currently did not grow cannabis commented on whether
they might grow cannabis as a result of the legislative changes.

Forty-three respondents discussed intending to grow cannabis for persan@hes
following quotes are typical:

Would you reconsider growing it under this new system, if you had the placet® do i
Yeah, | would.

What method and how many would you grow?

I'd probably grow ... two non-hydro plants. [ID50, male aged 24]

Definitely. | would do it.
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Okay, so how much would you grow and what method would you use?

Two in the backyard. [ID72, male age 18]
I haven't got a green thumb for a start so I'm not capable ofvatitin. And | don't know
where to get any seeds, that sort of thing. | don't know enough about grbwtmgay be |
might. My girlfriend will probably grow it...

How many plants would you grow?
Probably one, maybe two, certainly no more. [ID63, male age 58]

Oh probably. Cos it means you can put it in a decent spot and watch it grow.
So would you consider growing within the limit?

I'd grow within the limit. | always do everything within the law.  [ID85, male age 32]

According to some twenty-one people the proposed changes would not result in
attempting to grow cannabis. Some respondents discussed the levél ag heing
too great to consider growing cannabis in any context. For example:

With my mum hanging around | would just be constantly worried that 8hd it and, | also
have teenage boys and | you know, you just don't know how much they kribiheymdtart
talking then it would get through the school.

Okay, so too much of a risk for you?

Too much of a risk yeah.

With these changes would you reconsider growing?
No. [ID30, female aged 29]

Other respondents identified various reasons including a lack of spantermast.
Note below:

Personally | wouldn't want to get busted with a plant. If it was.. ptetely legal, like for me
to grow hydroponic plants and stuff, | probably would, but it's just easiatrtp bother]; |
don't have the space; I'm not much of a green thumb. | prefer peoplaréhlbest at it to do
it. [ID96, female age 32]
Do you think the new system will affect whether or not you grow?

I don't grow. | never have.

Do you think that will change?

No, | can't see myself bothering. [ID82, female age 24]

Impact on personal growing by current cannabis growers

Some twelve respondents identified that the laws would not resudiein thanging
their current cannabis growing practices. The following excerpts are iliustrat
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I'm not phased whatsoever. It's illegal to grow now, even if it igmtoponics, you know,
what's the difference? Outdoor growing is legal and indoor growinkgigal, it's still illegal
whether you like it or not.

So you will continue to use hydroponic equipment?

Yep.

So at any one time, currently, you've got three plants growing?

Yes. [ID70, male aged 22]
Not really.

And why do you think it won't change?

Because I'm not a serious grower. Good luck finding any THC in any of my. plants
[ID52, male age 30]

But you would grow within the limi®&
That's right.
So there wouldn't be any changes for you as a gfower

No. [ID46, male aged 29]

Some eight respondents suggested there would be an impact in termsraf ama
effort to conform to the two plant limit specified in the legislat For example, one
respondent who currently grew one plant suggested he might increase ther wfim
plants he grew but would strive to remain within the upper limit permitted:

I might grow one more, or something, | mean one more is not going toardiKerence, |
mean it's only one more plant.

So what is the total that you would grow, over two? Or would you keep within ths. limi

I'd rather keep it as two [ID65, male aged 18]

Another respondent who currently grew cannabis plants commented timééeed
to reduce the number of plants he currently grew in response todpespd plant
limit:

You would try to grow within the civil penalty limit?
| will go home and kill one plant. [ID17, male aged 32, current grower]

Six respondents who already grew cannabis hydroponically commented on their
reasons for continuing to grow by this method. Their reasons for doing svaviere

and included factors such as control over the growing process, easeceélment,

and a preference for hydroponically grown cannabis. Note below:

I'm still not going to stop growing hydroponically, because | have more sicce
hydroponically, and for me to stick two plants in my front or back yard at&ldare of them
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for 3 months for somebody else to rip them off, I'm back atAhmatback at nothing. So |
know that if | grow it hydroponically, they are going to be safe, | can take measurakeadtm
safe by locking my doors. And that's the only reason why | grow inddugse is no other
reason why anybody else grows indoors!

[ID74, male age 53, current hydroponic grower]

Another respondent who preferred hydroponically grown cannabis did intend to
continue growing by that method but did nevertheless comment that she winald str
to grow small numbers due to the associated penalties.

Do you think these changes will have any impact in terms of your growing?
No. Because we like hydro, costs too much to buy it elsewhere.

So do you think you will grow the same amount of plants that you almaady will that
change at all?

| think it would decrease and wouldn't increase.

Why might it decrease?

Because of the penalties

And you would continue with hydro because that's what you prefer?

Yeah [ID44, female age 33 current hydroponic grower]

Impact on cannabis market

A number of interesting themes emerged from discussion with respondents
concerning the impact of the proposed legislative changes upon aspects of the
cannabis market. However, because this was qualitative data aall patticipants
engaged in this topic in a similar fashion, discussion here igetinto the themes
which emerged, rather than the proportion of respondents who discussed each theme.

Distinct Markets for Cannabis and Other drugs

One of the possible impacts commented on by many respondents was thé&e possi
creation of distinct markets between cannabis and other drugs.

For thirty-four respondents the cannabis and other drug markets ivezr@yadistinct.
For example:

There's already distinct markets. You buy what you.want [ID28, female aged 27]
| think it's separate anywa [ID48, female aged 42]

Yeah, you don't usually get them from the same place. No. Usually caselédis only sell
cannabis and that's all [ID66, male aged 24]
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Fourteen respondents commented that the proposed changes might workeo creat
distinct markets between cannabis and other drugs. The following exeegpts
illustrative:

I think it will stop a lot of the association with guys who salhrabis to support their
amphetamine habit [ID49, male aged 46]

If Joe-average can grow their own two plants in the backyard, anglambs at a time, there

should be no need to associate with the bigger growers. And it seemedlgdhat the bigger

growers are attached with other drugs, so then you don't have to associate with that.
[ID55, female aged 39]

Twelve respondents stated that in their opinion there would be no iop#oe issue
of creating distinct markets as a result of such changes. Disgsissincerning this
issue varied a great deal. For example, one respondent remarked thedpibsed
changes would have little impact overall. Note below:

It's a pretty piss weak change. It's not anything major [ID96, female aged 32]

Another participant responded by arguing against the assumption that cams®bis
results in other drug use:

Well that's not going to be affected at all by any of these laanges in relation to
prohibition, they are two separate issues. | get angry with the tfedt people say that
marijuana use leads onto harder drugs. It stopped me going onto harder drugaséet

works on me. If it didn't work, | probably would have gone onto heroinmething like that.
It's because cannabis did work for me that | stopped using.  [ID68, male aged 27]

Changes in violence and rip offs

Fifty-six respondents commented on whether the proposed changes would hmpact t
levels of violence and rip offs associated with the drug market.

In twenty-five cases it was believed that there would be no imjpasbme cases this
was attributed to a perceived absence of violence associdtethe/icannabis market
generally.

And you think the violence aspect will remain the same?

[T]here's not really much violence actually. | don't know if there's alstaaly violence at all
[ID8, male aged 22]

Do you think it would have an effect on the level of violence amaffis associated with the
drug market?

| don't think there is really much violence [ID67, male aged 21]

Others suggested that issues of violence were related to fathersthan drug use.
According to one respondent,

| mean they're entrenched in some poverty issue and they need money...

So they will be doing it [violence and rip offs] for other reasons?

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



184 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

Yep [ID22, female age 32]

Impact on large scale supply of cannabis

Among fourteen people it was believed that such changes would impsaine way
the organised distribution of cannabis. For example:

Yeah the big guys aren't gonna get as much of the deal [ID59, female aged 34]

Yeah it would probably collapse it [the market] quite a bit becausenitsmsy to grow
[ID89, male aged 28]

Four respondents believed there would be minimal impact on the organised
distribution of cannabis as a result of these changes. For example:

No, not for the big dealers, the big growers it won't [ID10, male aged 42]

Impact on personal market participation

Respondents were asked to consider the way in which the proposed chagiges m
impact their involvement in the cannabis market.

No impact

Among those 93 who discussed the issue, thirty respondents believed rinatdbiel

be no impact on their personal involvement with the market. Although many did not
discuss why they thought there would be no change, some respondents highlighted
underlying economic factors. Note below:

Not a lot.
And why do you believe it will be the same?
| haven't got the money to buy any more. Haven't money to gridv84, male aged 19]

Nah. | grow my own or buy what | can afford. It's just what is. That's nagggo change
anything [ID99, male aged 50]

Sharing within small peer group

Eighteen respondents suggested they might share cannabis with @esgnaroup.
The following excerpts are typical in the sense that any sharidgstobuting would
occur only within the context of friends.

The only reason why I'd sell it to best friends. You know, ifvhated to buy a bit of
[cannabis] off me, I'd give him a bit of [cannabis].

Okay, but you wouldn't go into business?

That's what | mean | wouldn't go into business. No way. It's not a business
[ID4, male aged 20]
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Yeah personally | think my mates would have their own in their bacls wardvell. So |
wouldn't have to supply them and they wouldn't have to supply methirany would be my
crops out is yours in? Yep, okay, trade off give me an ounce nowlagidd'lyou one when
mine is ready. That sort of thing. [ID19, male aged 22]

I'll find some for a friend of mine, you know, helping a friend out. It's a sulffieeatice.
[ID68, male aged 27]

Buy less often
Fourteen respondents believed they might purchase cannabis less oftesus af
the proposed changes. For example:

Possibly. Well if | was growing it when | could, | would grow it. Baitike to still buy some
hydro stuff, because it's a lot stronger. [ID80, female aged 28]

You would grow your own more than you do now?

| would probably be more inclined to make a conscious effort to grow my own.

So more growing and less buying?

Yeah.

And if you did buy under this new system, what amounts do you think you would buy?
It would change. My maximum would be an ounce. You would stay under that?

Yeah. I've done with [pounds]! [ID69, female aged 40]

Selling for profit

There were 73 respondents who commented on whether they would considgr selli
for profit under the proposed scheme. Of these, 20 (27%) said they would conside
selling cannabis under the proposed scheme.

Twelve of these were current sellers and would continue to so ditedt®e proposed
changes. For example:

| don't know. The supplying and selling, well it wouldn't make muchettitfe [be]cause you
still get in trouble over that

So you'd be less scared?

Yeah. [ID56, female aged 19]

Another respondent who supplies noted that he would continue to do so despite any
changes in the legislation although his selling might be affected:

Well I'd have less customers. Cos they'd be growing their ownch\@hérybody should be
anyway. As far as I'm concerned. [Be]cause if you grow your ownkiyon what's gone
into it.

Do you think it might affect your business in regard to the weightsyibu sell, in the ranges
that you sell?
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No. | would sell it in little bags. Never change that methodevenwant to go into selling
big bags of it [ID93, male aged 53]

Four respondents who have sold cannabis in the past, but were not celtezaf s
discussed their intentions to consider selling again under the neemsyBor
example, one respondent discussed selling cannabis in response to wegercei
increase in demand for high quality cannabis:

I'd probably start selling again.
So you'd sell more under this new system?

Yeah. | could sell it real cheap, at high quality, flood the market and bnmgrices down.
Would make me some extra cash in the process.

Would that decision be related to the changes here?

| don't know, it might do, it probably would, because there would bé @& Ishit [cannabis]
around.

So there would be a demand?

A demand for good mull [cannabis] [ID70, male aged 22]

Another respondent suggested he would supply cannabis regardless ofdhe Byst
particular, his decision to do so would be based on personal circumstaiotes
below:

Would you reconsider supplying under this new system?

Well, the system doesn't affect it, but if | became short on cash,d dwiil
[ID73, male aged 20]

Four respondents discussed their interest in beginning to sell inomelati the
proposed changes, that is these were people who had never sold ¢arutassesd

they would consider doing so under the proposed scheme. For example, one
respondent would consider selling hydroponically grown cannabis based loeliber

that it is of a better quality than non-hydroponically grown. Note below:

Yeah it would definitely be more beneficial...to me because theyw that you've got the
hydro they'll come to you...before they go to the bush people

So they would know that you have good quality stuff?

Yeah, they just shop around till they find where they can get the best deals...
So there will be a lot of poor quality stuff out there?

Yeah | think so.
Do you think that you might try to...sell amounts within the civil penalty ranges?
...I don't think that | would go more than an ounce at a time anyway...| thidlad more

than an ounce it would look too obvious that you're going to sell it
[ID30, female aged 28]
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Another respondent expressed an interest in growing within the cnalltgdimits,
but also using his personal source to sell for profit:

I mean if | grew ... | would probably grow a plant and then I'd supply, thatt other than
that, na

Why would you decide to supply?
So | can make some money.
And if you were staying within the limits, you'd feel better about that?

Exactly. [ID24, female age 17]

There were 53 respondents who indicated they would not consider selling sannabi
under the proposed scheme.

Twenty respondents suggested that would not supply simply because they had no
interest in doing so. For example:

Why don't you supply cannabis now?

| haven't really thought about it.

Just not something you are interested in?

No.

So with this new system would that have any affect on your decision to supply?

No I don't think so. | suppose it would get me out of my financidl it that's about all. If
| looked at it that's the only reason why.

Do you think that there is a possibility that you would reconsider under this nem8yst
No. [ID13, female age 47]

| have no interest in it whatsoever. Just as long as I'm able to ddittee bit from time to
time. [ID20, male age 50]

Do you think you might reconsider with these changes? Why not?

[Be]cause I'm happy going to work and earning an honest living [ID43, male age 26]

Another respondent who had sold in the past explained his lack of interest
supplying under the proposed system as follows:

Why don't you actually supply cannabis at present?

| have no need to. The only reason | ever did it was for monetary gain

Would you reconsider supplying cannabis under this new system?

No. I'm more likely to now if | was going to [ID97, male age 23]
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For 17 respondents an avoidance of the lifestyle associated withg sedinnabis
emerged as a reason for not supplying.

It's too much of a hassle dealing with people and people phoning and comimgr thoyise,
it's not something | want to get involved with [ID7, male aged 33]

The hassle of dealing in marijuana is too great and it's not a regulatsiddss so there is no
protection

Would the new system have any effect on you?
No. [ID92, male aged 30]
Dealing in drugs doesn't really appeal to me. I'd like to havertbeey but | think of all the

other stuff that comes with it. Not so much the threat of getttught but just people
constantly ringing you up for things and that sort of thing. [ID67, male age 21]

The fact that cannabis is illegal was discussed in the cootesdpply by fourteen
respondents.

Why don't you currently sell it?

Well, basically because I'm not growing, but basically because iarmsaelling, it's dealing.
But yeah, it's criminal penalties basically.

You wouldn't reconsider supplying cannabis under this new system?

Oh no, no [ID23, male aged 31]
And you wouldn't reconsider supplying?

No. To me it's a narcotic and | would get time [ID34, male aged 52]

Eight respondents suggested the issue of risk as a reason for not baoooiuegl in
the supply of cannabis. The following excerpts are illustrative:

Why don't you supply cannabis at the present?

Because the laws scare me. | wanna keep my house

Would that change under the new system?

No. [ID87, male aged 40]
Why do you not supply?

Because of my career.

And would this have any impact on your decision to supply?

No. Can't be bothered any more [ID71, female aged 24]

Seven respondents suggested that ethical or moral issues were undedyimgpn-
involvement in the supply of cannabis.
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Number one, I'm not in it for the money, and number two, | wouldn't ki@revthe end
product was going and | just don't feel right about that [ID14, male aged 52]

...[T}hat's my responsibility if I'm gonna harm my body. | don't want to hurt pénaple
[ID41, male aged 18]

Impact of changes on willingness to seek treatment

A total of 93 respondents discussed whether or not there might be an exhhanc
willingness to seek treatment in the context of the proposed leggstdianges. Of
these, 75 (81%) respondents said that either they, or cannabis ugeneral, would

be more willing to seek treatment as a result of the proposedeahafigventy-nine
respondents stated they would not be more willing to seek treatmibiet @ontext of
such changes. It should be noted at this point that the numbers in thesésaoanot
add up to the stated total of 93. This is due to the fact that ia sases respondents
did not see the changes affecting their personal situation, but couldhetesstsee
that the changes might positively impact the willingness of others to seek treatment

Criminality as disincentive

Thirty-four respondents suggested an increased willingness due to tbeatenf
some of the criminality associated with cannabis use. The fojpwxcerpts are
illustrative:

| think that probably the average person maybe slightly more wilbegause then they
wouldn't feel that it's such... you know “I'll get busted, they will bust mi&’fo

[ID2, male aged 48]

More willing.

Why?

Because you are not necessarily seen as criminal, which can haverea magative
perspective. Because you want to fight the system at the momersebiéésgriminal, rather

than join it, and say “oh well 1 am a criminal, I'l come to yodrug court, your
rehabilitation, education session” [ID9, female aged 33]

Yeah. | suppose | would.
Would that be related to the new system?

Well, | suppose because they are being a bit more lenient here, | sujhabst would
probably help me thinking “Ok | can turn to someone for help” [ID60, male aged 21]

Other respondents framed the issue in the context of negative attiudles stigma
associated with being a cannabis user. The following excerpts are illestrativ

| suppose | would, yeah. You wouldn't feel, [you’'d] get labelled[ID98, female aged 30]
If I had a really chronic problem, yeah | would say... only becauseems that it's getting

treated better in society, if you know what | mean? People aréngtdd think about it as
what it is, not some devil's plant [ID81, male aged 25]
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Educational component of proposed changes

Some twelve respondents discussed their views of the educatiomait adpthe
proposed legislative changes. In all cases an enhanced receptivensssking
treatment was identified. For example, one respondent suggestedr tthaisie who

are apprehended the education session might result in heightened awarenesssof aspec
of their cannabis use:

I think usually if you have a problem with your use you tend to geihtamore easily
because, you know, people do want to get caught if they're doing somethitigethdbn't
want to be doing. So the drug education for them, you know. A lot of people who do drugs that
don't know about it would probably you know have a good look and say “maybeaytie in
don't”. [ID19, male aged 22]

Other respondents suggested that the changes could work to increaseeasvaf
existing services for cannabis users. Note below:

| think this system would highlight that there is something loertet for me to get to if |
wanted help. The education session ... | don't know what the currezinsgsbut | don't
think there's as much ... | think you have to go out and get that cangsetiereas the law is
saying, okay well we can help you if you need to know about what you're doing

[ID25, male age 37]

Yep, | think that they would know that it's a recognised problem, reydwould see that
there are avenues for them if they wish to go there [ID79, female aged 22]

Would seek treatment regardless of legal framework

Among thirty respondents it was suggested that their willingnesseto tesatment
was unaffected by whatever legal framework existed. Specificdally, would seek
treatment should they require it. However, in a small number of dases believed
that the proposed changes might result in more accessible services. Note below:

I'd still seek help. It would probably be easier to get with this newrsyste
[ID85, male aged 32]

It wouldn't make me more willing, but it would make it easier ~ [ID50, male aged 24]

Would not seek treatment
Some twenty-nine people responded that they would not be more likely to seek
treatment in the context of the proposed legislative changes.

In nineteen cases respondents’ discussions suggested a rejectionrofarpe of
knowledge. For some this was expressed in terms of a lack of codfidendat
existing services offered:

As | say, I'd purely do it for myself. And | don't see anytimirige new system which would
encourage me to go to anywhere. | don't think a lot of the drug educaitfbisgelevant to
drug people anyway. | know the dangers. Just cos | choose to ignoreldksnit mean |
don't know them. [ID97, male aged 23]

For others it was more about not seeing their use within a proldenewvork, or one
that would require the intervention of professional services:
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Not really | mean its something that | do enjoy doing. [ID1, male aged 28]

| can quit if | want [ID33, male aged 20]

Willingness to seek treatment and legal system are unrelated
In seven cases the legal system and willingness to seek helpdesmtibed as being
separate issues. The following excerpts are illustrative:

| don't think treatment is related to conviction. I think it's persorfHR35, female aged 25]

It's separate. Going and getting help is completely [separatemfrwhat the legal
implications are in case you get caught. [ID27, female aged 20]
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Like many other studies of hidden behaviours such as illicit drug use stinly
employs convenience sampling techniques as it is not possible to randonpies
cannabis users. The illegality of cannabis use means the chatasteof the
population of cannabis users cannot be reliably determined. Although thistsugge
caution in generalizing from the results of this study to cannabis asersvhole, the
use of a variety of recruitment approaches reduces the likelibbbedmpling bias.
The use of similar recruitment strategies in the post-phatbe sésearch will support
the validity of the pre-post comparisons made.

THE SAMPLE

The convenience sampling strategy of recruiting through newspaper advertising,
flyers and by snowballing was successful at locating 100 regular canuoséis.
Although to be eligible for the study respondents only had to be using cannabis on a
weekly or more frequent basis for at least the last three mahthsnajority of the
sample were daily users of the drug and most used many times per day.

As noted in the introduction it was the heavy and more regular ustms drug who

were the target of this study as they are at a higher risk ofogawg the adverse
effects of cannabis, in particular dependence, were best placgamment on the
effect of the proposed changes on the cannabis market and wemosidsned to

comment on the proposed changes under the CIN scheme. The sampled ecetit
all of these aims.

Demographics

The sample comprised 67 males and 33 females with a mean age p¢&2.20ver
half (n=56) of the sample were single, 23 were divorced or segaeateé the
remaining 20 were married or in de facto relationships. Forty-orteipants had
children and 21 participants indicated that their child(ren) lived with them.

Forty-six participants had completed some post-secondary educationasithde or
certificate/diploma or a degree, including five with post-graduation fgpsdions. Of
the remainder, 50 had completed year 10 and 24 had also completed year 12 education

Sixty-one participants stated that they were currently engaged inrppldygnent 14
participants were students, 9 were engaged in home duties and 1 el Tetienty
participants stated they were unemployed and 11 were receivingkaess
benefit/pension.

Some 35% of the sample earned not more than $12 000, 34% earned between $12,001
and $30,000, and the remainder (30%) earned more than $30,000
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DRUG USE

Cannabis use

Some 49% of respondents had already used cannabis on the day of intbatiew
none were very affected at the time of interview.

The mean age of first use of cannabis was 16 years (range3dj.t8eventy-three
percent of the sample used cannabis at least once a day, includinghz8eswally

used cannabis more than three times a day. In a typical day, the samglimed 7.9

units of cannabis (joints, cones or bongs) on average (sd=8.0, range=0.5 to 40). Most
respondents said they were affected by cannabis for 4 hours per day7(Bé&aars,

range 1-24 hours).

Some 52% mainly smoked cannabis using a bong while 46% mainly smoked cannabis
in a joint or pipe. The most common form of cannabis typically usechywd®ponic

heads (69%) followed by non-hydroponic heads (15%). Curiously 50% of the sample
indicated that given the choice they would prefer to use non-hydroponic heads, and
only 38% stated that they preferred hydroponically cultivated heads. The
preponderance of smoking of hydroponic heads, despite a preference for non-
hydroponic heads found in this baseline study will provide a good test of thetimpa
of the Government’s exclusion of hydroponic cultivation of cannabis from INe C
scheme. In the post-phase data collection it will be interestirsga¢owhether this
results in a shift in the use of hydroponic cannabis and it's preterdenaegular
smokers.

At their most recent use prior to the day of interview 70% used in their home and 19%
at a friend’s home. For most respondents this occurred with fri&@ds)(or their
partner (24%), but 30% used alone. On the most recent use occasion 5% use
hydroponically cultivated heads exclusively, and 15% heads cultivated by non-
hydroponic means. Some 33% used a bong, 24% used joints or pipes and 16% a
bucket bong. Those under 31 were less likely to have used joints oopiplesir last

use occasion and were more likely to have used a bucket bong. Changesns pétte
most recent use will likely be the most sensitive measure @fgelsaoccurring as a
result of the CIN scheme and its related features.

The average score on the Severity of Dependence Scale (GossopgDalk£995)
was 3.6 (sd=3.7, range=0 to 15). Some 39% of the sample scored 4 or more, which
indicates cannabis dependence (Swift, Copeland et al. 1998). Two paticnpeare
currently receiving treatment for cannabis-related problems andtleerfurine had
previously received treatment for cannabis-related problems. Thediagb have
relevance for the change in focus in the proposed changes from se&iagisarse as
primarily an issue of criminal law to seeing it primarily a Itieassue with
implications for public education, education of offenders and provision of ajpdspr
treatment for those with cannabis dependence and other cannaleid-pablems
(Prior, Swensen, Migro, et al., 2002). In this regard the post changevgtlidgidress
the uptake of the education option by those issued a CIN, their ledepehdence,
and participant feedback on the usefulness of these sessions. Thecewteich they
are successful at facilitating treatment referral foreast a small proportion of
apprehended offenders with cannabis-related health problems will toedze
investigated while taking into account the low baseline of treatrpariicipation
among this group.
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Some 70% of the sample believed it was ‘very likely’ and 20.0%ithvaas ‘quite

likely’ that they would use cannabis in the next 12 months and the tyaj59%o)

said the amount they used would remain unchanged. Although questions formally
addressing respondentteadiness to changérochaska, DiClemente & Norcross,
1992) were not asked of these respondents, this result suggests tigadfnlaese
regular users may h@e-contemplatorsGiven this it is appropriate that interventions
with this group have realistic goals of attempting to move individualssdaal
balance towards change in use aimed at reducing cannabis-relatedwhtn use
reduction as one strategy to achieve this, rather than overemphabwsiingrace as a
goal.

Consistent with their status as regular cannabis users, as a igggpmmadents vastly
overestimated the prevalence of cannabis use in the wider Aarsttammunity. The
mean estimate of the proportion of Australians over the age ohdsed ever used
cannabis, or used in the last 12 months, was 65% and 52% respectivély, eac
significantly higher than the figures from the 2001 National Drug Househaidey

of 33% and 12% (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2002). Suggests

that challenging the normative beliefs about the prevalence of carusbiought be
considered in the education session for those receiving a CIN and probgualst af

the public education initiative.

Other drug use

All participants had used alcohol, 82% in the last 4 weeks, and 49% dranknigcat

week or less. Almost all (96%) had used tobacco, and 63% werentculaidy
smokers. Some 92% of the sample had used an illicit drug othecahaabis, 63%

had used in the last 12 months and 43% had used in the last 4 weeksosthe m
common other drugs used were amphetamines (30%), ecstasy (20%) and
benzodiazepines (10%). Some 47% of the sample had injected an illicit drug, 20% had
injected in the last 12 months and 12% in the last 4 weeks. Amphesmere the

most common recently injected drug (11%). One-third (33%) indicatedhimathad
attended treatment for alcohol or drug-related problems at some Altitugh these
frequencies of other drug use and injecting appear high, particulasbmparison to
surveys of the general public (e.g. Australian Institute of Health and Wetf208), it
should be noted that this sample, many of whom were daily users ofbtgnisa

likely to have much greater experience with other illicit drugs th& population in
general.

CANNABIS-RELATED PROBLEMS AND BENEFITS

Despite being regular smokers of cannabis, 65% of the sample saitvéreraspects

of their cannabis use that bothered them, 96% agreed that thereeakhepnoblems
associated with use of the drug and 73% acknowledged that cannabis usbecoul
associated with social problems. Some 14.0% of the sample believedisawaa
‘very addictive’, and 37% thought it ‘moderately’ addictive. However, 75%hef t
sample believed cannabis to be ‘moderately’ or ‘very’ safe and 83%évédx:
cannabis could deliver health benefits. The relatively high proportion cfaimple

who said that there were aspects of their cannabis use that dothene, and the
proportion identifying health and social costs of use, provide support for a
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motivational interviewing component in the education session for thosw&irer a
CIN.

Some 62% of respondents said that they had personally experienced sitme hea
related problems, most commonly memory impairment (19%) and respirator
problems (15%). There were 43% who said they had experienced soméisanna
related social problems, most commonly anti-social behaviour (9%) adeprs
associated with the illegality of use (9%). There were 66% @oretents who said
they had experienced the benefits of cannabis use, most commonly iits tabil
reduce stress (57%) followed by its use for pain relief (50%)inAgsers’ personal
experiences of cannabis-related health and social problems prawidagportunity

for motivational interviewing.

INFLUENCES ON CANNABIS USE

Some 83% of the sample said that they had rules or guidelines about wheotiek

or would not use cannabis and 59% had at some stage attempted toistpp us
cannabis altogether. There were 43% of the sample who saidnthat’ ‘of their
friends used cannabis and a further 10% said ‘all’ their friendd tree drug. In
contrast 63% said their family disapproved of their cannabis use to eximet.
Although 44% said that the prospect of being caught by police for using cannabis
worried them, 71% said that such worries did not affect their utieeadrug. Asked
about the impact on their use if cannabis was made as legalad®Ilal5% said it
would affect their use ‘a lot’ and 3% said it would have a modeféeet, while 66%
said it would have ‘no effect at all’. These findings, and thoseusssr in later
sections, point to the importance of ‘non-legal’ or ‘normative’ inflgsnon use, such

as peer attitudes and behaviour, in contrast to the formal legaiSfacich as the risk

of detection and the legal status of the drug. Such results are ephsigh a large
body of criminological theory and research, most notably the work of Tyler (1990)
and Sherman (1993).

RISKY CANNABIS USE

Respondents were asked to rate the frequency with which theyigededtin certain

risky activities associated with the use of cannabis. Some 36% séatmge said that

they used cannabis with other drugs ‘often’ or ‘always’. Mostly this oeduwith

legal drugs alcohol and tobacco. Indeed 42% said they ‘often’ or ‘dlwayed
cannabis with tobacco which is thought to be risky as this mix is thoodig more

likely to result in dependence than cannabis alone. Some 64% said yhaftére or
‘always’ shared smoking equipment, risky in terms of transmissiomlis#ase.
Binging on cannabis was not a common occurrence. Although 47% said they had
binged with 53% saying they did so rarely, but binging was more common (62%)
among those dependent on cannabis. These results suggest there are obvious
opportunities for health promotion interventions targeted at cannabis Gaes.
information will be of interest to the Drug and Alcohol Office bé tDepartment of
Health who are responsible for such interventions in WA.

Driving and other hazardous activities

Some 65% of the sample said that over the last 6 months they haad anshicle
whilst under the influence of cannabis, and 32% had driven whilst smokimyude
This occurred despite 46% of the sample believing cannabis could dffeictg
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performance, but only 19% said it could affdwir driving performance. Some 39%

of the sample said had been under the influence while working 26% wrdhgrg)

and 27% while operating machinery. Amongst those who had been under the
influence of cannabis whilst studying in the last 6 months on almost eceasion

when this occurred the person was smoking cannabis whilst studying.

There are currently new legislative provisions targeted at dregtaff driving before
the WA Parliament. In part these are aimed at improving detecti®s and the
capacity of police and the criminal justice system to deal etlg driving offences.
One measure of the effectiveness of interventions to target tiskg behaviours will
be the proportion of regular cannabis users in the post-change phasestofoyh who
report engaging in them.

TREATMENT

Some 33% of the sample had, at some time, sought treatment for drugmspimost
commonly heroin (36%), amphetamines (36%) cannabis (30%) and alcohol @A5%)
the time of interview only 2% said they were currently in treatrbet 68% said that
they would seek treatment if they needed it. One possible benefie inhiange in
legislation coupled with better public education and increased rangeatment
options will be a greater willingness of cannabis users to sestkngat. The post-
change phase of the study will provide an opportunity to measure the textemth
this has occurred.

ATTITUDES TOWARDS EXISTING LAWS

Consistent with earlier research on apprehended cannabis users ianW/&SA
(Lenton, Hummeniuk, Heale & Christie, 2000) this sample showed a highdével
support for cannabis use being legalised.

Consistent with this, 87% of the 94 respondents who discussed theirofidveslaws
concerning possession of cannabis for personal use believed that persomdl us
cannabis should not be penalised, that is, it should be legal. Some 83%9& the
respondents who discussed their views of the laws concerning growing &annabi
believed that no penalties should exist for growing small amountsarofabis for
personal use, but many commented that larger amounts should be subjecltigspena
Some 75% of 93 respondents who discussed the issue believed that pshaitlds
exist for supplying cannabis. In many instances this was articutatedms of small
versus large-scale supply, noting that organised commercial supply sheuld
penalised.

If you grow it yourself and share with your friends, fine. People get into a business, that
own it purely and simply for money and have no emotion or feelingt fehould be
penalised]. [ID86, male aged 56]

Some 74% of respondents believed that penalties were appropriateviiog drhile
affected by cannabis with 70 of 94 respondents expressing this view. hdagiht
driving whilst affected by cannabis should be treated the same as drink driving.
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THE CANNABIS MARKET

Clearly impact on the cannabis market is one of the major issueseddst in the
evaluation of the proposed cannabis laws for WA. Changes between the pre- and post-
change phases of the research with regards to price, potency and lgyandbbe
important to document. So too will be: the proportion of the market supbplied
small-scale user-growers, as opposed to large commercial supihieavailability of

other drugs when people are buying cannabis; the extent to which reguisr use
attempt to self-supply by engaging in growing; and the extent to which regdes

get involved in cannabis supply.

As a consequence of the Government's exclusion of hydroponic cultivation of
cannabis from the CIN scheme the relative availability of hydropanit non-
hydroponic cannabis, and the prevalence of violence and rip-offs among regular
cannabis users will be of particular interest. It has been siegg#sat back-yard
cannabis plants grown outdoors are probably more at risk of thefthiydroponic
plants which can be grown indoors. Although the definition of hydroponic cudtivat
which applies to the interpretation of the term under the CIN selesrprovided in

the Second Reading Speech of the Cannabis Control Bill 2003 was "coutitgt
placing the roots of the plant in a nutrient solution rather than ih(8arliament of
Western Australia, 2003, p. 5697). In not referring to artificial lightimg definition
would allow that plants grown indoors in soil would be eligible for a CIN.

Results bearing on all these issues are presented in this\satthe cannabis market
and will constitute an important baseline for the pre-post comparison.

Typical Scoring

Respondents were asked about their typical pattern of purchasing ovesttltée
months. Most (53%) purchased cannabis on a weekly or more frequént thas
average amount spent on the drug being about $50 per week. Some 53% of the sample
saying it typically took 30 minutes or less to score cannabis.

Respondents said they mainly scored from ‘a friend’ (54%) or ‘the rtiedleme’
(30%), only 8% said their typical source of cannabis was their ‘bame grown’.
Regarding the original source of this cannabis some 33% said astaigesupplier’,
31% said a ‘backyard user-grower’, 8% grew their own and 28% did not knosv. Thi
Is important because it confirms that whilst population based sastp@sthat many
people surveyed say they buy from ‘a friend’, the further opportunity for yduir

the present study found about a third believe that the original soutices aannabis
was organised commercial suppliers. One of the goals of the CINsdbkdo reduce

the proportion of cannabis that users claim is sourced from such suppliers. Tiese lar
scale players are thought to be more likely to be involved in violendestandover
tactics and to also be the source of other more hazardous drugs Wdoo,
Tomassini et al., 2002). The data presented in this study suggestheigairtay
indeed be some opportunity to shift supply in this manner for at lethstdaof the
sample who say that the original source was large scale criguppliers. It will also

be of interest to see what proportion of the sample in the post-change samplastate t
they typically grow their own cannabis and what percent score frori-staée or
‘backyard’ user-growers.
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Overwhelmingly, (80%) respondents said that the cannabis usually obtainettiever
last 6 months was hydroponic heads, while 14% said non-hydroponic heads. Some
67% said they typically scored a bag or less (bag, foil, stick, grdew grams) the

next most frequent amount being ‘an ounce’ (approx. 28 grams) nominated by 15% of
respondents. Overall, 99% of the sample said that they typically scoredgnae or

less over the last 6 months. The fact that 99% of this samplallygitirchased less

than an ounce and, 67% not more than a few grams at a time, suggdsists set

for CINs (of up to 15 grams for a $100 CIN and more than 15 to not mayeaBts

for a $150) are reasonably appropriate. For about two thirds of thesgppatt

police would be able to readily ascertain, without weighing the sane,the
amount of cannabis they had in their possession was far less theut-tif€ for the

CIN at the lower level. There was, however, about a third of the sample who typically
scored between a quarter ounce and an ounce. This supports the inclub®rB®f
gram upper limit for a CIN. The most common reasons cited for buypaytecular
amount were cost or economic factors (62%), that the amount met quiwunmeeds
(42%) or availability factors (13%). Some 36% of respondents saidhiat often’

or ‘always’ shared or split deals in the last 6 months, while 48t they ‘never’ or
‘rarely’ did so.

Positive aspects of obtaining cannabis included: the involvement in teonshap

with their supplier that was valued as it was characteriseduly and security; the
social aspect of scoring cannabis; the quality of the cannabis obtamethe ease of
availability of cannabis. Negative aspects of obtaining cannabisded!| problems

with their supplier; violence or rip-offs while obtaining cannalie presence of
other drugs; costs involved; being seen at the supplier’s place; and transport concerns.

Most recent score

Overwhelmingly respondents described their most recent scaevasy matter-of-
fact transaction. Of the 70 respondents who commented, in no case caitdahen
be understood as ‘drug pushing’. In contrast there was a clear intdre part of the
respondents to acquire cannabis.

There were not many differences between respondents’ descriptioa padrameters
of their most recent score and their typical score over thequgw months. This
probably reflects both the stability in the cannabis market over thigdpand the
process of retrospective recall of such information.

Most frequently, people took an hour or less to score. Some 60% saitieindast
score was from ‘a friend’, and the next most numerous responséhevedealer’'s
home’ (30%). With regards to the original source of the cannabisiatribst recent
score 38% said a ‘backyard user-grower’, 30% said a ‘large sopjgier’ and 32%

‘did not know’. When asked as to the original source of cannabis attlsirrecent

use, 36% said the cannabis had come from a ‘backyard user/grower’, 28%gea
scale supplier’, but only 9% indicated that the cannabis they had used had bee
cultivated by themselves, and 23% ‘did not know'. This is quite simil@atmabis
users in the WA IDU sample interviewed in the 2002 lllicit Drugp8ting system
(Fetherston & Lenton, 2003) where 51% said the cannabis had come from a ‘backyard
user/grower’, 21% a ‘large scale supplier’, but only 7% indicatedthigatannabis

had used had been cultivated by themselves, and 24% ‘did not know’.
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Lenton (2001, 2002) has argued that although previous research suggested that 6% of
cannabis users (Adikhari & Summerill 2000), and 9% of first-time adedicannabis

users (Lenton & Heale, 2000) obtained the drug from ‘a dealer’ there good
reasons to believe that in many cases the original source of thabambtained

from other sources such as ‘friends’ may be larger scale conmanguppliers (Swift,
Copeland & Lenton, 2000). The above findings on the original source of cannabis
support this view. They reinforce the importance of considering liapesof the
supply-side of market in reducing cannabis-related harm (Lenton, 2001, 2088 as
been done in the WA proposals (Prior, Swensen, Migro, et al., 2002).

Seventy-six percent said that at their most recent score tinatia was hydroponic
heads, while 16% said non-hydroponic heads. Some 59% scored a bag or less (bag,
foil, stick, gram) the next most frequent amount was an ounce obtain2ti%at

their last score. The three most common reasons for scoringribahtwere cost or
economic factors (56%), that the amount met consumption needs (35%) or availability
factors (18%). The modal amount spent on the last score was $25, (B&%ext

most frequent amount spent was $50 (22%), followed by $250 (12%). Just under half
(48%) scored for their own use, a similar proportion (49%) to shiheothers, and

two respondents (2%) scored for the purpose of dealing.

Price, potency and availability

According to respondents over the previous 6 months a gram of cannabibaidst a
$25 whether it was hydroponic or non-hydroponically grown. An ounce typically sold
for $250 (non-hydro) to $300 (hydro). Some 80% of the sample said that the price had
been stable over the previous 6 months. The majority (59%) of responddrtsasa

the potency of cannabis was ‘high’, and that cannabis was ‘very G&%) or
‘easy’(31%) to get over the last 6 months. Cannabis price, purity andaity data

for the present study was similar to that from the injecting drucs useerviewed as

part of the WA Illlicit Drug Reporting System (Fetherston & leent 2003,
Hargreaves, & Lenton, 2002, 2001) where price has remained stable ap&250
ounce (in 2003 $270 for hydro and $220 for non-hydro), with potency consistently
rated as ‘high’ and availability as consistently ‘easy’ or ‘vemsy’ (Fetherston &
Lenton, 2004).

Factors influencing potency

A number of respondents commented on what they believed were the ntams fac
influencing the potency of cannabis. These included whether the cannabis w
hydroponically grown or not, the strain or variety of cannabis, aspects gfadweng
process, improvements in skill of growers, and finally factors comggrihe
individual cannabis user. Most notably a number of respondents emphasised the
importance of strain over whether the cannabis was hydroponically or non-
hydroponically grown as being most important with regards to potency. For example:

People are under the misunderstanding that hydro cannabis is strirgecannabis that is
not grown hydro. It's got nothing to do with it, - it's the strain of plant. So | could have ... one
strain of plant, 2 clones or cuttings, grow one outside, grow oneisdmd when they have
finished their cycle have them tested, and they will be the same THC leve

[ID21, male aged 37]
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A number of specific aspects of the growing process were notechpstant in
producing high potency cannabis including the level of knowledge of the grower, the
experience of the grower, or the way in which the grower trdas product
throughout the process. There was general agreement that moregesyers could
produce higher quality product.

It's actually getting better and better. The growers, especially evaimh growers seem to
really know what they are doing. The strains they are getting are just pherlomena
[ID87, male aged 40, never grown]

Previous work has concluded that there is no evidence that the potecaynabis
plants has increased up to 30 times, as has been claimed. Seizusugtpsts a
modest increase in potency (Hall & Swift, 2000). It has been suggéstiechanging
patterns of cannabis use, in particular the use of the more poéaats’ of the plant
(rather than the leaves), may account for apparent increasespotency of cannabis
used in Australia (Hall & Swift, 2000). The data presented inctimeent study
suggest that it is likely to be the strain of the plant, rather thanhydroponic
growing technique used which is likely to havdigect impact on cannabis potency.
It would appear that if hydroponics have had an impact on the potency of cnhabi
is likely to be indirectly by (1) the increased yield from hydroponic cultivation
contributing to a situation where ‘heads’ are the bulk of the ma(Rgtjarger,
commercial, ‘more expert’ and predominately hydroponic cannabis groelergisg
strains to produce a more potent product which is seen as marabliedy
significant numbers of consumers.

Factors influencing availability

Respondents were asked to comment on factors influencing the awgilaibili
cannabis over the time they had been involved in the market. According to
respondents, availability of cannabis appears to depend upon a numbetows: fac
personal contacts, seasonal factors, whether the cannabis is hydrdpgnemah or

not, and at times, the impact of police operations. Seasonal varigtioegoally
impacted only non-hydroponically grown cannabis, although Christmas was generally
seen as a time of low availability. Hydroponically grown cannabis wasrgky seen

as more available than ‘bush’ cannabis which can be available depeambnga
buyer's personal contacts. Police operations were the third most fexttut
influencing the availability of cannabis.

Perceptions of the shape of the cannabis market in WA

There was considerable variation within the sample regarding teatext which
respondents could comment on the shape of the cannabis market in WA. In the
majority of cases respondents commented on the part of the markét tvy had

direct contact with, principally their friends and immediate supplikrappeared that
those who only scored for their personal use usually had limited knowledge
concerning market activities beyond their personal networks. Those whaeppea

be most informed were those with personal experience of cannabis samply
associated cultivation.

Some 47 of the 72 respondents who discussed the shape of the markeedubgéest
there are two levels to the market: the lower level end giserps, including small
scale growers who self-supply, and the larger scale profit odi€nteminal) groups.
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Some described a separation between the growers and sellers. d'hevéls of
smaller-scale user-growers and larger commercial, cringmalips appear quite
separate. The following quote describes this well:

The cannabis market works by a network of friends, who can forrop,do putting in part

of the money, each putting in part of the money into one unit and purchasingittand
distributing it to an equal share to the amount of money being given, theeiefmings the
amount of the total unit down, because you are purchasing a pound or half a poead ivist
an ounce or two ounces. Another part is people that grow cannabis andrsebéz... You
could say it's for profit, but in the long run it's not profit leese 3 months later, they're
going to spend that money again buying cannabis off the person who's just baught th
cannabis off them, because they’ve run out and [the other person’s] asopome through.
So it's really a... a support-supply system, because even though youiagecseinabis, and

| have no qualms about it at all, you aselling cannabis, you know, you are selling to
somebody for what purpose? For his own purpose, his own purpose, and you kntam you
rely on that purpose 3 months time down-the-track to supply ydutheitsame fair amount
that you supplied him.

And there is others who grow large amounts of cannabis, 100 plants and ainisie,sell
purely for profit, but as an average cannabis user that most peoplatey wouldn't even
come into contact with them. There are only 2 or 3 people who are going to go out and buy 50
pounds, and then distribute it among their friends, so really the higivet bf growing is
never met by the lower grade of distribution. There are a lot psdte between, and even
though pot is just pot, there is a lot of money to be made out of pberefore those at the
top of the ladder will keep it that way, and be very private, #iewery private people. But
as an average pot smoker, they all grow dope and they all supply to each other.

[ID74, male aged 53, current grower, current seller]

In 40 cases cannabis users’ point of reference in terms dasetheg and supply
process was their personal contact. This referred to eitheptrécipation in a small
network involving backyard growers, or purchasing from friends who obtaleid t
supply from dealers. The following responses were typical:

My main experiences are with friends and acquaintances tioat treir own, or have other
friends and acquaintances that grow their own. So as far as that goawaitity not-for-
profit, it's just to recoup expenses. And that's the people émi@fouy it off. On occasion, |
do have to purchase through other people and those people, I'm assuming, afenwargy
middle men and that it's come through a long string of them. Mosg diintle |1 have no idea
where it comes from originally and it comes from hydroponic labs thas-maduce it for
profit. I don't really ask too many questions when it comes to that.

[ID95, male aged 30, past grower]

Although there were a handful of respondents who described the involvement of
organised groups, principally from South Australia, in large scale cansapply,
this was the exception.

Well, we grow it, we just grow it. Somebody just comes along and takes it all away, just hands
me the wad [of cash]. They must go and sell it. They buy 10 canddkey go off, they must

sell it to... yeah we don't ask too many questions, but obviously igmustvell a lot of the...

in Perth, it's mainly Aboriginals that do the selling, because #reybeing used by heavies.
They are called safe houses. The Perth market is run by South rust@lSouth Australian
mafia, you know? They basically get credit, so these guys buybthpounds or 10 ounces -

in bulk, and then they give it to these guys, ounces and ounces in cralitvhole pound,

and it's on their back. They have to sell it to make the monege Pleeple also have a house
across the road. They keep the stuff there, and they travel amréissm behind or across,
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you know, it's all set up, these houses get bought by these peopléeAribde Aboriginals
just pay rent or something like that, but they are owned by Mafapinh Australia. It's all
South Australian run.

[ID75, male aged 31, current grower, current seller]

The extent to which cannabis and other drug markets are separate

As part of their qualitative accounts to a couple of questions, inclubleig most
recent score, some 32 respondents suggested that other drugs webteabahay
were interested. In some cases respondents stated their caupghisr could access
other drugs although they tended to only deal in cannabis.

It's like he doesn't provide other stuff, but he can. The guy héigget off, like his boss,
that guy does other stuff and so he gets it off him. [ID38, female aged 19]

Other respondents suggested that although their usual suppliers might deal in cannabis
alone, they are exposed to other drugs when forced to leave their regularkne
However, in the section on likely impact of the proposed scheme 34 regosdl

that cannabis and other drug markets were already distinct. Yetspénoents
commented that the proposed changes might work to create distinctsrizekeeen
cannabis and other drugs. See below, ‘Impact on the cannabis market'.

Having considered what appears to be conflicting data on the extent to thikic
markets for cannabis and other drugs is distinct the following coonkisseem
appropriate: (1) Some suppliers may indeed only sell cannabismidhis be the case
for smaller scale or backyard suppliers. (2) Others may only feaweabis ‘on hand’
and be known as ‘cannabis suppliers’ but with more notice they couddige drugs.
(3) There are others who are known to sell cannabis along with a range of other drugs.

The extent to which a user’s perception is that the marketaforabis is distinct from
other drugs is likely to depend on their experience of a particulaopéne wider
market. Additionally, if cannabis is one’s ‘drug of choice’ then one nmghtexplore
the possibility of other drugs with the supplier, thus the perceptiontibaperson
they score cannabis from only supplies that drug could contribute to thetparcs
a distinct cannabis market.

Overall, the data reinforces the view that there is not a homogeannabis market.
There are small-scale user-growers, networks of self-supplérd large-scale
organised suppliers. Different suppliers of cannabis may have diffeceess to other
drugs. While some buyers’ experience is that the person they buy canoabnfy
supplies that drug, this is not the case for all buyers of cannabis.

Experience of growing cannabis

Some 71% of the sample had grown cannabis at some point in theirmd/é6% (n

= 39) of these had done so in the last 12 months. Most (77%) of thedenais-
hydroponic methods only, seven (18%) used only hydroponic methods and two (5%)
grew both hydroponic and non-hydroponic cannabis. While, in the last 12 months,
66% (n=21) of those who grew non-hydro cannabis produced a harvest to maturity,
100% (n=9) of those using hydroponic methods did so. This could reflect ther greate
reliability of the controlled environment of hydroponic growing both in terms of
growing conditions and security and concealment, but possibly also reflatthose
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who grew using this method were more likely to be more experienced or
knowledgeable. This was in part reflected in the number of plantengiam maturity.
In the last 12 months only 16% of those using non-hydroponic methods grew more
than 5 plants to maturity, compared to 44% of those using hydroponic methods.

Among those who had grown cannabis in the last 12 months: only 21% said that most
of the cannabis they smoked was self grown; 50% had not given away agsoseif-
cannabis; and only 8% had been subject to violence or rip-offs in the past 6 months.

Reasons for growing

Fifty-nine people commented on their reasons for growing. Respondents were
comprised of both current and past growers and experienced varyingaesetcess

in their attempts. Reasons for growing included: the cost of pgirghaannabis;
growing for profit; experimentation; enjoyment of the growing process; self
sufficiency; the social aspect; avoidance of the criminal elpand self supply for
medicinal use.

Among those who could be seen as ‘organised growers’ there appededittleast
two groups. On one level are those whose objective is to self-supalygoups of
fellow users within the group with cannabis, in some cases of diffsteains. On
another, are those growers whose involvement in cannabis growing is phntopal
profit.

| like to grow it. | like to grow it in soil as well, but ki to experiment. | grow in soil and in
outside hydro pots. Just all different ways. You see, I'm the key holder waihe $ hold the
strains and | do the breeding and | sell or take percentages of people&stsarLike, | just
give them so many clones, and | get a payment when they h#reggjjve me a percentage
of the crop. | will then either sell it, or... well if they are @l sell it on their behalf, then
they just hand me a wad of money. [ID75, male aged 31, current grower]

On this basis we can infer two understandings of the social or comamiitalelates
to cannabis growing. Specifically, the way in which one group understaasiért
of a larger ‘culture of cannabis’ where growers assist onehanofhis can be
contrasted with another facet of cannabis where the social or woeahms implicated
in profit.

Those who grew non-hydroponically expressed a number of reasons for doing so
including: experimentation; their belief that bush weed was a heafitoduct; that it

was less complicated than hydroponic methods; and a perceived gisktef
growing hydroponically. Nine respondents gave reasons why they grew using
hydroponic methods. These could be summarised in two themes: concealment and
quality.

Crop size

There were 50 respondents who commented on their choice of crop sizanyn m
cases crop size consisted of one to two plants although in a fesvtbaseumbers
were larger. Three primary themes emerged: perceived needjnepiation; and
fear of detection. Decisions regarding crop size often took into actteipbssibility
that not all plants would produce harvestable heads. This could be ctois Such
as some plants dying due to disease, or the fact that only thee fplaals are of use.
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The assumption that not all plants would reach fruition resulted iniqdaathigher
number with the intention of achieving something smaller.

Well you should expect to lose one or two, perhaps through root-sminething, so | think
probably for me | need about 6 to smoke. | mean you never reallydow\it's going to go,
so often you might put in a bit more [ID78, male aged 46, current grower, past seller]

The difficult nature of growing cannabis

The difficult nature of growing, discussed above, was addressed by 28 respondent
Issues included lack of knowledge, and external factors such asgipro# overall
impression was that while throwing a few seeds in the ground mightrdppsg the
process of getting plants to maturity and a ‘quality product’ appears tarlmore
difficult than many might think. This has implications for the possitlpact of the
CIN scheme on cannabis cultivators. The exclusion of hydroponic cutivabm
the scheme, and the difficulty in growing outdoor cannabis plants toitpahay be
factors which together, limit the extent to which the scheme leadsore regular
cannabis users cultivating cannabis for their own use. In addition, howsse,data
provide further evidence that the scheme is unlikely to resultrapid expansion in
cannabis cultivation and the cannabis market as predicted by sams ofithe
scheme.

Experience of supplying cannabis

It was explained to respondents that some people supplied cannabis for profi
(selling), some supplied cannabis on a ‘not-for-profit’ basis (diging) and some
people gave cannabis away. This description preceded detailed questions about
involvement cannabis supply in order to get a more fine-grained undkngfaf the

nature of that involvement.

Overall, 88% of the sample had ever given cannabis away and 75% had done so
during the previous 6 months, overwhelmingly (93%) to ‘friends’. Of those who gave
cannabis away in the last 6 months 72% did it on 10 occasions or lesthatver
period.

Some 71% of respondents said that they had ever distributed cannabis-pratfitor
or bought on behalf of others ‘not-for-profit’. About half (52%) the sampmletlds in

the previous 6 months, mostly (65%) on 10 occasions or less, and alm84ea)lt¢

‘friends’. Some 41% of those who distributed cannabis on a ‘not-foitdrasis over

the last 6 months said that they believed the original source otdahatbis to be
large-scale criminal suppliers.

Overall, 50% of the sample had ever sold cannabis for profit and 13%ohadso in
the last 6 months. Just over half (54%) did it on 10 occasions oariésalmost all
(92%) to ‘friends’. Those who sold cannabis for profit over the last @ma@aid that
they believed the original source of that cannabis was roughly divideédretarge-
scale criminal suppliers (31%), the respondent (23%), and other tsmalgrowers
(31%). Some 46% said between 1 and 25% of their income came fromg selli
cannabis over the last 12 months. Income derived from selling cannabishsver
period ranged from $80 to $13,000.

Overall, 5 (9%) of the 54 cases who sold or distributed cannabis iashé& months
reported violence or rip-offs over this period.
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The results on involvement in supplying cannabis are of interest for aenuoih
reasons. Firstly they underscore, that for many in the cannabis markgly’ to
friends on a not-for-profit basis and distributing to their peers se@n by them as an
unremarkable part of their involvement in cannabis use, and not sé&isaksg’ as
such. However, while this may be the reality of the market,ishiet the way such
activities are treated in the letter of the law. It isaclthat how police and the courts
interpret the law in practice can have a major impact on hovathenpacts on those
engaging in this activity.

CANNABIS AND THE LAW - EXPERIENCE

Nearly half (46%) of the sample reported prior contact with V¥estralian police
regarding a cannabis-related offence and 87% of these were apjedh&he high

rate of convictions is consistent with earlier research (e.gtobe Ferrante & Loh
1996). None had been imprisoned for a cannabis offence. In terms oftmoms/id5
(33%) had one conviction, five (11%) had 2 convictions, two (4%) had 3 convictions,
and five people (11%) more than 3 convictions. The re-arrest ratdisoregular
using sample is higher than the 7% in ten years found for the populatidrficdtal

time cannabis use offenders in WA (Valuri, Indermaur & Ferrante, 2002)

Only 31% of the present sample said that none of their friendsqaaiatances had
been caught by police in relation to cannabis.

Some 57% of the sample said that they had heard about the WA CanaatisiGg
scheme, but none had ever received a caution under this scheme. SowfetiB686
who knew someone who had been apprehended said that this had ‘no implaet’ on
own use of the drug.

Last contact with police

Of the 42 respondents who described their last contact with petieeding cannabis

76% were for possession, 36% were for an implement, 14% for cuhvatid 14%

for selling or supplying. In 38% of these cases police were motivgtedispicion of
cannabis offence (possession, use, cultivation or selling), 26% wesaltaafepolice
investigating another matter or person, and in 17% of cases policeowemitine
patrol. Most commonly people were in their own home (36%), in a motor gehicl
(26%), or in a street, park or beach (24%), when they last hadctavita police
regarding cannabis. Some 64% of respondents said that on that occasiorerthey w
under the influence of a drug, mostly (85%) cannabis. Where the outcome was
known, 55% appeared in court and were convicted, 8% were summonsed and
convicted without appearing in court, 34% received an informal warning, and 3%
received a juvenile caution.

Consistent with earlier work (eg. Lenton, Humeniuk, Heale & Chri2{@)0;

Erickson, 1980), experience with the law seemed to have little iropatie cannabis
use of the majority of these experienced cannabis users. Some 8@&Rosef
respondents who had had contact with the law regarding their cannabepaged

that it had no impact on their cannabis use. Some 10% said that theynoes

careful about where and how they used, 5% stopped for a while, and 2%asdiay

reduced their consumption initially.
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It is not surprising that legal sanctions do little to deter canneismong users. The
criminological literature suggests that deterrence effectéikaly to be undermined
by a low likelihood of apprehension; low levels of public support for icam
penalties; attitudes of those apprehended and their peers whichrarposéive
toward cannabis; and significant punishment avoidance (getting awayusiiig
without being caught) effects, especially for experienced users (Lenton, 2003).

One of the potential adverse impacts of infringement notice scheundsas that
implemented in WA is that there will be a ‘net widening’ effafiere more people
will come into contact with the law if police reduce their aenformal cautions and
warnings in favour of issuing an infringement notice, with the incredselthbod of
further involvement with the law once the person has become forkabyn to
police. It will be of interest to see whether in the post-phaseareh, the proportion
of people who report receiving an informal warning decreases aslaakethe CIN
scheme.

Regarding police conduct, some 61% of the sample said that police hadete
lawfully, 44% said that they were respectful and 37% said that theyfriendly. On

the negative side, 49% said that police were hostile and 39% statatieyavere

offensive. With regards to their own behaviour towards police 96% saidwbey
cooperative with police, 88% said that they were respectful and 6dothat they
were friendly toward police. On the negative side, 10% said that thewée in a
hostile manner toward police and a 5% stated that they were offensive to police.

As a result of their last contact with police regarding cannéi}s had become less
trusting of police, 33% had become more fearful of police. As atrethe contact

38% had become more antagonistic, 47% less respectful, and 21% had beceme mor
hostile toward the legal system generally (the law in generatateabis law, police

and the courts).

Forty-two respondents discussed the way in which their cannabis-retatett with
the police impacted their attitude toward the law, police and thescdtor seventeen
respondents, having contact with the police for a cannabis-relatetenhdiad a
negative impact on their views towards the police. This was atéziin two ways.
Among those who believed there was a change in attitude as a tesutllowing
themes emerged: enhanced existing negative feelings towards pulicenea law;
maintained existing negative feelings; perception of unjust treatreense that the
cannabis laws were unfair and required change; and the view thedrthabis laws
were wasteful of criminal justice resources.

It just reconfirmed what | already felt. And that the lawsengnjust. Many times, more often
than now, the punishment would outweigh the crime [ID71, male aged 20]

Previous research (Lenton, Humeniuk, Heale & Christie, 2000) suggested tha
prohibition with civil penaltiesscheme, as opposed topeohibition with criminal
penaltiesscheme would be likely to reinforce respect for the police and the law, rathe
than undermine compliance with it. Those convicted underptiodibition with
criminal penaltiesscheme were less likely to say that when apprehended poliee wer
friendly and respected their rights as a citizen, and were likehg to say that police
treated them as if they were a criminal. Those convicted upidbition with
criminal penaltieshad become less respectful, less trusting and more fearful o poli
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as a result of the incident compared to ¢hel penalty group (Lenton, Humeniuk,
Heale & Christie, 2000). Given this, it will be interesting to séether the change
from a system of criminal to civil penalties under the proposedgehto the cannabis
laws in WA results in respondents developing less negative attitadaedlite as a
result of being apprehended.

There were five respondents who suggested that they had a positivemcgdhe
last time they had contact with police regarding cannabis and in sas&s this
resulted in them improving their attitude toward police and the legal system generall

... mean | was actually quite impressed that | was listeéned court, and my individual
story was taken into account. It wasn't just another single pangngtto make some money,
it was for personal use only. | walked out of there with a lot mespect than the first time
I'd been in and been told | was about to head to [prison]. [ID55, female aged 39]

CANNABIS LAW: KNOWLEDGE AND ATTITUDES

PROHIBITION WITH CIVIL PENALTIES

The vast majority (83%) of respondents understood grahibition with civil
penaltiesmeans, ‘still illegal, a fine, but no criminal penalty applies’. Gsfly of the
sample thought it meant that cannabis use would be ‘legal’. This ssiggastthis
term is well understood by regular cannabis users, and should be prefeae
‘decriminalisation’” which has previously been shown to be frequently cechfwgth
‘legalisation’ by many members of the public (Lenton & Ovenden, 1996)

Some 96% of the sample thought it should be legal to possess a smatit aoh
cannabis for personal use, 31% did not know that it was a crimirtedy thian a civil
offence, but 100% believed that if cannabis use was to remainl,ilieghould be a
civil rather than a criminal offence.

Ninety-four percent of the sample thought it should be legal to growrebe plant,
15% did not know that it was a criminal, rather than a civil offebae94% believed
that, if cultivation of a cannabis plant was to remain illegahduld be a civil rather
than a criminal offence.

Some 97% of the sample was aware that it was currentlylille§dA for an adult to

grow a cannabis plant using hydroponic equipment, but 81% of the sample thought it
should be legal and 16% thought it should remain illegal. Some 87% belratafl t
hydroponic cultivation of a cannabis plant was to remain illegal, it sHzila civil

rather than a criminal offence.

Some 99% of the sample was aware that it was currentlylille§dA for an adult to

sell cannabis to another adult, but 71% of the sample thought it shoulghbeSleme

88% of the sample believed that if sale of cannabis from one tadatother was to
remain illegal, it should be a civil rather than a criminal mé2 In contrast, 85%
thought it should be illegal for an adult to sell cannabis to a person under the age of 18
years and 75% thought criminal rather than civil penalties should applshitor
offence. With regards to penalties only 63% thought that an adult cadlyng se

small amount of cannabis to another adult would likely get a crimoraliction and

20% incorrectly thought they could get a formal caution.
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Almost half (49%) of this sample of regular cannabis users agsaedgly’ or at

least ‘somewhat’ that police should have the power to remove peapte tfre
hydroponic equipment industry who police have evidence are engaging in criminal
activities such as commercial cannabis production.

Some 88% of the sample was aware that it was currentlyliile§8A to drive while
affected by cannabis, but 29% thought it should be legal. Although 29% did not know
that driving whilst affected by cannabis was a criminal, rather ¢haivil offence,

63% believed that if it remained illegal, it should be a ciather than a criminal
offence. Sixty-five percent of respondents agreed, to some extent, licat gwuld

test drivers for cannabis.

Although these regular cannabis users believed most personal usel@ratian
should be legalised, there was not surprisingly, high levels of suppasivibover
criminal penalties if these were to remain illegal. The adfif®e minorities of the
sample who believed that civil rather than criminal penalties egppdi many of these
offences reinforces that education targeted at regular usersl shdulde information
about the laws applying to cannabis as suggested in the proposed WA gEheme
Swensen, Migro, et al., 2002).

CANNABIS CAUTIONING

With regards to the cannabis cautioning scheme about 81% understood thaheinder
current system such cautions only applied to adult first offenders. tBdbs, only
47% said that a criminal conviction would be recorded for a second effemere
this is in fact happens more than 95% of the time.

Some 28% of the sample incorrectly thought that a caution was pogsible
cultivation of cannabis plants under the WA Cannabis Cautioning Syatehonly
50% believed one could get a criminal conviction for cultivation of alsmahber of
plants.

LIKELIHOOD OF APPREHENSION

Some 96% of respondents thought it would be unlikely that they would be d¢gught
police if they were in possession of a small amount of cannabpefeonal use and
88% thought they would be unlikely to be caught if they were growing a small
number of cannabis plants. Similarly 88% thought it was unlikely they wioaild
caught if they were selling a small amount of cannabis. These findgiirgerce that

the low likelihood of apprehension undermines the effectiveness of & thirthe

law to deter cannabis use (Lenton, 2000), especially among experienced rsffende
(Lenton, 2003), many of whom will have an extensive history of avoiding punishment
(Stafford & Warr, 1994).

ATTITUDES TO THE LAW AND POLICE

Consistent with earlier work with apprehended cannabis users (Lentomertuk,
Heale & Christie, 2000) most of the sample were, in generalalagding and had
respect for the law in general. Overall, 78% of the sample lsemselves as a law-
abiding citizen, at least to some extent, and 69% agreed thatawssaie fair. Some
95% believed it was important that people in a society respect ohatt laws.
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However, 37% agreed that it is all right to break the law if youget away with it,
and 28% agreed that people should break laws they disagree with.

Some 82% of respondents agreed, to some extent, that police deservefoespeir
role in maintaining law and order, yet 97% believed that some police #feise
authority over people they suspect have broken the law. Perhaps mositridetae
current study, was that only 25% of the sample believed that policeafgriezat
cannabis users with respect. Not surprisingly, 94% disagreed tha¢ gsbbuld be
given more power to crack down on cannabis in the community, and 99%ebelie
that police time could be better spent than in pursuing minor cannabis offenders.

KNOWLEDGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD THE NEW SYSTEM

Respondents were given a standardised verbal description of the prigmsiadive
changes for cannabis in WA and were then asked questions abountfesistanding
of the scheme and their attitudes toward it.

Most people understood which of the possession and cultivation offencegeaktr

civil and criminal penalties under the new scheme with 83% of respaosesct on

these items. For most of these offences the overwhelming mpa(8886 to 97%
depending on the offence) said it would be unlikely they would be apprehended under
the new scheme. The exception was cultivation of 3 to 10 hydroponic pldids,

was seen by a larger minority of respondents as more likely to mesigtection, with

only 54% believing it was unlikely they would be apprehended.

Respondents were asked the extent to which a range of possible pemaitié be a
problem for them if they received them. In general the potgmiadlties associated

with the proposed scheme (fines of $100 to $200, an education session, nol crimina
charge) were rated as far less a problem than potential penatiiker the existing
model (criminal conviction, 2 year prison sentence). For example an education session
was seen as ‘no problem at all’ or ‘a small problem’ by 81% efample, whereas a
$200 fine was seen as ‘a big problem’ or ‘a very big problem’ by 82% cfaitmple.

This suggests that, for the majority of regular users at lb@sgption of attending an
education session in lieu of a fine will likely be an attractive option for many.

Whereas 79% of the sample agreed either strongly or somewhatosassion of
less than 15 grams of cannabis and up to 30 grams should be a non-crireimee,off
fines for these offences were less likely to be rated asHai example, only 43% of
the sample agreed that it was fair for possession of not more3thajrams of
cannabis to attract a $100 fine. Only 30% agreed that it was fapolsession of
more than 30 grams of cannabis to attract a criminal charge. #¢h8i&%6 of the
sample agreed that it was fair that growing less than 2 non-hydre glaotld be a
non-criminal offence, only 11% agreed that it was fair that aapenalties applied
to the cultivation of 2 hydroponic plants.

Given the high level of support for legalisation of cannabis it is nqrisurg that
many thought fines for the offences that would attract a CIN undeprtmosed
scheme were unfair. Similar sentiments were evident in the qualitativerasavhere
although a minority thought the scheme was fair overall and many thought that
cannabis should be legalised, a majority expressed the view thabflused scheme
was fairer than the existing criminal regime.
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Well | still say it should be legal.
So in that sense it's not quite fitting in with what you want?

No. I don't think there should be any punishment [ID59, female aged 34]

Well it's fairer than what it has been. A change is better than no change at all.
[ID96, female aged 32]

Hydroponic growing appeared to be the aspect of the proposed changes thatdrovoke
a significant reaction when discussing issues of fairness concdtrengroposed
changes. A number also pointed to the apparent inconsistency between then30 gr
limit on harvested cannabis and the two plant limit.

Because they say possession of 15-30 grams and growing 1 to 2 non-hwytsp quawvhile
that plant is in the ground you are within legal limits; as soon as you haheggplant you're
outside the legal limit. It's a huge trap that a lot of peaie going to get caught in and |
believe that whoever formulated this plan did it on purpose. [ID11, female aged 50]

Like in any legislative system, there are potential anomali¢iseirCIN scheme. An
obvious one, recognised by its architects (Prior, Swensen, Migro, et al. vz e
discrepancy between the amount of cannabis on two growing plants which would be
eligible for a CIN being far greater than the 30 grams eligibleafd®IN once
harvested.

Despite the scepticism of the respondent quoted above, a numbemnyitatte deal
with this anomaly were considered and rejected by the Ministermakig Party. In
the end it was left to the discretion of the police and the caurpplying the law,
with one of the goals of the scheme articulated by the Working Bamg to move
cannabis supply away from large-scale criminal, commercial suppl(ierior,
Swensen, Migro, et al., 2002). Guidance as to the intent of the Aagiwers in the
Second Reading Speech in the WA Parliament. This emphasised that:

The prosecution of minor cannabis offenders is costly in terms ekpantid court time. Law
enforcement and the criminal justice system should target andilyhg@nalise those
connected or involved in the business of large scale cannabis supply,vthosalso sell
other prohibited drugs, and those engaging in violence or standover tactics.

(Kucera in Parliament of Western Australia, 2003, p. 5696.)

Clearly, if law enforcement chose to deal with anomalies ssithigone by charging
those cultivating 2 plants with criminal charges because thelhignsested their crop,
then this will undermine the scheme’s capacity to shift the market post-phase of
the research will document the extent to which this has happened.

COMMUNITY IMPACT OF THE LEGISLATIVE CHANGE

Some 50 of 57 respondents who commented suggested that there would be no impact
on cannabis use generally. In many cases cannabis use or lack theseofd&rstood
to occur for reasons separate from any legislative framework in place.
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Nothing, nothing at all, | don't think people give a toss about the law to be hottegbwi
[ID79, female aged 22]

Others suggested similar levels of caution would exist thus ttemgsiato a lack of
change in behaviour with the proposed changes:

Everyone would still have to be on their toes, obviously, if they didn’t waat totg trouble
[ID3, male aged 47]

Some 43 respondents commented on whether the proposed changes would impact on
young people in a negative manner. Twenty-six people did not believe that the
proposed changes would have an adverse impact on cannabis use by young people,
whereas 11 believed that there might be an impact in ternesaafuraging young
people to use cannabis.

| think it might just make it a bit more open for first tisestuff like that, you know, maybe
young schoolies and stuff like that. It might... but besides that, | don't thiiikatfect it.
[ID73, male aged 20]

There were 44 respondents who discussed the issue of whether the pobarsgs
would impact on the public use of cannabis and 24 of these did not believe the
changes in legislation would encourage more use of cannabis in publis, place
whereas 20 said it would.

| don't think so. | think with people who do smoke it's becommgmained to be private
about your use that | don't think that will make a great deal ofrdiffee. It's not like they're
legalising it. [ID32, female aged 32]

The extent to which the proposed changes result in such changes ahanitynievel
should be able to be detected in the post-change sub-studies afi¢hal gepulation,
school children and regular users, as well as in analysis of police and health data.

Impact on personal cannabis use

Some 93 respondents commented on whether they thought the proposed changes
would impact on their cannabis use and 79 (85%) of these said the propasgeischa
would have little impact on their cannabis use. Those who discusseebdons for

an anticipated lack of impact identified various reasons.

The current system is not having any impact so the new systemgsing to change it very
much. I still don’'t want to get caught. [ID85, male aged 32]

Twenty-two respondents commented on whether they might use cannabis @ publi
settings more often. For 20 respondents the proposed changes would haveato impa
on where they smoked. According to two respondents the fact of canaewdaising

illegal meant that their location of use would not change:

Because you can still get fined, so I'm not going to exactly smoke it wilgverywhere.
[ID80, female aged 28]
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These results are consistent with considerable prior reseich suggests that the
formal aspects of the law have little impact on cannabis ugmeciedy by
experienced, or regular, users (see MacCoun, 1993; Williams and Hawkins, 1986).

Intent to grow cannabis under the proposed scheme

Overall, 72% said they intended to grow cannabis under the proposed scheme.
Whereas 83% (n=57) of those who had ever grown cannabis said they wowld, onl
46% (n=13) of those who had never done so said that they intended to grow £annabi
under the proposed changes. Overall, 84% of the 69 (missing = 1) respondents w
said that they intended to grow cannabis under the proposed laws s#dyhaould

grow under the 2 plant limit and 81% said that they would only be growing non-hydro
cannabis.

Personally | wouldn't want to get busted with a plant. If it was.. ptetely legal, like for me
to grow hydroponic plants and stuff, | probably would, but it's just easigtrtp bother]; |
don't have the space; I'm not much of a green thumb. | prefer peoplaréhlbest at it to do
it. [ID96, female age 32]

As discussed previously, one of the goals of the proposed scheme is to trezluce
proportion of the market supplied by large-scale commercial cansaydiers over
small-scale user-growers. If this is to happen then one would epeee a larger
proportion of regular users engaging in cultivation to supply themselves ahnelitor

peers under the collective arrangements previously described. Amongntike sthe

vast majority of those who expressed an intention to cultivate cannabes the
proposed scheme were those who had grown cannabis previously, rather than new
initiates. Although it should be noted that some of those who had previoosin gr

the drug may have done nothing more than have thrown a few seeds in the ground,
that is they were not necessarily experienced growers.

Impact on the cannabis market generally

A number of interesting themes emerged from discussion with respondents
concerning the impact of the proposed legislative changes upon aspects of the
cannabis market. One of the possible impacts commented on by mpopdests

was the possible creation of distinct markets between canmabisttzer drugs. Some

34 respondents said that cannabis and other drug markets were alstanty, di4
thought it might work to separate markets and 12 said there would ibgpaot on
whether cannabis and other drug markets were separate. This hiasubeen
canvassed in the discussion above ‘The extent to which cannabis and otper dr
markets are separate’.

Fifty-six respondents commented on whether the proposed changes would hepact t
levels of violence and rip offs associated with the drug market. Ina88scit was
believed that there would be no impact. In some cases this wdmitat to a
perceived absence of violence associated with the cannabis market generall

Impact on personal market participation

Among those 93 respondents who discussed the issue, thirty respondents bedieve
there would be no impact on their personal involvement with the marigttteEn
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respondents suggested that under the proposed changes they might be madre likely
share cannabis with a small peer group.

Yeah personally | think my mates would have their own in their bacls yardvell. So |
wouldn't have to supply them and they wouldn't have to supply methirany would be my
crops out is yours in? Yep, okay, trade off give me an ounce nowlagidd'lyou one when
mine is ready. That sort of thing. [ID19, male aged 22]

Some 14 respondents believed they might purchase cannabis lesssddteesalt of
the proposed changes and the same number believed the proposed changes would
Impact in some way the organised distribution of cannabis. For example:

Yeah the big guys aren't gonna get as much of the deal [ID59, female aged 34]

There were 73 respondents who commented on whether they would considgr selli
for profit under the proposed scheme. Of these, 20 said they would coselidey
cannabis under the proposed scheme. This included 12 who were celierstand

would continue to so do despite the proposed changes, 4 who had sold in thelpast sai
that they might consider selling again under the proposed system, and 4 who had
never sold cannabis before, but would consider it. Thus there were only78 of
individuals who said they would enter or re-enter the cannabis markeilars. One

of the criticisms of the scheme made by the Liberal opposititimaisit will entice
otherwise law abiding cannabis users into selling cannabis for.pidfése data
suggest that will rarely happen.

There were a couple of respondents who believed that the exclusiymraponic
cultivation under the proposed scheme, and what they saw as a dectbasguality

of available cannabis, due to an increase in the proportion of non-hydro cainnabis
the market was an opportunity to be exploited. For example:

Yeah it would definitely be more beneficial ... to me because they'dthkabyou've got the
hydro they'll come to you ... before they go to the bush people[ID30, female aged 28]

There were 53 respondents who indicated they would not consider selling sannabi
under the proposed scheme. Twenty respondents suggested that they would not supply
simply because they had no interest in doing so, 17 noted an avoidancéfestyle
associated with selling cannabis, and for 14 the maintenance ofldébality of
cannabis was a reason.

Dealing in drugs doesn't really appeal to me. I'd like to havertbeey but | think of all the
other stuff that comes with it. Not so much the threat of gettaught but just people
constantly ringing you up for things and that sort of thing. [ID67, male age 21]

Well, basically because I'm not growing, but basically because iarmsgelling, it's dealing.
But yeabh, it's criminal penalties basically. [ID23, male aged 31]

Impact of changes on willingness to seek treatment

A total of 93 respondents discussed whether or not there might be an exhhanc
willingness to seek treatment in the context of the proposed leggsigianges. Of
these, 75 respondents said that either they or cannabis users in gendcabe more
willing to seek treatment as a result of the proposed changes.
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Well, | suppose because they are being a bit more lenient here, | sujabsit would
probably help me thinking “Ok | can turn to someone for help” [ID60, male aged 21]

| suppose | would, yeah. You wouldn't feel, [you’d] get labelled[ID98, female aged 30]

Some 12 respondents discussed their views of the educational aspecpaipgosed
legislative changes. In all cases they believed the proposed changesesgalilth an

increased willingness for users to seek treatment. Reasons wiyeidc¢hat for those
who are apprehended the education session might result in heightenedeaws/are
aspects of their cannabis use, and an increased awareness of availalas. servic

Yep, | think that they would know that it's a recognised problem, reydwould see that
there are avenues for them if they wish to go there [ID79, female aged 22]

Some 30 respondents said they would seek treatment should they rgquire
irrespective of whatever legal framework existed. Some 29 people respondibeyhat
would not be more likely to seek treatment in the context of the propegisthtive
changes. Reasons included a rejection of expert forms of knowledgeeimgf $eir
use within a problem framework, and others who said they would not reegként
simply explained that they saw no relationship between willingnes&kotiatment
and the legal structure.

As mentioned above, one of the goals of the proposed scheme is to ramagk of
a criminal record as a barrier to cannabis users seeksignest. The post-change
phase of the study will provide an opportunity to measure the extent th thischas
occurred.
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APPENDIX 1

RECRUITMENT ADVERTISEMENT
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Cannabis Users’ Survey

Been using cannabis at least weekly,
for the last three months?

Interested in being anonymousl
interviewed about your experiences?

Then phone Fran at the
National Drug Research Institute
on 9426 4210

You will be reimbursed
$30 for your time.

This study has been approved by the
Curtin University Human Research Ethics Committee

National Drug Research Institute May 2005
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APPENDIX 2

RECRUITMENT FLYER
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[ UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

NATIONAL DRUG RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Cannabis Users’ Survey

Been using cannabis at least weekly
for the last three months?

Interested in being anonymously
interviewed about your experiences?

Then phone Fran at the
National Drug Research Institute
on 9426 4210

You will be reimbursed
$30 for your time.

This study has been approved by the
Curtin University Human Research Ethics Committee
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APPENDIX 3

SCREENING QUESTIONS
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Regular Cannabis Users Study: Screening Record

Participant ID No:

First Contact: SL | FC | MB | Other____ Date:
Nickname Age: Male :
Female:
How frequently do you use cannabis? Weekly or more Less than weekly

How long have you been using cannabis? 3 months or more  Less than 3 months

How long have you lived in Perth?

How did you first find out about this study?

National Drug Research Institute May 2005
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APPENDIX 4

QUESTIONNAIRE
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Participant ID No. [ ||

Interviewer’s initials | | |

Date (day/month) [ | | ][]
Interview start time [ || | | |

Regular Cannabis Users’
Questionnaire
2002

A study of regular cannabis users examining theachpf the
change from criminal to civil penalties on use tigakion and
market patterns

How did you first find out about the study? Yes No
Television(specify) 1 0
Radio(specify) 1 0
Flyer/Poster 1 0
Community Newspaper 1 0
West Australian 1 0
Family or friend (non-participant) 1 0
Snowballing from prior participant 1 0
Other(specify) 1 0
Eligibility Filter
How frequently do Weekly Less than
you use cannabis? or more weekly
How long have you 3 months Less than
been using cannabis? or more 3 months

Eligible Ineligible

National Drug Research Institute

May 2005
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Q. CANNABIS LAW: KNOWLEDGE & ATTITUDES
Q1. Do you agree or disagree that there has there been a lot af i@eeltly
about cannabis lawCARD 6
SroNgly agree .......ovvvvvviiiiiieeiiee e 1
AGIBE . 2
DISAQIEE .. 3
Strongly diSAQree ..........euvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....ccoiieiiiieiiiicee e 8
POSSESSION
Q2. Tape & take notes
What is your opinion of the laws regarding the possession of canoabis f
personal use?
Do you think penalties should apply?
If yes,What penalties do you think are appropriate?
If no, Why not?
Q3. Which of the following statements most closely corresponds to your
understanding of the term prohibition with civil penalti€RD 11
Legal, no penalties would apply .........ccceeeiiiiinnes 1
lllegal, fine applies but no criminal conviction .....2
lllegal, criminal conviction.................cocovvvviviiinnnnns 3
Don't KNOW/NOL SUI€ ....ccoovveeeeeiiiiiiiiieee 8
Q4. Currently in WA is it legal or illegal for an adult to possassnall amount
of cannabis for personal use?
Legal ..o 1
1 =To = | 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ......coiiiiiiiiiiiiicee e 8
Q5. Do you think it should be legal or illegal for an adult to possessad s

amount of cannabis for personal use?

Legal ..o 1
Hegal ...coeveeieeeeee e 2
DoNn't KNOW/NOL SUM ... 8

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute



Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabis us  ers 239

Q6.

Q7.

Qs.

Criminal offences result in a criminal record. Non-criminal offeiacedike
speeding in a motor vehicle, still illegal but result in a finheathan a
criminal recordCARD 12

Currently in WA is it a criminal or a non-criminal offenfia an adult to
possess a small amount of cannabis for personallAsBD 12

CrIMINAL ..o, 1
NON-CHMINA ..o 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ...ceveeeee e 8

Assuming it were to remain illegal, do you think that possessiorsrobid
amount of cannabis for personal use by an adult should be a criminal or a
non-criminal offence€ARD 12

CHMINGL ... 1
NON-CHMINAL ... o, 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUM ....ceeeeeeeee e, 8

Currently in WA, according to the law which of these possible
consequences could apply to an adult the first time they are caught in
possession of a small amount of cannabis for personal(ecsetark more

than one)CARD 13

Formal caution by police.........ccccovviiiiiiiiiiiieeeee, 1 0
A TN 1 0
Attendance at a cannabis education

SESSION it 1 0
Appearance at drug COUNt ...........veeeiiieiieeeeeeenenennn. 1 0
Criminal conviction recorded................cccccvvvvnnene. 1 0
Receive an infringement

notice

(similar to a speeding

L0161 G ) TSP 1 0
Summons to appear in CoUrM............ouvvvvvveciiiieeeennn. 1 0
NO PENAILY ... 1 0
Six month prison SENteNCe .........cccceveeeeeieeiiiiiiiienns 1 0
Compulsory drug treatment............ccccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeennn. 1 0

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



240 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

Q9. Currently in WA, which of these possible consequences could apply to an
adult the second or subsequent times they are caught in possession of a
small amount of cannabis for personal use or where other chargalsare
laid? (can mark more than on€ARD 13

Formal caution by police ..........cccceeeeiiiiiiiieeeennnn, 1 0
ATING oo 1 0
Attendance at a cannabis education session........... 1 0
Appearance at drug CoUrt............covvvvrrrrvnrnnieneeennn. 1 0
Criminal conviction recorded .............ccceeeeeeiiiiinnns 1 0
Receive an infringement

notice

(similar to a speeding

LU[01 G ) ISR 1 0
Summons to appear in COUrM .........cvvveieeiiieeeeeeeeeen, 1 0
NO PENAIY ...t 1 0
Six month prison sentence.............ccccccciiiiiiiiiinene. 1 0
Compulsory drug treatment ................cccveeieeeeennn. 1 0

Q10. If you were in possession of a small amount of cannabis, how dikelgu
think it is that you would be caught?

Very lIKElY ....ouueei 4
QUItE TIKEIY....vvviiiiecccc e 3
UNBIKEIY....coo oo 2
Very UnliKely ... 1
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIE ....vvveeiiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeie 8

Q11. If one of your friends were in possession of a small amount ofkianna
how likely do you think it is that they would be caught?

Very lIKElY ... 4
QUItE lIKEIY...covveeiiiiieeeee 3
UNBIKEIY...ccoo oo 2
Very unlikely ... 1
DOoN't KNOW/NOL SUM ...evvvvieiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 8

Q12. Imagine if you were caught in possession of a small amount of cannabi
What penalties do you thinfou would get?

Details.
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Q13. Overall, how big a problem would these penalties create for your life?
No problem at all............ciiiiiie 1
Alittle problem ... 2
A big problem ..., 3
A very big problem .........ccccceeeiiiiiiiiiiii 4
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUI€......cevviiiiiiiiiiieeee e 8
GROWING
Q14. Tape & take notes
What is your opinion of the laws regarding the growing of cannabis
plants?
Do you think penalties should apply?
If yes,What penalties do you think are appropriate?
If no, Why not?
Q15. Currently in WA, is it legal or illegal for an adult to grow a cannabis plant?
Legal.. .o 1
1= = | 2
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIe......cevvviiiiiiiiieee e 8
Q16. Do you think it should be legal or illegal for an adult to grow a casnabi

Q17.

plant?

Legal. ..o 1
1= = | 2
DoN’'t KNOW/NOt SUIE....eeeeeeeeeeeee e 8

Criminal offences result in a criminal record. Non-criminal offeacedike
speeding in a motor vehicle, still illegal but result in a fintheathan a
criminal record CARD 12

Currently in WA is it a criminal or a non-criminal offenft® an adult to
grow a cannabis plan@ARD 12

CrmMINGL ... 1
NON-CHMINA ..o 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUM ....ceeeieeeee e, 8

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



242 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

Q18. Assuming it were to remain illegal, do you think that the growing of
cannabis plant by an adult should be a criminal or a non-criminal effenc

CARD 12

CHIMINGL ... 1
NON-CHMINAL ... 2
Dont KNOW/NOL SUIE ..o 8

Q19. Currently in WA, which of these possible consequences could apply to an
adult caught growing a small number of cannabis plafts? mark more
than one)CARD 14

Formal caution by police ...........cccccviiiiiiiiiiiiiienen. 1 0
ATINE oo 1 0
Attendance at a cannabis education

SIS E] 0] o 1 0
Appearance at drug COUNM.........uuriririiieiieeeeaaniainnnns 1 0
Criminal conviction recorded ..............ccovvveeevvinnnns 1 0
Receive an infringement notice

(similar to a

speeding tiCKet) ... 1 0
Summons to appear in COUM .........cceeeeeeeeeereeeeennnnnns 1 0
NO PENAILY ....cceeieeeeeeeieeeeeeer e 1 0
Two year jail SENteNCe .........ovvvvviiiieiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenns 1 0
Compulsory drug treatment ...............ccccceeeeeeeennn. 1 0

Q20. Currently in WA, is it legal or illegal for an adult to growaamabis plant
using hydroponic equipment?

Legal ..coooeeie e 1
Hlegal ..o 2
Dont KNOW/NOL SUIE .eeeeeeeeeeeee e 8

Q21. Do you think it should be legal or illegal for an adult to grow a casnabi
plant using hydroponic equipment?

Legal ..o 1
Hegal ..cceveieeeieeee e 2
DoN't KNOW/NOE SUIE ...ceeeeeeee e 8

Q22. Criminal offences result in a criminal record. Non-criminal offeacedike
speeding in a motor vehicle, still illegal but result in a findeathan a
criminal record CARD 12

Currently in WA is it a criminal or a non-criminal offenfi an adult to
grow a cannabis plant using hydroponic equipm@sRD 12

CrMINAL ... 1
NON-CHMINAL ... 2
DoN't KNOW/NOE SUIE ...ceeeeeeee e 8
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Q23. Assuming it were to remain illegal, do you think that the growing of

Q24.

Q25.

Q26.

Q27.

cannabis plant by an adult using hydroponic equipment should be a
criminal or a non-criminal offence?ARD 12

CHMINGL ... 1
NON-CHMINA ..o 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUM ....ceeeeeeeee e, 8

Do you agree or disagree that police should have the power to remove
people from the hydroponic equipment industry who police have evidence

are engaging in criminal activities such as commercial cannabis production?
CARD 6

Srongly agree .........oovvveeeeeiiiieeee e 1
AGIBE .. 2
DISAGIEE. ... e it 3
Strongly diSAgree........cvvvvvieieiiiiiiiiieeeee 4
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUI€......cevviiiiiiiiiiiee e 8

Why should/shouldn’t they have this pow&&tails.

If you were growing a small number of cannabis plants, how likely do you
think it is that you would be caught?

Very HKelY......ovuvueiiiiiiie e 4
QUItE lTKEIY ... 3
UNBKEIY .. 2
Very Unlikely........cceeeeiiiiiiii e 1
Don’'t KNOW/NOL SU......cccvveeeeeeiiiiiieeciiiiieee 8

If one of your friends were growing a small number of cannabis plevs
likely do you think it is that they would be caught?

Very HKelY.......uuvuuiiiiiiie e 4
Quite lIKely.......coorie e 3
UNBKEIY .. 2
Very Unlikely.......ooooo 1
Don’'t KNOW/NOL SU......cccevveeeeeiiiiiieieciiiivieeee 8

Imagine if you were caught growing a small number of cannabis .plants
What penalties do you thinfou would get?

Details.
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Q28. Overall, how big a problem would these penalties create for your life?
No problem at all ...........cccvviiiiii s 1
Alittle problem ... 2
A big problem ... 3
A very big problem ...........cooviiiii 4
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIE ....evveeiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeen 8
SELLING
Q29. Tape & take notes
What is your opinion of the laws regarding the supply of cannabis?
Do you think penalties should apply?
If yes,What penalties do you think are appropriate?
If no, Why not?
Q30. Currently in WA, is it legal or illegal for an adult to sefiraall quantity of
cannabis?
Legal ..o 1
Hlegal ......cooeeeeee e 2
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIE .....vvvveiieiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee 8
Q31. Do you think it should be legal or illegal for an adult to sathallsquantity
of cannabis to another adult?
Legal ..o 1
Hlegal ...ceeeeeieieeee e 2
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIE .....vvvviiieiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee 8
Q32. Do you think it should be legal or illegal for an adult to sathallsquantity

of cannabis to a person under 187

Legal ..o 1
Hlegal .....ccooeeeeece e 2
DoN't KNOW/NOE SUIE ...ceneeeeee e 8
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Q33. Criminal offences result in a criminal record. Non-criminal offeacedike
speeding in a motor vehicle, still illegal but result in a finheathan a
criminal record CARD 12

Currently in WA is it a criminal or a non-criminal offenfia an adult to
sell a small quantity of cannabi€ARD 12

CrIMINAL .o 1
NON-CHMINA ..o 2
DoN’'t KNOW/NOt SUIE....eeeeeeeee e 8

Q34. Assuming it were to remain illegal, do you think that selling allsm
guantity of cannabis from an adult to another adult should be a crioniaal
non-criminal offenceARD 12

CrmMINGL ... 1
NON-CHMINAl ..., 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUI ... e, 8

Q35. Assuming it were to remain illegal, do you think that selling allsm
guantity of cannabis from an adult to a person under 18 should be a
criminal or a non-criminal offence?ARD 12

CHMINGL ... 1
NON-CHMINA ..o 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUI ... e 8

Q36. Currently in WA, which of these possible consequences can appty to a
adult caught selling a small amount of cannalgta® mark more than one)

CARD 15

Formal caution by poliCe..........ccccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieenn. 1 0
A TN 1 0
Attendance at a cannabis education

SESSION i 1 0
Appearance at drug COUrt ..........cccuvvrmirmeeeiieeieeeeeenn 1 0
Criminal conviction recorded.............cccoveveevvrvnnnnnns 1 0
Receive an infringement notice (similar to a

speeding tiCKet) .....ccooeeeeeeiiiiiee e 1 0
Summons to appear in CoUrM............ovvvvvvveciiieeeeennn. 1 0
NO PENAILY ... 1 0
Two year jail sentence...........ccccvvveviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee, 1 0
Compulsory drug treatment.............cccceeeveeeeeeeeeeennn. 1 0
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Q37. If you were selling a small amount of cannabis, how likely do you think it is
that you would be caught?

Very lIKElY ... 4
QUItE TIKEIY....vvviieeccee e 3
UNBIKEIY...cooo oo 2
Very UnliKelY ... 1
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIE ....evveeiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeein 8

Q38. If one of your friends were selling a small amount of cannabisikeky
do you think it is that they would be caught?

Very lIKElY ..o 4
QUItE lIKEIY...oevvieiiiiieeee 3
UNBIKEIY....coo oo 2
Very unlikely ... 1
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIE ....evveeiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeie 8

Q12. Imagine if you were caught selling a small amount of cannabis. What
penalties do you thinkou would get?

Details.

Q13. Overall, how big a problem would these penalties create for your life?

No problem at all ...........ccovviiiii s 1
Alittle problem ... 2
A big problem ... 3
A very big problem ...........ccooviiiiii 4
DON't KNOW/NOL SUM ...uvvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 8
DRIVING
Q41. Tape & take notes

What is your opinion of the laws regarding driving while affected by
cannabis?
Do you think penalties should apply?
If yes,What penalties do you think are appropriate?
If no, Why not?
Prompts: Issue of detecting impairment or detecting traces of cannabis
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Q42. Currently in WA, is it legal or illegal to drive while affected by cannabis?

Legal. ..o 1
Megal......coooiiii s 2
Don't KNOW/NOTL SUI ... e, 8

Q43. Do you think it should be legal or illegal to drive while affectsd

cannabis?

Legal. ..o 1
Megal......cooo i 2
DoN’'t KNOW/NOt SUIE....eeeeeeeeeeeee e 8

Q44. Criminal offences result in a criminal record. Non-criminal offeacesike
speeding in a motor vehicle, still illegal but result in a finheathan a
criminal recordCARD 12

Currently in WA is it a criminal or a non-criminal offence driwile
affected by cannabi<?ARD 12

CrIMINAL e 1
NON-CHMINA ... 2
DoN't KNOW/NOt SUIE....eeeeeeeeeeeeee e 8

Q45. Assuming it were to remain illegal, do you think that driving whilecééd
by cannabis should be a criminal or a non-criminal offe@&RD 12

CHMINGL ... 1
NON-CHMINAL ..., 2
Don't KNOW/NOL SUI ....ceeeeeeeee e, 8

Q46. Do you agree or disagree that police should test drivers for cansabi
(like they do for alcohol)©ARD 6

SroNgly Agree .....oeveiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 1
AGIBE .. 2
DISAQIEE......ceeeeeeeeeeee ettt 3
Strongly diSagree..........ooovvvvvviiiiiiiiieie e, 4
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUI€......cevvviiiiiiiiiieeee e 8

R. GENERAL ATTITUDES TO LAW/POLICE
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following staten@hRD 6

R1. Most laws are worth obeying

SroNgly Agree .....oevviiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1
AGICE .. 2
DISAQIEE. .....ceeeeeeeeeeere ettt 3
Strongly diSagree..........ooovveveiviiiiiiiiie e, 4
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUI€......cevvviiiiiiiiiiee e 8

National Drug Research Institute May 2005



248 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

R2. | am alaw abiding citizen

SroNgly agree .......ovvvvviiiiiiiei e 1
AGIEE ... 2
DISAQIEE ..ot 3
Strongly diSAgree ..........ovvvvveiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiis 4
DON't KNOW/NOL SU ....vvviieiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 8

R3. Most laws are fair

Srongly agree ..o 1
AGIBE . 2
DISAQIEE ..vvvveiici et 3
Strongly diSAQree ..........ueviiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e 4
DoN't KNOW/NOE SUM .....eviiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeeeee s 8

R4. Itis important that people in a society respect most of its laws

SroNgly agree .......ovvvvvveiiiiieeie e 1
AGIEE ... 2
DISAQIEE ..t 3
Strongly diSAgree ..........ovvvvveiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiias 4
DOoN't KNOW/NOL SUM ....vvviiieiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 8

R5. It's alright to break the law if you can get away with it

Srongly agree ..o 1
AGIBE . 2
D 7= (o (<1< RSP 3
Strongly diSAQree ..........euviiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e 4
DoN't KNOW/NOE SU ....cuvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee s 8

If agree,Does this apply to all laws or only for som&Pich ones?specify)

R6. People should break the laws they disagree with

SroNgly agree .......ovvvvvviiiiiiieei e 1
AGIE ... 2
DISAQIEE ..ot 3
Strongly diSAQree ..........evviiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e 4
DON't KNOW/NOL SUM ...uvvviieiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 8

If agree,Does this apply to all laws or only for some? Which origgétify)
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R7. Police deserve respect for their role in maintaining law and order

SroNgly Agree .....oevvieiiiiiiieieeeeee e 1
AGIE .. 2
DISAQIEE......coieeeeeeeere ettt 3
Strongly diSagree..........ooovvvviiviiiiiiiiei e, 4
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUI€......cevvvieiiiiiiiiee e 8

R8. Some police abuse their authority over people they suspect have hken t

law

Srongly agree ........ooovvvvvieveiiiee e 1
AGIE .. 2
DISAGIEE. ..o i it 3
Strongly diSagree..........ooovvevviiiiiiiiieiee e, 4
Don’'t KNOW/NOL SU......cccevieeeeeiiiiiieieiiiiieeeee 8

R9. Police generally treat cannabis users with respect

SroNgly Agree .....oevviiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1
AGIBE .. 2
DISAQIEE. .....ceeeeeeeeeee et 3
Strongly diSAgree.......ccvvvvveieeiiiiiiiieeee 4
Don’t KNOW/NOE SUNE........ccoveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 8

R10. Police should be given more power to crack down on cannabis in the

community

SroNgly Agree .....oeviiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 1
AGIE .. 2
DISAQIEE. .....ceeeeeeeeeee et 3
Strongly diSagree..........ooevvvviiviiiiiiieeieeee e, 4
Don’'t KNOW/NOL SU......cccevveeeeiiiiiiieieciiiiieeeee 8

R11. Police time could be better spent than in pursuing minor cannabis offenders

Srongly agree ........ooovvvvveveeiiieeee e 1
AGIBE .. 2
DISAGIEE. ... e it 3
Strongly diSAgree........covvvveeeeiiiiiiiiieeeee 4
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUI€......cevvvieiiiiiiiieeeeee e 8
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Al.

A2.

AS.

A4.

AS.
AG.
A7.

A8.
A9.

CANNABIS USE

Approximately, what percentage of Australians
14 and over do you think have ever used cannabis?

Approximately, what percentage of Australians 14 and
over do you think have used cannabis in the last 12 months?

Have you used cannabis today?

N O i 0 Skipto A5
On a scale of 0 to 10, how affected by canngiened)are you now?
(where O=not at all affected and 10= the most affected you have ever been)

FIRST CANNABIS USE
How old were you the first time you used cannabis? years

How old were you when you first started using cannabis regularly? years
How regularly was that?

MONEAIY ...oeeiee e 1
More than monthly not weekly ...............cccoevvnnns 2

WEEKIY ... 3
More than weekly not daily ..........cccccooeeiiiinnnnnn, 4

Once daily .......ooovveviiiiiiiiiiiiee e 5
2to 3times perday.......cccccevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 6
More than 3times perday ............cceeevvvvvveevrinnnnnnnns 7

MOST RECENT CANNABIS USE
Not including today, when was the last time you used cannabis®?ays ago

Where were you?

OWN NOMEB .. 1
Friends NOME.......ooeeiie e 2
AL WOTK oo 3

[ = 7= 1 4
Street/park orbeach ... 5
Other public place............eveiiiiiieiiieeeeeeeeeeee, 6
Other(specify) L7

Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ....eeeeeeeeeeeee e 8
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A10. Who else was theré@an mark more than on€)ARD 1

L. NO ONE e 1 0
2. Partner ... 1 0
3. Child/Children..........ccccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee s 1 0

4. Other family members........ccccooeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiinn, 1 0
5. FriendS......oouoiiiiee e 1 0
6. ACQUAINTANCES .......uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1 0
7. WOrK Mates .....oovvvviiiiiiieee e 1 0
8. People I don't really know............cooovvviviinnnnnnnnn. 1 0

88. DoNn't KNOW/NOL SUIe ........ccevvvviviiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee, 1 0

All. What type of cannabis did you ugefompt: mainly)CARD 2

Hydroponic leaf.............coooiiiii e 1
Hydroponic head ............ccuviiiiiiiiiiis 2
Mixture of hydro leaf/head...............cccooiiiiiiiinnee. 3

Non-hydro leaf...........ccccorrii 4
Non-hydro head...............oovviiiiiiiiie e, 5
Mixture of non-hydro leaf/head ............................. 6

HaSh ..o 7
Hash Oil ..o, 8
DoN't KNOW/NOL SUIE ......uvvviiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeees 88

Al2. How did you use it@Prompt: mainly)

Lo 11 | T 1
WEet BONG ...vveiiiieii e 2
Bucket boNg ......ccoooveeiiiiiii e, 3
PP 4
G0N e 5
F N (Y | 6
DoN't KNOW/NOE SUME .....evveieeieeeee e 8

Al13. How much did you use last time you used cannabis?

(ask amount/unit used eg one joint/cone/bong & amount of cannabis contained)
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Al4. Last time you used cannabis, as far as you know, what was ¢ieabri
source of that cannabis?
GIreW MY OWN....coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e 1
‘Backyard’ USer/grower ..........cccoeeeeeenveiiiinineeeee 2
Large scale Supplier .......cccoeeeeiiieeeeiiiieieeeen 3
(eg crime syndicate, bikie gangs etc)
Refused to anSWer ... 6
Other(specify) L7
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....cooiveiiiieeiiieee e 8
TYPICAL PATTERN OF USE
Al15. In atypical day that you use cannabis,
how many hours do you spend affected by canr(atnsed?}
Al1l6. How often do yowsuallyuse cannabis?
ONCE AWEEK....ooiiiiiiiiiieiee e 1
2to3timesaweek.....ccccoooeiiiii 2
4t06tiIMeS aWEEK.......ovvvveiiiiiiii e 3
ONCE A AY.....uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 4
2to3timesaday......ccccevviiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 5
A4to6timesSaday.....ccccccvvvuuiiiiiiiiiiee e e, 6
More than 6 times aday............ccccuvvvvviiiriieieiieeeenn. 7
Al7. How long would you say this has been your typical pattern of use?
Lessthan 1 month.............oooiiiiiiiiiiie, 1
1106 MONtNS.....uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 2
71012 MONtNS oo 3
Over 12 monthsto 5years...........oooeeeiiiiiiiiinnnee, 4
More than 5 YearsS.......ccceeeiviieeeeeeieeeeeeee 5
Don't KNOW/NOL SUI€ ....ccoevieeeeeiiiiiiiiiee 8
Al8. Tape & take notes

Would you be able to tell me about any changes that have occurregowit!
cannabis use since you first start@dé@mpts: Why has it changed recently?

-
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Al19. What type of cannabis do ymainlyuse?CARD 2

Hydroponic leaf.............cccooiiiiiiiiicceee e 1
Hydroponic head ............ccuvviiiiiiiiiiiis 2
Mixture of hydro leaf/head...............ccccoiiiiiiinnee. 3

Non-hydro leaf...........ccccoriiii 4
Non-hydro head...............oovviiiiiiiiiieeee, 5
Mixture of non-hydro leaf/head ............................. 6

HaSh ..o 7
Hash Oil ..o 8
DoN't KNOW/NOL SUIE ......uvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 88

A20. Given the option, would you prefer to use hydroponically grown or non-
hydroponically grown cannabis?

HyYdroponicC..........oovviiiiiiiicee e 1
NON-hydroOpONIC .....ccooeeiiieiiiiiiieeee e 2
NO preference..........ccovvvvviiiiiiiiee e, 3
Don’t KNOW/ NOL SUI€.....cevvvieiiiiiieieeee e 8

If preference indicatedVhy?

A21. How do youmainlyuse cannabis?

N [0 | o | P RRSURRRR 1
WEL DONG .. 2
Bucket boNg ......ccooeveeiiiiiii e, 3
PP et ——— 4
CONE e 5
o | | R 6

A22. Does the method you use change in relation to where yolPeoaipt -
How and why change®eg risk of detection, influence of friends/partner,
intoxication effect, amount available)

Details.
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A23. Who do you use cannabis witftan mark more than on€ARD 1

L. NO ONE . 1 0
2. Partner. ... 1 0
3. Child/Children............ccooeeeiiiiceeeee e 1 0

4. Other family members ..........cccovvvviiiciieeeeeen. 1 0
5. FHENdS.....oiiii e 1 0
6. ACQUAINTANCES .....ceviiiiiiieieeeee e 1 0
7. WOrKk Mates .......ooeeiiiiiiiee e, 1 0
8. People I don't really KNnow..........cccccceeeeeieenneeennn. 1 0

88. Don't KNOW/NOt SUe.........cccevveviiieeiiiiiiicee e 1 0

A24. Who, out of these people, do you use cannabis with the most?

A25. In a typical day that you use cannabis, how much do you use?

(ask unit used eg one joint/cone/bong- prompt for amount in smallist tespondent
answers in grams — eg How many joints would that be?)

PROJECTED USE
A26. How likely is it that you will continue to use cannabis over the A@xt

months?
Very KelY ... 4
QUItE TIKEIY....evviieiccecc e 3
UNnliKelY. ... 2
Very UnliKely ... 1
Don’t KNOW/NOL SUIE ....vvveeiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeie 8

A27. If you intend to continue using cannabis do you think your use will:

INCrEASE ... 1

DECIEASE ... 2

Stay the Same ... 3 Skip to B.

Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ......ccovviiieeeiiicee e 8 Skip to B.
A28. Tape & take notes

If the respondent indicates an increase or a decrease
Would you be able to tell me what you believe will change about your cannabis
use? Can you explain why you think it will change?
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B. ATTITUDES TOWARDS CANNABIS USE

REASONS FOR USE

B1. Tape & take notes
Why do you currently use cannab{gPompt for more than one response)

What has changed about your reasons for using cannabis since yourfest |sta
using it?Prompts- why has it changed etc

=4

Do you ever use cannabis for medicinal or medical reastsisPespondent t(
specify reasons

B2. Tape & take notes
Now I'd like us to talk about what you like most and least about cannabis:
What do you like most about using cannalfgs@mpt for more than one response¢)
What do you like least about using cannaljs@mpt for more than one response

~—

B3. Tape & take notes
Can you tell me whether aspects of your cannabis use bother you? Why/why
not?Prompts- health, financial, legal, relationship problems

Yes 1 No 0 Don't know 8
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ATTITUDES TO CANNABIS
B4. Overall, how safe or dangerous a drug do you think cannabis is?

Very safe ... 1
Moderately safe...........ooooiiiiiiiiiii e 2
Neither safe nor dangerous .........ccccccceveeeeeennnnnnnnn, 3
Moderately dangerous..........cccceeeeeeevveieeeeiiiiiiienn. 4
Very dangerous ...........ceevvvvvuiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeannnnns 5
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....cooiieiiiiiiiiiicie e 8

B5.  Overall, how useful or beneficial a drug do you think cannabis is?

No benefitat all.............cooorveriiiii e, 1
Slightly beneficial ... 2
Moderately beneficial ............ccccovviiiiiiiiiii, 3
Highly beneficial............cccoiiiiiiii, 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ......ccooviiiieeeiiicee e 8

B6. Do you think there are any health problems associated with using cannabis?

Y S ittt 1
N 0

If yes what are theyDON'T PROMPT

0 o 7= 1o =] SRR 1 0 []
BrONCHILIS ... 1 0 []
Other respiratory diseases, eg asthma.................... 1 0[]
Under achievement of a person’s potential............ 1 0 []
Behaviour problems..........ccccveeeeeeeeecie e, 1 0 []
Decreased conCentration ..........coeveeeveeveviviieieiieineens 1 0[]
Memory impairment ............ccecveveeeeceecee e 1 0o []
Failure at school or other educational institution... 1 0 []
Paranoia, anxiety and panic ............cccceeeeeevveeeeennnnns 1 0[]
Impairment of physical co-ordination.................... 1 0 []
Increased risk of schizophrenia/other psychosis....1 0 []
Confusion/Cognitive impairment................c.......... 1 o [
Increased risk of motor vehicle accidents.............. 1 0 []
Commit suicide/attempt suicide..............cccvvvvvnnnnn. 1 0 []
Dangerous during pregnancy .........ccccceevvvvvvvnnenennn. 1 0 ]
Genetic MULALION ........ocveee e 1 0 []
Decreases sperm count/damages sperm................. 1 o]
Adverse effect on brain function...........cccocovevevnnnees 1 0o []
Addiction/dependence...........ccccccveeeeeieeeeieeceeerenn 1 0 []
DON't KNOW/NOL SUME ...t 1 0 []
Other(specify) .1 0o []

Which of these health problems have you personally experienced?
(tick boxes above)
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B7. Do you think there are any benefits to a person’s health from using

cannabis?

D (= T 1

N O L e 0

If yes what are theyRON'T PROMPT

REIEVES SITESS ...t 1 0[]
Makes you feel good/fun............cccoovivviviiiiiiiiinnn. 1 0 [
Improves concentration...............ccceevvvvvvviviiieeeeennn. 1 0 []
Helps people with AIDS ...........c.ccoeeveevieiieciei, 1 o [
Aesthetic enhancement...........ocooveevevveeeecceeeeeen. 1 0[]
Helps aSthMa.........covevveeceeieecee e 1 0[]
Relieves stomach cramps...........cccovvevvevvvvvinniceneennn. 1 0[]
Helps with chemotherapy...........cccccoveveiieieenenen, 1 0 []
StOPS GlaUCOMA .......ccveeeieieciecreccte e 1 0 []
Reduces aggreSSion ..........ceiveiveerveeiecieireeere e 1 0[]
Helps With PMT ..o 1 0 []
Appetite stimulation............ccccceveeveeieeeeee e 1 0 []
Pain relief.......oooieeeeeeee e 1 0 []
INCreases SeX AriVE ...........oovceeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 1 0[]
DON't KNOW/NO SUME ..o, 1 0 []
Other(specify) L1 0o []

Which of these health benefits have you personally experienced?
(tick boxes above)
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B8. Do you think there are any social problems associated with using cannabis?

D (S T TP TUUPPPTPRRI 1

N O e 0

If yes what are theyDON'T PROMPT

Family domestic problems.............ccccccvevvevieenenen. 1 o [
LOSS OF fHIENAS. ... 1 0 []
Committing crime to SUPPOIt USE..........cevvvvvvvnnnnnnn. 1 0 [
Financial diffiCculties ...........oooooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 1 o []
Use isillegal.......ccccoieieiieiriciieiicieeceece e, 1 0o []
Causes anti-social behaviour..............ccoceeeveveeenne. 1 0[]
DaNQerous driving..........cc.eevueeeeeeveeeeeieeeseeseeeeenes 1 0o [
Emotional problems..........cccccovvevveeeeeeeieecie e 1 0 []
DOMESLIC VIOIENCE.......eveeeeieee e, 1 0 []
Dangerous behaviour .............cccccveieeeeeciecie s, 1 0[]
Impaired Perception ..........cccceeeeeeeiiiieeeeeiniis 1 0 []
Failure at school or other educational institution... 1 0 []
Under achievement of a person’s potential............ 1 0 []
Mix with undesirable Crowd ..............coceeeveeveeenennn. 1 o []
Addiction/dependence.............ccovevveveiieieecieenee 1 o ]
DON't KNOW/NOL SUME ..o 1 0 []
Other(specify) .1 0o [J

Which of these social problems have you personally experienced?
(tick boxes above)

B9. To what extent do you think people risk harm if they use cannabis
occasionally (i.e. once a montfGARD 3

NO FISK et 0
SOt FISK .o 1
MOEIALE TMSK ...ceviieeeieeeeeeee e 2
GrEAL MISK .. et 3
Don't KNOW/NOL SUIE ....eeeeeee e 8

B10. To what extent do you think people risk harm if they use cannabisriggula
(i.e. at least once a fortnightTARD 3

NO FISK et 0
SHGNEFISK ... 1
MOEIALE TMSK ...ceviieee e 2
GrEAL MISK ... ieveieie ettt e 3
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ....eeeieeeeeeee e 8

B11l. To what extent do you think people risk harm if they use cannabig eve
day?CARD 3

Lo I 1) 0
SHGNEFISK ... 1
MOAErate MSK ......ccovveiiiiiiee e 2
(] (ST A (1] R 3
Don't KNOW/NOt SUIE .....ceveiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 8
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B12. To what extent do you feel cannabis is addictive? Would you say it is...

Very addiCtiVe ........vvveeeiiiiiiee e 4
Moderately addiCtiVe............cccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeen 3
NOt very addiCliVe ...........euuviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 2
Not at all AaddiCHVE ......coeveiveeeiieeeeeeeeeee e 1
DoN't KNOW/NOE SUME .....evveieeieeeee e 8

B13. Which of the following best describes how you would weigh up the elativ
harms and benefits of cannabis?

Benefits outweigh harms..........cccooeevieiiiiiiiiiiiinininn, 1
Benefits roughly equal harms...............ccccooeeeniinns 2
Harms outweigh benefits...............oooiiiiiiiiiiiee, 3

Now I'd like to you to think about your cannabis use over the past year
B14 Did you think your use of cannabis was out of con®@ARD 4

Never/almoSt NEVET ..........ovveeeiieeeeeee e 0
SOMELIMES ...ceiiiee et e e e 1
(@11 (=] o F PR 2
Always/nearly always ..........cccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 3

B15 Did the prospect of missing a smoke make your anxious or worried?

CARD 4

Never/almOSt NEVET .........oeeeeeeee e 0
SOMEBLIMES .. 1
(1021 o FUTT TP 2
Always/nearly always ..............ouvvviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeen, 3

B16 Did you worry about your use of cannaldl3®RD 4

Never/almoSt NEVET ..........vvveeiieiee e 0
SOMELIMES ..ceiiee et e e e e e 1
(@11 (=] o F PR 2
Always/nearly always ..........cccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 3

B17 Did you wish you could stog?ARD 4

Never/almoSt NEVET ..........ooeueeiiiieieee e 0
SOMELIMES ...eeiee e 1
(@] 1 (=] o T 2
Always/nearly always ..............ouvvvviiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeen, 3

B18 How difficult did you find it to stop, or go without cannab@RRD 5

NOt diffiCUlt......ccoeeeeee e, 0
Quite difficult..........ooovviieieiii e, 1
Very difficult...........ccooiiii 2
IMPOSSIDIE ..o 3
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C. INFLUENCES ON USE

C1 Do you have any rules or guidelines about when you will or won't use
cannabis?prompts- do you limit your use in certain situations/ occagions

Y S e 1
N Ot 0 SkiptoC3
C2. If yes Tape & take notes

Can you give me an idea about the rules or guidelines that you use to control

your cannabis useRPrompts: What are your rules? Do they vary under different
circumstances?

C3. If you refused any cannabis you were offered in the last 6 mantias,
were your reasons for refusing R®@N'T PROMPT

Did not refuse any offers of cannabis..................... 1 0
Wanted to liMit USE ........cccuvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeee 1 0
Was not using at time............eeeevviiiiiiiieniins 1 0
Couldn’t afford it ..........cceeveeeieeeeieen 1 0
Didn't feel like ... 1 0
Wrong time/situation ...........cccooeeeeeeeeeieevieeeeiiiiiinnns 1 0
Suspicious of person offering it...........ccoevvvveinnnnns 1 0
Concerned about getting busted..............cccvvveeeeee. 1 0
Didn't like offer (eg quality)..........ccccccvvvrririiiennnn. 1 0
Was driving at time...........ovvviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeis 1 0
Was working at time ............ccceeieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 1 0
Other(specify) L1 0

C4. What do you do when you run out of cannabis?
(Prompts — does it affect your use of other drugs including alcohol & tobacco)

Details.
Yes No
C5. Have you ever tried to stop using cannabis all together? 1 0
—Skip to C9
If yes,How many times? times
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C6. What is the longest period you have stopped using
cannabis for? wks/mths/yrs
C7.  What were your main reasons for stopping the last time you stopped?
Details.
C8. Why did you start using again?
Details.
C9. Have you ever tried to cut down or reduce your Yes No
cannabis use, without stopping? 1 0
- Skip to C12

C10. What were your main reasons for trying to cut down?

C11.

Details.

How successful were you?
Details.

SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

Cl2. Tape & take notes
I’'m interested in how the people you spend the most time with and care g
the most influence your cannabis use. Do the people you live with or spen
time with also use cannabis, and do they approve of you uBingipts:
Partner? Children? Family? Housemates? Friends? Do you decrease or increase

bout
1 your

> your

use when specific people are around? Why?
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C13. About what proportion of your friends and acquaintances use cannabis?

NONE .. 0
AW e 1
ADPOUL Nalf .o 2
1Y [0 1= S 3
N | 4
DoNn't KNOW/NOL SUME ....eeeeeeeeeeeeee e 8

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following staten@hiRD 6

C14. My friends disapprove of me using cannabis

Srongly agree ......cooooiiiiiii e 1
AGIEE ... 2
D 7= (o (== ISP 3
Strongly diSAgree ...........vvvvveieiiiiiiie e 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....cooiiiiiiieiiiicee e 8

C15. My family disapproves of me using cannabis

SroNgly agree .......ovvvvvviiiiiieeie e 1
AGIBE . 2
D 7= (o (== RSP 3
Strongly diSAQree ..........uuvviiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....cooiieiiiieeiiicee e 8
LEGAL
C16. Tape & take notes

where you use, who you use with, how open you are about using?
If yes What effect does it have? Why?
If no/ don’t know Why not?

Now I'd like to know if the illegality of cannabis affects your us&@mpts:

Yes 1 No 0 Don’'t know 8

C17. Tape & take notes

the possibility of a criminal conviction?
If yes What effect does it have?

using?

Do you worry about being caught by the police in possession of cannab

If no, Does it restrict where you use, who you use with, how open you are

Yes 1 No 0 Don’'t know 8

s and

about
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C18. How much does the prospect of being caught and convicted affect your
cannabis useCARD 7

Notatall........oveeiiieiiiie e 0 Skipto C20
SIHGhtlY ..o 1
Moderately .......oooveeiiiiiiiii 2
7N [0 ) S 3
DoN't KNOW/NOE SUME .....eeveieeieeeee e ee e 8

C19. Does the prospect of being caught and convicted affect your cannahis use

terms of:
Yes No If yes, how?
Quantity (how much you use)................oc.ee 1 0
Frequency (how often you use)...................... 1 0
Type of cannabis (hydro head, leafs, etc) ...... 1 0
Method (bong, joiNt €tC).........evvuiiiiiieiieeeeeeene. 1 0
WHhEre YOU USE.......cevvviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiins 1 0
Who you use With ...........ovvviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee, 1
Other (specify) 1

C20. If cannabis were as legal as alcohol, how much would it affagt yo
cannabis useCARD 7

NOt At All. ..o 0 SkiptoD
SO e 1
Moderately ......ccooeveeiiieeeiiiiiieee e 2
A Ot s 3
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ...evveeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 8
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C21. If cannabis were as legal as alcohol, would it affect youratégmise in

terms of:

Yes No If yes, how?
Quantity (how much you use)..........ccccee...... 1 0
Frequency (how often you use).................... 1

Type of cannabis (hydro head, leafs, etc) ....1

Method (bong, joint etc) ............ccceevvvvivnnnnnns 1 0
Where you USE..........coovvvveiiiiiiiiiiiieee e, 1 0
Who you use with ..., 1 0]
Other(specify) 1 0]
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D. RISKY CANNABIS USE
RISKY FEATURES

D1. How often do you use cannabis with or around stran@X&D 8

AIWAYS ..o 4

(@ )11 o 3
SOMELIMES ..ceeiee et e e e 2
RAIEIY ... 1
2277 S 0

D2. How often do you use cannabis mixed with toba€aARD 8

AIWAYS ... 4
(@ )11 o T 3
SOMELIMES ..ceiiiee et e e e e 2
RAIEIY ..o 1
22V S 0

D3. How often do you use cannabis in conjunction with any other drugs?
CARD 8

AIWAYS ..o 4

(@ )11 o T 3
SOMELIMES ..ottt e e e e 2
RAIEIY ... 1
22V S 0

Which drugs?specify)CARD 9

D4. How often do you share joints/bongsRRD 8

AIWAYS ... 4

(@11 (=] o TR 3
SOMELIMES ...eiiiee et e e e e e 2
RATEIY .o 1
22V S 0

Who with?(specify)CARD 1
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D5. Do you ever binge?

Y S e 1
N O e 0 Skip to D8
Don't KNOW/NOL SUIe .....cooevveeiiiiiiiiiii 8 Skip to D7

D6. What does a binge mean to you?
Details.

D7. If answered Don't know/ not suré binge is when you use cannabis to

excess:
How often do you bingeCARD 8
AIWAYS ... 4
OFtBIN e 3
SOMELIMES....ciiiiiieere e 2
RArEIY ..o 1
NEVET ... 0

RISKY ACTIVITIES (DRIVING, WORKING, STUDYING, OPERATING
MACHINERY)

People we have spoken to have described the effects of cannabijsaaldmne
combination with alcohol, on driving, working, studying and operating
machinery. This section explores your personal experiences of these activities.

D8. Tape & take notes
Can you tell me about your experiences related to cannabis and driving?
Prompts: Have you experienced any accidents or mishaps? If not, bavieegn a|
passenger when the driver has been using cannabis?

D9. Tape & take notes
Can you tell me about your experiences related to cannabis and working?
Prompts: Have you experienced any accidents or mishaps?
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D10. Tape & take notes
Can you tell me about your experiences related to cannabis and studying?,
Prompts: Have you experienced any accidents or mishaps?

D11. Tape & take notes
Can you tell me about your experiences related to cannabis and operating
machinery?eg. drill, lawn mowerPrompts: Have you experienced any accidents

or mishaps?

D12. Driven a Worked Studied Operated
vehicle machinery

Cannabis Alone Y/N Y/N Y /N Y /N
How many times affected
whilst:
How many times used
whilst:
Effect on performance? Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N
Details
Cannabis & Alcohal Y/N Y/N Y /N Y /N
How many times affected
whilst:
How many times used
whilst:
Effect on performance? Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N
Details

1. In the last 6 months, how many times have Ymsert activity) whilst

affected by cannabis?
2. In the last 6 months, how many times have you actually used cannabis
whilst (insert activity)?
3. Do you think using cannabis just before or while ymsert activity)has

any effect on you(insert activity)performance®etails
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E.

TREATMENT

El. Tape & take notes
If you felt that you needed help in relation to your cannabis use, would gkt
professional helpPrompt: eg. Counsellor, GP

If yes Who would you go to? Why would you choose that person?
Prompt: how would you identify that you needed help?

If no, Why not?
Prompts: Awareness of professional services available? Worried aboutity@ga

se

If maybe If you were going to see someone, who would you go to? Why would

you choose that persoRPompt: how they would identify they needed help

Yes 1 No 0 Maybe/don’t know 8

E2.  Are you currently receiving any drug treatment in relation to youratesin

use?
Y S i 1
N O it —————————————————— 0 Skip to E5.

E3.  What type of treatmen({fark main type on)y

Drug counselling..........cooovvvviiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e, 1
G e —————————————— 2
Mental health ..., 3
Therapeutic COMMUNILY .........cooevrriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 4
Narcotics ANONYMOUS..........ccvvvvvvviniiiiiaeeeeeeeeeaeeeene 5
Other 6
E4. How long have you been in this treatment for? months
E5. Have youever attended treatment or counselling in relation to any drug
use?
Y S e 1
N O e 0 Skip to E9.
E6.  Which drug or drugs did you attend treatment or counsellingdaRD 9
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E7. What kind of treatments have you hé&cth mark more than one)

Therapeutic community .............cooovvvvviiiiiceeeeen. 1 0
NarcoticsS ANONYMOUS .......ccccvviiieeeeaiaaiaiaaiiiieeeee 1 0
Drug COUNSEIlING ....vvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 1 0
GP e 1 0
Mental health..............cccoiiiii 1 0
Methadone...........ooooiiiiiiii e 1 0
BUprenorphine..........ccccooviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee 1 0
NAITEXONE ... 1 0
Other(specify) 1 0

E8. How long ago was your most recent treatment?

Less than 6 months ago............ccccvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiieee. 1
Over 6 months but less than 12 months ago .......... 2
ONne to tWO YEArS g0 ......ccvvvueeieiiieeeiineeeeiineeeaineaens 3
Three to five years ago........oooeeeeeeviviieveiiiicen, 4
SIX 10 teN YeArS agO0 ...cevvvveeeeeeeiiieieeeeeiieeeeeee e 5
More than ten years ago ..........cccccvvvvvviiiiieieeieeeeeenn. 6

E9. Have you ever attended a health professional for a mental healténprobl
other than drug dependence?

E10. What issue did you go for?

E11l. What kind of health practitioner did you see?

GP e 1 0
PSyChiatriSt..........ccooiiiiiiicee e 1 0
PSYChOIOQIST ... 1 0
CoUNSEIION ... 1 0
Community health nurse.........cc.oooviiiiiiiieee, 1 0
Mental health nurse...........ccccevvv s 1 0
Hospital ED.........oooviiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 1 0
Psychiatric ward..............oouuiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeis 1 0
Other(specify) 1 0

E12. How long ago was this?

Less than 6 months ago............ccccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeee. 1
Over 6 months but less than 12 months ago .......... 2
ONne to tWO YEaArS ag0......ocevvueeiiriieeeiiineeeeiineeeaineeens 3
Three to five years ago.........cooeeeeeeiivieeieeiiiiien, 4
SiX tO tEN YEArs ag0 .......cevvvvvvrrriiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeannnnns 5
More than ten years ago ..........cccccvvvvvviiiiieeeeieeeeeenn. 6
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F. OTHER DRUG USE
Have you used any of the following drugSARD 9
Ever used Age at Ever injected Age at first Last 12 months Last 4 weeks
first use Injection No. of times used Injected No. of times usetli egted
1. Alcohol Y /N
2. Tobacco Y /N
3. Hallucinogens (Isd, YIN
mushrooms)
4. Inhalants (nangs, amyl,
paint, petrol etc) Y/IN
5. Amphetamines (speed,
crystal) Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N
6. Ecstasy Y /N Y/N Y/N Y/N
7. Benzos (valium, rohypnol)[ v /N Y /N Y /N Y /N
8. Anti-depressants (prozac)
for nonmedical purposes Y /N Y /N Y /N Y/N
9. Cocaine Y/IN YIN YIN YIN
10. Heroin/ OpiOidS Y /N Y /N Y /N Y /N
11. Other drug: Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N
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MARKET FACTORS

G. GENERAL MARKET KNOWLEDGE

G1. Tape & take notes
Now I'd like to ask you some questions about cannabis potency, availability and
price.
What do you think about the potency of cannabigimpts: strength dependent on
strain? Whether hydro or not? Seasonal effect or variation?

Can you tell me about the availability and price of cannabis oveimtieeyou
have been involved in the cannabis mark@®mpts: is it easier/more
difficult/stable? Recent changes

Now for the more specific questions:
G2. How much does cannabis cost at the mon{eat?put ranges heje

Hydro $ gm $ ounce
Non-hydro $ agm $ ounce

G3. What amounts of cannabis have you bought in thé lasinths
(Tick boxes below)
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G4. What did you palast timeyou bought each amount?

(single figure only here —specify whether hydro or non-hydro prices

ODoOdoddogoodooododgd

a gram of hash? $ gram

a cap of hash ail? $ cap

hydro gram of cannabis? $ hydro gram
non-hydro gram of cannabis? $ non-hydro gram
hydro ‘stick’ of cannabis? $ hydro ‘stick’
non-hydro ‘stick’ of cannabis? $ non-hydro ‘stick’
hydro ‘foil’ of cannabis? $ hydro ‘foil’
non-hydro ‘foil’ of cannabis? $ non-hydro ‘foil
hydro ‘bag’ of cannabis $ hydro ‘bag’
non-hydro ‘bag’ of cannabis $ non-hydro ‘bag’
hydro quarter ounce? $ hydro quarter
non-hydro quarter ounce? $ non-hydro quarter
hydro half ounce? $ hydro half ounce
non-hydro half ounce? $ non-hydro half ounce
hydro ounce? $ hydro ounce
non-hydro ounce? $ non-hydro ounce
other amount? $ specify

G5. Has the price of cannabis changed in the last 6 months?

INCIEASING ...uiiie e e e e 1
Stable. .o 2
DECIEASING......uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e 3
FIUCTUALES ... 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....cooiiiiiiieiiiiicee e 8

G6. How strong would you say cannabis is at the moment?
[ T | o 1
MEIUM ...eeeiieee e e 2
L OW et 3
FIUCTUALES ... 4
Don't KNOW/NOt SUME .......cooviiieeeiicee e 8

G7. Has the strength of cannabis changed in the last 6 months?
INCIEASING ...uuiiie e e i e e e 1
Stable. ..o 2
DECIEASING......uuueiiiiiieiiiiiiie e e e e 3
FIUCTUALES ... 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....ccoiiiiiiiiiiicee e 8
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G8. How easy is it to get cannabis at the moment?

VEIY BASY ..cuuiiiiiiiiieiiii ettt 1
EASY e 2
DIffiCUlt ... 3
Very difficult...........ccoooiiii 4
Don't KNOW/NOt SUME ....vvveiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee 8

G9. Has this changed in the last 6 months?

More diffiCUlt .......coneeeee e 1
1] =1 o] [T 2
= LY =] (T 3
FIUCTUALES ... oo 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ...ceveeeeeeeeeee e 8

H. MOST RECENT CANNABIS SCORE

H1. Tape & take notes
| want you to tell me in your own words what happened the lastytimescored
cannabis. Without mentioning any names, how would you describe the g

you scored from?
Prompt: friend, dealer (cannabis or other drugs)

cannabis, used it or went home?
Prompts: how much was scored, was it all used at once or stored at pifimay,
purchase, was it for a group or just for yourself?

erson

What occurred from the time you decided to score to when you got the

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute



274 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

Now | would like to ask you some specific questions—it migtgeem a bit
repetitive but it helps to make sure that | don’t miss anything you telme.

H2. The last time you scored how long did it take you to score? minutes

H3.  Where did you score frongfark only one)

Street dealer ......ivveiiee e 1
Dealer's NOMe........coooeiiiiiie e 2
Mobile dealer .........coiivviiiiiee e 3
SPOUSE/PAMNET.....uueeiiiiei e 4
Other family member............ccoviiiiii 5
FrENd ... 6
GIOW YOUF OWN ..ottt e e e 7
Gift from friends ........ooeiveiiiiiie e, 8
Other(specify) 77

H4. As far as you know, what was the original source of that cannabis?

GIreW MY OWN...ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e 1
‘Backyard’ USEr/groWer ............cuvvvvveiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeenn, 2
Large scale Supplier .......cccoeeeeiieeeeiiiiiiieeenn 3
(eg crime syndicate, bikie gangs etc)

Refused t0 @anSWer...........uueeiieiiiiiiiiie e, 6
Other(specify) L7
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .......covviiieeeiiiceee e, 8

H5. What form of cannabis was €EARD 2

Hydroponic leaf ............cooovriiiiccce e, 1
Hydroponic head...............cccccceeiiiiiiiie, 2
Mixture of hydro leaf/head ..............ccccooiiiiiiinnns 3
Non-hydro leaf ..o, 4
Non-hydro head ...........ccccceeiiiiiiiiiiecie, 5
Mixture of non-hydro leaf/head..............c........... 6
HASH ..o 7
Hash Ol ..., 8
Don't KNOW/NOL SUMe ......covveeieeiiiiiiie e 88

H6. What quantity did you scoré®ark only one)

L] = o 1
SHCK e 2
0| R 3
Bag i 4
QUANEI OUNCE......n i 5
Half ounce.........oooiiiiii e, 6
OUNCE ..o 7
Other(specify) 77
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H7.

H8.

H9.

J1.

J2.

J3.

J4.

Why did you score that amourgtan mark more than one)

COSt, BCONOMICS ...eeeee e 1 0
Meets consumption NEEdS ........ccoevevveeeeeeeiiieiieieiinns 1 0
Availability..........cooiiii e 1 0
Less risk of deteCtion ........ocvevvivveiiiieieeeeeeeeeis 1 0
Other(specify) 1 0

How much did this amount cost ($0 if it was a gift) ? dollars

Did you score this amount all for your own use?

Y S e 1
N O e 0
If no, how many people was it to be split/shared with? people

If no, how much did you personally spend ($0 if it was a gift) ? dollars

TYPICAL PURCHASING
Approximately, how many times have you purchased cannabis over the last

6 months?

Over the last 6 months, approximately how much of your total income did
you spend on cannabis?

T6%0-L00%0......uuueuireiiiieeieiieeeeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 4
SN R A U 3
2690-5090......uuiiiiiiiiiii e 2
L0250ttt 1
NONE OF It e 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ....eveeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 8

Approximate dollar amount per week? dollars

Over the last 6 months, how long did it
usually take you to score cannabis? minutes

Over the last 6 months, what place did yminly score cannabis from?
(mark only one)

Streetdealer.........ccoooeiiiiiiiii e, 1
Dealer's home........cccooooiiiiiii e, 2
Mobile dealer ..........ccooeeeiiiiiiiiiiice e, 3
SPOUSE/PAMNET.......ceeieeeiiiieeee e 4
Other family member...........ccccceeeiiiii 5
FHENd ... 6
GIOW YOUI OWIN ..o 7
Gift from friends ........cooovvieiiiiiiiii e, 8
Other(specify) 77
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J5. Over the last 6 months, as far as you know, what was the origines sdur
the cannabis yousually scored?

GIreW MY OWN...cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e 1
‘Backyard’ USEr/groWer .............uvvvvveiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeenn, 2
Large scale Supplier ......cccceeveeiiieeeiiiiiiieeeen, 3
(eg crime syndicate, bikie gangs etc)

Refused t0 @anNSWer ..........cuuceiieiiiiiiiii e, 6
Other(specify) L7
Don't KNOW/NOL SUMe .......cvveveieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e, 8

J6. Over the last 6 months, what form of cannabis did ysually score?

CARD 2

Hydroponic leaf ..., 1
Hydroponic head..............cccccceeiiiiiiiii, 2
Mixture of hydro leaf/head .............cccccceiiiiiiinnns 3

Non-hydro leaf ..o, 4
Non-hydro head ...........cccceeeeiiiiiiiiieee, 5
Mixture of non-hydro leaf/head..............c........... 6

HaSh .o 7
Hash Ol ......oiii s 8
Don't KNOW/NOL SUMe ......covveieeiiiiiiciee e 88

J7. Over the last 6 months, what quantity do fyqically score?(mark only

one)

Gram . 1
SHCK et 2
FOIl e 3
Bag ..o 4
QUANEI OUNCE.. ... 5
Half ouNCe ..., 6
OUNCE ..o 7
Other(specify) 77

J8. Why did youypically score that amount?

COSt, ECONOMUCS ...cevniiiiieiiee e a e 1 0
Meets consumption NEEAS..........ceuvvvveeiiiiiiieeeeeeeennn. 1 0
Availability ........ccooeeiiiiiiii e 1 0
Less risk of deteCtion .........covevevveviiiiiieeeieeeeeeeen, 1 0
Other(specify) L1 0

Jo. Over the last 6 months, how often did you share or split deARD 8

AIWAYS ..o 4
MOSEIY .. 3
()1 1] 1 [ 2
SOMEBLIMES .. 1
N[22V S 0
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J10. Have you ever been offered or asked for other drugs when purchasing

cannabis?

Y B it 1

IO ettt 0 Skip to J15
J11. Tape & take notes

I'd like you to talk a bit about buying other drugs with cannabis.
Without using any names, can you tell me about what usually happens when pther
drugs are available when you score cannabis?
Prompts: Are other drugs offered to you or do you ask? What other drugs arée/ail
Do you score other drugs? Which ones?
Do fluctuations in the availability of cannabis relate to the availabilitptber drugs?

J12.  When you purchased cannabis over the last 6 months, have you ever been
offered or asked for other drugs?

Yes No
Offered 1 0 If both ‘no’, Skip
to J15
Asked for 1 0

J13. Which drugs have you been offered/asked(épetify) CARD 9

J14. Did you purchase any of the drug#dch ones, why/ why not?
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J15. Tape & take notes
Now I'd like you to tell me some of the things you like and dislike about the way you
currently obtain your cannabis. What are the good and the bad things about]it?
Prompts: convenience, availability, other drugs; quality, criminal aspéitnce, rip-offs,
secrecy

J16. How many times during the last 6 months have you experienced violence or
rip-offs when purchasing cannabis?

NN 1= PSP 0 SkiptoK
L-2 HIMBS e 1
R {0 1[N 2
B OrMOrE tIMES ..covveciee e 3
Don't KNOW/NOt SUIE .....cevniieieeieiieeeeee e 8
J17. Tape & take noteg

Can you give me an example of a situation when this happened, in the last 6
months?
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K. GROWING
K1. Have you ever grown cannabis?

IO ettt 0 SkiptoL

K2. Tape & take note

I'd like you to tell us about your growing of cannabis. Can you take me through
the process—beginning with how you got involved, decisions to grow hydro or
non-hydro, what the yields per year are, and whether growing has changed since
you began?

Prompts: How many plants do you grow? Why this amount? Juvenile vs mature plants?
Are they hydro or non-hydro? Why do you use that method? Reasons for groveng? Ar
there others involved?

Now | would like to ask you some specific questions—it mighgeem a bit
repetitive but it helps to make sure that | don’t miss anything you telme.

K3. Have you grown cannahisthe last 12 months? Yes 1 No O
(Skip to K6)
In the last 12 months:
What method have you used to grow cannagishydro(tick box)
How many plants have you grown in total, including juveniles?
How many of these would you have grown to maturity (went to head)?
How many separate crops have you growndmpt: How many times have you
harvested?

Non-hydro[_] Hydro[ ]
Total including juveniles
Grown to maturity
Crops/harvested
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K4. How much of the cannabis you usedthe last 6 monthsdid you grow

yourself?

T76%0-10090.....ccuniiieiiieei e 4
D000-T5%0. e 3
26%0-5090......ciiiiiiii e 2
L0250, 1
NONE OF It cenieeii e, 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUIE ......eveiiecieeceeee e 8

K5. How much of the cannabis you grémthe last 6 monthsdid you give

away?

76%0-1000. .. .ccuniieeiiieee e 4
51007590, .. 3
26%0-5090.....cctniiiiiiee 2
L0250, .. e 1
NONE OF It oeeieii e 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUIE ......cveiieiiieeeeeee e 8

If yes,Who do you give it to€ARD 1

K6. How many times during the last 6 months have you experienced violence or
rip-offs when growing cannabis?

NONE .. OSkipto L
A 111 1 (ST TR 1
KGR (] 41T 2
B OrMOre tIMES ..covveiiee e 3
Don't KNOW/NOL SUIE ......cveiiecieeceeee e 8
K7. Tape & take notes

Can you give me an example of a situation when this happened, in the last 6
months?
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L. SUPPLYING

Before we talk about supplying cannabis, | want to discuss the diffgnees of
supply with you. Some people supply cannabis for profit, whereas others supply
cannabis not-for-profit, and some people give it away. For the faitpwsection,
selling means selling cannabis for profit, and distributing meahsgselnnabis not-
for-profit. CARD 10

L1. Tape & take notes
Now in general terms, I'd like you to describe to me how the sadivtysupply
process worksl. don’'t want you to tell me specific details or provide me with

any names, | simply want you to provide me with a rough idea of how the
cannabis market works.

(Remind respondent about the confidential nature of the study and thibeyjf
accidentally mention names these will be deleted or changed whetagbeis
transcribed)
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Now for the more specific questions: Yes=1,No=0
Give Distribute Sell
L2. Duringthelast6 1 0 1 0 1 0

months, did you:
If no, skip to L3

During the last 6 months,
how many times did you:

During the last 6 months,
who did you:CARD 1

During the last 6 months,
as far as you know, what

was the original source of
the cannabis you:

L3. Haveyouever. 1 0 1 0 1 0

L4. How long ago did
you first:

Give: give cannabis to others?

Distribute: sell cannabis to others not-for-profit, or buy cannabis on fbehal
others?

Sell: sell cannabis to others for profit?

Original source: Grown by me = 1, Another backyard user-grower =rgelLa
scale supplier =3

If answers No to giving, distributing and selling in last 6 months, Skip to L9
If answers No to selling, but yes to distributing in last 6 months, Skip to L11
L5. How much of the money you earned last year came from selling cannabis?

T76%0-L100%0. ..ot e e e 4
B5190-T5%0...cceeiiiiiiiieeeee e 3
2690-5090.....ccciiiiiiiiaee e 2
1902590, e 1
NONE ... e 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .....cooiieiiiieiieicee e 8

Approximate dollar amount? dollars
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L6.  Would you consider yourself as a cannabis dealer?

Why/ Why not?specify)

L7.  Have you ever exchanged cannabis for other drugs, goods or favours?

If yes,Under what circumstancedetails.

L8. Have you ever given cannabis away to people who buy from you?

If yes,Under what circumstancedetails.

L9. How many times during the last 6 months have you experienced violence or
rip-offs associated with distributing or selling cannabis?

NONE ... 1 Skipto L1l
A (] 1 1= 2
IR 111 0 [T 3
5 O MOIE tIMES..eeiieieie et 4
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ...ceveeeeeeeee e 8
L10. Tape & take notes

Can you give me an example of a situation when this happened?
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L11.

Have you ever sold drugs other than cannabis?

Yes, regularly........cccooovvimiiiiiiii e 3
Yes, 0cCasionally .......cccoeeevveeiriiiiiiiiieee 2
Yes, but not in the last 6 months..............cccccouvee. 1
N O et 0

If yes,Who do you sell it to%specify) CARD 1

If yes Which drugs have you sol@pecify) CARD 9

EXPERIENCE OF POLICE AND COURTS

In this section | would like to look at the events surrounding your contiéict w
police in relation to cannabis-related offent@dVA only.

M.

M1.

M2.

M3.

M4.

M5.

M6.

PERSONAL CONTACT WITH POLICE AND COURTS

Have you ever been apprehended or caught by the police in relation to
cannabis?

How many times? times

Have you ever been informally warned in relation to cannabis?

How many times? times

Have you ever been formally cautioned in relation to cannabis?

How many times? times

Have you ever been given an infringement notice in relation to cannabis?

How many times? times

Have you ever been charged in relation to cannabis?

Y S e 1
N O ettt 0
How many times? times
Have you ever been arrested in relation to cannabis?
Y S e 1
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How many times? times

M7. Have you ever been to court in relation to cannabis?

How many times? times

M8. Have you ever been convicted in relation to cannabis?

How many times? times

Have you previously been convicted of any offences, prior to your
first cannabis convictionBetails.

M9. Have you ever been imprisoned in relation to cannabis?

How many times? times

Was imprisonment a result of a sentence for a criminal offenee

fine default?

If none of these things have happened, skip to N

M10. The last contact you had with police in relation to cannabis-tletdtences
in WA was for:(can mark more than one)

Possession/use - cannabiS..........coevveveviveeeeiveeennn, 1 0
Possession/use - implement.........ccccccceeeeiiiniinn, 1 0
CUIIVALION ... 1 0
Sell/SUPPIY ..o 1 0
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M11. Tape & take notes
Now | would like you to briefly describe, in your own words, the events
surrounding the last time you had contact with police in relation to b&ana
related offences in WA.

Prompts — what were you doing, who were you with, where were yoa, yoer
intoxicated?

What happened when the police arrived? What happened after that — dielcgive a
summons, caution etc, did you have to go to the police station, attend tcowkthat
affect did this experience have on you? What consequences did yoerm@as g
result of the police contact?

Now | would like to ask you some specific questions about the last yon had
contact with police in relation to cannabis - it might seem aepigtitive but it helps
to make sure that | don’t miss anything you tell me.

M12. When did this occur? month / year

M13. What brought you to the attention of the police on that last occasiam?

mark more than one)

Suspicion Of POSSESSION .......cccuvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1 0
SUSPICION OF USE ... 1 0
Suspicion of cultivation ................coovviiiiiiieeeeen. 1 0
Suspicion of selling.........ccoovvviiiiiiiici e 1 0
Suspicion of presence of drug other than cannabis 1 0
Non-drug criminal matter ............ccccceeevveiiennennnnnn. 1 0
Non-drug and non-criminal matter ....................... 1 0
Routine patrol........ccccceeeeeiiiiiiiieeee e, 1 0
Police investigating another matter or person........ 1 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUI€ ....ccoevveeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiee 1 0
Other(specify) L1 0
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M14. Who were you withzan mark more than on€ARD 1

L. NO ONE e 1

2. Partner ... 1 0
3. Child/Children..........cccuuviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee 1 0

4. Other family members........ccccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiinn, 1 0
T 1T T 1 0
6. ACQUAINTANCES .......uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 1 0
7. WOrk Mates ......coovviiieiiiiiie e 1 0
8. People I don't really know............cooovvvvvvnnnnnnnnnn. 1 0

88. DoNn't KNOW/NOL SUIe ........ceevvvviviiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee, 1 0

M15. Where were you?

OWN NOME ... 1
Others hOme .........ccoooiiiiiicce e, 2
Work/study place .......ccccceeeviiiiiieiiiiiieeeeen 3

Street/park/beach............cccccciiiiiiiii 4
Club/pUD ... 5
Other public place ...........ccoovvviiiiiiicicee e, 6
In motor vehicle ..., 7

M16. Was anything seized?

If yes What was seized3pecify)

M17. Were you under the influence of any drugs at the time?

If yes,Which drugs?specify) CARD 9
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M18. | am going to read you a list of words. | would like you to tell methdr

you think they describe the way in which the police conducted the
investigation. Were they:

Yes No Don’t know
Lawful 1 0 8
Hostile 1 0 8
Respectful 1 0 8
Offensive 1 0 8
Friendly 1 0 8

M19. | am going to read you another list of words. This time | would liketgou
tell me whether you think they describe the way in which you behaved
towards the police. Were you:

Friendly 1 0 8
Hostile 1 0 8
Respectful 1 0 8
Offensive 1 0 8
Cooperative 1 0 8

M20. On a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) pledisate how
accurately the following list of statements relate to how theceoli
conducted themselves at the time of your last contact with polretaition

to cannabis:

The police respected my rights as a

citizen

throughout this incident 1 2 3 4 5

| was unfairly singled out for special treatment 1 2 3 4 5
The police abused their powers 1 2 3 4 5
| realise that by using cannabis |

may be arrested

from time to time 1 2 3 4 5

| broke the law, the police were just doing theirjob 1 2 3 4 5
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The following few questions relate to the impact of the whole incident.

M21. What consequences did you experience as a result of that incjceent?
mark more than one)

Employment difficulties(lost job,
unsuccessful job application,
disciplinary  action, promotion

WIthNEIA). ...t 1 0
Relationship difficultieqpartner,
friends, family —  disputes/
relationship ended)...........ccooovveiiiiiiiie e 1 0
Accommodation difficulties............cccceeeeeeiinnnnenn. 1 0
Overseas travel difficulties...............cccceeeeviiiienninnn, 1 0
Problems associated with being
known
TO PONICE ... 1 0
Made no difference .........ccccceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiees 1 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ....vvveiiiiiei e 1 0
Other
(specify)

...................... 1 0

M22. What impact did this incident have on your cannabis (ts&?mark more
than one)
Made no difference..........cccceeeeeiieiiiieeeeiiiieeee 1 0
USEA |ESS.. .o 1 0
Reduced consumption initially...............cccccuvvvnnnee. 1 0
More careful about where/how used...................... 1 0
Stopped forawhile ... 1 0
Changed to/increased use of other drugs instead ...1 0
Gave up completely.........oooooiiiiiiin 1 0
Other(specify) 1 0
M23. Tape & take notes

In general, what way did your attitude towards the law, cannabigHavpolice
and the courts change as a result of your last contact with polredation to
cannabis?
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M24. More specifically, did you become more or |éssert adjectivexowards
the system?

Much Somewhat No Somewhat Much

more more change less less
Trusting 5 4 3 2 1
Fearful 5 4 3 2 1
Antagonistic 5 4 3 2 1
Respectful 5 4 3 2 1
Hostile 5 4 3 2 1
Friendly 5 4 3 2 1

N. CAUTIONING
N1. Had you heard about the WA cautioning scheme?

N O e 0 Skip to N3.

N2. What do you know about ifetails

N3. TheCannabis Cautioning and Mandatory Education Systers been in

operation throughout WA since March 2000. This system results in those
caught in possession of small amounts of cannabis or plants on a first
occasion receiving a caution and being referred to a mandatory education
session. Individuals caught on a second or subsequent occasion, or where

other, more serious offences are involved, are still dealt withdanmof a
formal charge, court appearance and possible conviction.

Have you ever received a caution under the WA cautioning scheme?

o TSP UPURPRT 0 SkiptoP.

N4. Was this the last contact you had with the police regarding cannabis?

Y B i 1 Check this
was discussed
in Section M,
then Skip to P.
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N5. Tape & take notes
Now | would like you to briefly describe, in your own words, the eve
surrounding the last time you received a caution for cannabis, if shes
different incident to the ‘last involvement with police’ we just talked about.
Prompts — what were you doing, who were you with, where were yoa, yuer
intoxicated?
What happened when the police arrived? What happened when you redev
caution,, did you have to go to the police station, did you attend the education se
What affect did this experience have on you?

2Nnts
i

ed t
5sion?

Now | would like to ask you some specific questions about théime you were
cautioned in relation to cannabis - it might seem a bit regtitive but it helps to
make sure that | don’t miss anything you tell me.

N6. When did this occur? month / year

N7. What brought you to the attention of the police when you were cautioned?

(can mark more than one)

Suspicion Of POSSESSION .......ceeeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 1 0
SUSPICION OF USE ..o 1 0
Suspicion of cultivation ................cccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn, 1 0
Suspicion of selling......cccceevviiiiiiiiiii 1 0
Suspicion of presence of drug other than cannabis 1 0
Non-drug criminal matter...........cccccceeeeeiniiniinnnnnns 1 0
Non-drug and non-criminal matter ........................ 1 0
Routine patrol.............oooevviiiiiiiiiee e 1 0
Police investigating another matter or person........ 1 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME ....vveeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1 0
Other(specify) 1 0
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N8. Who were you withan mark more than on€ARD 1

L. NO ONEB . 1 0
2. Partner ..o 1 0
3. Child/Children...........ccooeeeiiiiceeeee e 1 0

4. Other family members .........cccoocn, 1 0
B, FHENAS.....iii e 1 0
6. ACQUAINTANCES .......ceeveeeeiiiiiicie e e e e e e e 1 0
7. WOrK MatesS ....coooviiiiieieiiiee e 1 0
8. People | don‘t really know............cccevvviiiiiiennne. 1 0

88. DoNn't KNOW/NOt SUMe.......ccceeeiveieiieeeiiiiin 1 0

N9. Where were you?

OWN NOMEB ... 1
Others NOMe.........ouvviiiiiiii e 2
Work/study place ..........ooovvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee, 3

Street/park/beach............ccccccoiiiiiiii 4
Club/PUD ... 5
Other public place.........cccoeeeiiiiiiii 6
In motor vehicle ..., 7

N10. Was anything seized?

If yes,What was seized@pecify)

N11l. Were you under the influence of any drugs at the time?

If yes,Which drugs?Zspecify)CARD 9

N12. | am going to read you a list of words. | would like you to tell metigr
you think they describe the way in which the police behaved towards you
when cautioning you under this scheme. Were they:

Yes No Don’t know
Lawful 1 0 8
Hostile 1 0 8
Respectful 1 0 8
Offensive 1 0 8
Friendly 1 0 8
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N13. | am going to read you another list of words. This time | would liketyou
tell me whether you think they describe the way in which you behaved
towards the police when last cautioned under this scheme. Were you:

Friendly 1 0 8
Hostile 1 0 8
Respectful 1 0 8
Offensive 1 0 8
Cooperative 1 0 8

N14. One a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agreeepiedicate
how accurately the following list of statements relate to howpthlee
conducted themselves when you were last cautioned under this scheme:

The police respected my rights as a citizen

throughout this incident 1 2 3 4 5
| was unfairly singled out for special treatment 1 2 3 4
The police abused their powers 1 2 3 4

| realise that by using cannabis | may be arrested

from time to time 1 2 3 4 5

| broke the law, the police were just doing their job 1 2 3 4

N15. Did you attend the mandatory education session?

After asking why/not—Skip to N17
Why/ Why not?Details.

N16. Tape & take notes
In your own words, what did you think of the education session?
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The following few questions relate to the impact of the whole incident.

N17. What consequences did you experience as a of this incidemtdark more
than one)

Employment difficulties(lost job,

unsuccessful job application,

disciplinary  action, promotion

Withheld)......oooeeee e 1 0
Relationship difficultiegpartner,

friends, family —  disputes/

relationship ended)...........ccooveviiiiiiiiiii e, 1 0
Accommodation difficulties.............ccccceeeviiiiinnnnnns 1 0
Overseas travel difficulties ..............cccovvvriiiiiinnnnns 1 0
Problems associated with being known
10 PONICE. .o 1 0
Made no difference .........cccoovvveiiiiiiiiiiiie e 1 0
Don't KNOW/NOL SUME .......cooviiieeeiiiicee e 1 0
Other
(specify)

...................... 1 0

N18. What impact did this incident have on your cannabis (¢s@?mark more

than one)
Made no difference .........ccccceeeeeiiiieiiieeeee, 1 0
USEA IESS ..ot 1 0
Reduced consumption initially..............ccccceeeeennnn. 1 0
More careful about where/how used...................... 1 0
Stopped for a while ..., 1 0
Changed to/increased use of other drugs instead ... 1 0
Gave up completely.........ccceeeeiiiiiiiiieeeieieeee 1 0

P. OTHER POLICE/COURT EXPERIENCES

P1. Have you ever been apprehended or caught by the police for an offence not
involving cannabis?

N[ TSP UPPPIIN 0 Skipto P4

P2.  What sort of police contact have you experien¢ei?mark more than one)

Apprehended...........cccceeeiiiiiiiiieiee 1 0
Informally warned................coooiiiiiiii 1 0
Formally cautioned ..o 1 0
Infringement NOtICEe .............evvvviiiiieiiie e, 1 0
Charged.........ooooiiiiec e 1 0
AMTESTEA ... 1 0
Attended COUM.........cooiiiiiiiieeeeer e 1 0
(@] 01101 (= o [ USRS 1 0
IMPHSONEA ...ovviiiiiii e 1 0
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P3.

P4,

PS.

P6.

What was this in relation t@2tails.

About what proportion of your friends and acquaintances have been
apprehended or caught by the police in relation to cannabis?

o] o 1= 0 SkiptoQ
AW e 1
ADOUL NI .., 2
MOST o 3
All e 4
DoN't KNOW/ NOL SUIE....ceneeeeee e 8

What type of cannabis offence were they caught(éar? mark more than
one)

Possession/use - cannabiS.........cccceeeeeeeeiiiiieeeeiinne, 1 0
Possession/use - implement.............cccovvvvvcieeennnn. 1 0
(@101 1177 11 0] o F SRR 1 0
Sell/SUPPIY ..o 1 0

Did knowing someone who had contact with the police for a cannabis-
related offence have any impact your cannabis use(@an mark more than
one)

Made no difference..........cccceeeeeiieiiiieieeeiiieeee 1 0
USEA IESS... oottt 1 0
Reduced consumption initially................ccoevvvinnnnns 1 0
More careful about where/how used ...................... 1 0
Stopped forawhile ... 1 0
Changed to/increased use of other drugs instead ... 1 0
Gave up completely..........ooooveiiiiiiiiiiieeee e, 1 0
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S. IMPACT OF LEGISLATIVE CHANGE

In this section | am interested in your opinions about the possible #ffec
changing the laws relating to cannabis may have on cannabis use, the growing
of cannabis, and the cannabis market.

You may be aware that new cannabis laws are currently being causider
parliament. The proposed scheme is based on a sysgahddition with civil
penalties

Under this system, possession of any amount of cannabis will reltegil.
However, people found in possession of not more than 30 g of cannabis, or
growing up to two (non-hydroponic) plants, will be given an infringement
notice and receive a fine, but no criminal conviction will be recomtgnst

their name. In this regard, the laws will be much like thosé &pply to
speeding in a motor vehicle, still illegal, not condoned, but no criminal record.

Under the proposed scheme, possession of not more than 15 grams of cannabis
attracts a $100 fine, possession between 15 grams and not more than 30 grams
of cannabis attracts a $150 fine, and cultivation of not more thambme
hydroponic growing plants attracts a $200 fine. Offenders will have tthe#y

fine or attend a cannabis education session within 28 days.

Possession and non-hydroponic growing outside of these limits, growing of any
hydroponic cannabis plants, or any supplying/selling/dealing in cannabis will
remain subject tstrict criminal penalties.

The laws will be accompanied by comprehensive community education about
the harms associated with cannabis and about the laws which apply to its use.

Those under 18 years will be excluded from the new system, but willde de
with under existing juvenile justice provisions.

SHOW CARD 16 THROUGHOUT THIS SECTION
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S1. Tape & take notes

Do you think the proposed system is fdétails
Prompts — Are certain aspects fair while others not? Fairer tbhament
system? Do the ‘punishments fit the crimes’?

USE

S2. Tape & take notes

What impact do you think such changes would have on the pattern of
cannabis use in the communit?Pompts — more use among those using

already, encourage use among those not yet using, more use among|young
people, more use in public places?

S3. Tape & take notes
What impact do you think this new system might have on your cannpabis

use?Prompts — how much and often you use, who you would use with? Where

you would use? When you use? What form or how you use cannabis? Why/why
not?
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S4.

Tape & take notes
If you had a problem with your cannabis use, would you be more wijlling
to seek professional help within this new systéhdinpts — why/why not
Do you think people would be more willing to get treatment if kmew it was|
impossible to get convicted?

~NJ

GROWI

NG

S5.

Tape & take notes
What impact do you think such changes would have on cannabis growers
in generalPrompts — more/less cannabis growers, more/less using hydroponic

equipment, growing more or less plants? Why/why not?
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S6a.

S6b.

Tape & take notes
For those whalo currently growcannabis

What impact do you think these changes would have for you as a capnabis
grower? Would your growing practices be affected by this new system?

Prompts: Grow more/less/same amount of plants, grow amounts within
penalty range, would you continue to use hydroponic equipment if yg
currently? Why/why not?

For those whodo not currently growcannabis Why don’t you grow
cannabis at presenP?ompts: fear of detection by police, partner, family €
because of its illegality and potential impact this may havpleropportunities,

Ci
u do

travel, etc.Would you reconsider growing cannabis with the introduction

of this new systemPrompts: Would you grow within civil penalty rang
would you consider hydroponic methods? Why/why not?

Quantity/type respondent intends to grow: (prompt for answer if not given)

€,

same as now Method: No. of plants:
MARKET
S7. Tape & take notes

What impact do you think such changes would have on the drug m
and how it operates? How will it affect the buying and selling
cannabis?Prompts — changes in availability, potency, price, availability,
other drugs? Increase/decrease the level of violence/rip offsiat=sbaevith the
drug market? Reduce availability of other drugs to those buying tésth
Create distinct markets for cannabis and other drugs?

arket
of

o
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S8.

Tape & take notes
What impact do you think these changes would have youar
participation in the cannabis market? Do you think it would have
effect on the way you score cannabi@mpts: Would you try and bu
within the civil penalty range, would you switch to growing your oy

any

vn?

Why/why not?

Quantity respondent intends to possess: (promgrfewer if not given)

same as how Amount:

S9a.

Sob.

Tape & take notes

For those whalo currently supplycannabis What impact do you think

these changes would have for you as a supplier? Would your supplying

practices be affected by this new systePn@mpts: Sell more/less/same

amount, sell amounts within civil penalty range, Why/why not?

For those whalo not currently supplycannabis Why don’t you supply
cannabis at presenPPompts: fear of detection by police, partner, family €
because of its illegality and potential impact this may have on
opportunities, travel, etcNould you reconsider supplying cannabis w
the introduction of this new systerrfompts: Why/why not?

tc;
job
ith
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ATTITUDES/PERCEPTIONS

S10. Is(insert offence herea criminal or non-criminal offence under this new

system?

Criminal Non- Not sure

criminal

Possessing not more than 15 g of cannabis 1 2 0
Possessing over 15 but not more than
30 g of cannabis 1 2 0
Possessing over 30 but not more than
100 g of cannabis 1 2 0
Growing not more than 2 non-hydroponic
cannabis plants 1 2 0

Growing 3 but not more than 10 non-hydroponic

cannabis plants 1 2 0
Growing not more than 2 hydroponic

cannabis plants 1 2 0

S11. If you werg(insert offence here)how likely do you think it is that you
would be caught under this new systeidte: can use wording from S10
for each offence

Very Unlikely Quite  Very Not sure
unlikely likely likely

Possessing 159 or less 1 2 3 4 8
Possessing >15 to 30g 1 2 3 4 8
Possessing >30 to 100g 1 2 3 4 8
Growing 2 or less non-hydro 1 2 3 4 8
Growing 3 to 10 non-hydro 1 2 3 4 8
Growing 2 or less hydro 1 2 3 4 8
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S12. If you(insert penalty herehow big a problem would this be for you?
No prob  Alittle A big  Avery Not sure
at all prob prob  big prob
Had to pay a fine of $100 1 2 3 4 8
Had to pay a fine of $150 1 2 3 4 8
Had to pay a fine of $200 1 2 3 4 8
Had to attend a cannabis
education session 1
Had to pay a fine of $2,000 1
Had to serve a 2-year prison
sentence 1 2 3 4 8
Were convicted of a criminal
offence 1 2 3 4 8
S13. Non-criminal penalties for cannabis offences involve paying aufine®

$200 or attending an educational session, and no criminal conviction.

Overall, how big a problem would these penalties create for yf@a# |
(Record below)

Criminal penalties for cannabis offences involve paying a fine up to $2,000,
or serving up to 2 years in prison, and being convicted of a criminal
offence.

Overall, how big a problem would these penalties create for e
(Record below)

No prob A little Abig Avery Notsure

at all prob prob  big prob
Non-criminal penalties 1 2 3 4 8
Criminal penalties 1 2 3 4 8
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S14. To what extent do you agree with thienessof the proposed penalties for
each of these cannabis offences:

It is fair that:

Strongly Agree  Disagree S_trongly Not

agree disagree  sure

Possessing 159 or less 1 2 3 4 8
attracts a $100 fine
Possessing 15g orlessisa 1 2 3 4 8
non-criminal offence
Possessing >15 to 30g 1 2 3 4 8
attracts a $150 fine
Possessing >15to 30gisa 1 2 3 4 8
non-criminal offence
Possessing >30to 100gis 1 2 3 4 8
a criminal offence
Growing 2 or less non- 1 2 3 4 8
hydro is a non-criminal
offence
Growing 3 to 10 non- 1 2 3 4 8
hydro is a criminal offence
Growing 2 or less hydrois 1 2 3 4 8

a criminal offence
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T. DEMOGRAPHICS

T1. Sex:
MalE ... 1
Female. ... 2

T2. Age years

T3.  What is youcurrentmarital status?
Never married ...........ooovvvieiiiiiiiiie e 1
WiIdOWE .....eiiiiii e 2
Divorced or separated ............cccoovvvvvveiiiiiiiiiiieeenn. 3
Married (including de facto) ..........cccceeeiieiiieeeeeennn. 4

T4.  What type of accommodation do yowrrentlylive in?
Own house/flatificludes rentind...........cccceeeeeeeeeeenn.. 1
Parents’/family house..............cccciiiiiiii, 2
Boarding house/hostel...........ccccooiiiiiiis 3
Shelter/refuge.......ooooiiiiii 4
No fixed address/homeless .............cccceeevvvvvevinnnnnns 5
Other(specify) 7

T5. Postcode/suburb

T6.  Who else lives with you2an mark more than one)
LiVE @lONE.....eiieiiciieee e 1 0
Partner . ... 1 0
Child/children ... 1 0
ParentS.......ccuoiiiiiii 1 0
Other family members ..., 1 0
FHENdS. ..o 1 0
HOUSEMALES ... 1 0
Other(specify) L1 0

T7. Do you have any children (who may or may not live with you?)
Y S ittt 1
Nt 0
If yes,How old are they and how many do you hagsg@cify)
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T8.  Which best describes you? (READ OUT LIST)

Australian born non-Aboriginal .................cccveee 1
Australian born Aboriginal ............ccccoiiiiiiiiiinns 2
Torres Strait ISlander.............uvee, 3
Born outside Australia.............c.coooeeieiiiiiiiiiiiinn. 4

If born outside Australiaywhat countryZspecify)

T9. What is the main language you speak at home?

ENGliSh oo 1
Other(specify) T

T10. What is the highest level of formal education you have obtaififest?l
studying note what education they have completed )

Primary SChool ..., 1
YEAN 8 .o 2
YEAI O .o 3
YEAr 10 . i 4
Year L1 ..o 5
YEAN 12 .. 6
Trade qualification ..........cccccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiii 7
Non-degree tertiary qualification .......................... 8

Bachelor's degree.............oveiiiiiiiiiie e, 9
Post-graduate qualification...............ccccoevvvevvnnnnnns 10
Other(specify) 77

Details of course:

T11. Whatis youcurrent employment statug@an mark more than one)

Full time WOrK..........oooviiiiiciceee e, 1 0

Part time or casual employment...............ccccuvvveeeee. 1 0
Full-time student ..........cccoooeiiiiiii e, 1 0
Part-time student ............cccoeeeiiiiiiiee 1 0
Unemployed.......cccoeeiiiiiieiiiiiieee e 1 0
Benefits/pension.........ccccoi 1 0
HOME dULIES ..vvveiceeeeee e 1 0
Y] 1] £=To [ 1 0
Other(specify) 1 0

T12. What kind of work are you doing now or did you do when you last worked?
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T13. What was youmainsource of income last month?

Wage or salary ..........ooooveeviiiiiiiiii e 1
Pension/allowance/benefit .............cccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiinnnnns 2
Sale Of drugsS ...oeeeeeiiiieii 3
Other criminal activity ............cooovvviiiiciiieiieee e, 4

Child SUPPOIt......eeeeecceiiee e 5
Supported by partner/family .........cccccceeeiiiiiinnn, 6
Other(specify) L7

T14. Please indicate which income bracket best described howmarety you
earned or were paid before taxes last yéARD 17

1. No personal income at all ...........ccccceeeeeeiiieeenn.n. 1
2. Up to $5,000 (about $100 p/W) ......ceevvveeeeinrrnnnnn. 2
3. $5,001 - $12,000 (up to $230 P/W) ..evvveerenrrnnnnn. 3
4. $12,001 - $20,000 (up to $380 P/W) ....eeveeernnneeee 4
5. $20,001 - $30,000 (up to $580 p/W) .....cceevvveee. 5
6. $30,001 - $40,000 (up to $770 p/W) ..cceeevnrneee. 6
7. $40,001 - $50,000 (up to $960 p/W) .........eeeee.... 7
8. More than $50,000 (more than $960 p/w) ......... 8
Prefer NOtt0 SAY .....ccccvveiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeee e 66
Don't KNOW/NOL SUI€ ....ccoevveeeeiieiiiiiiiieee 88
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U. INTERVIEWER'S ASSESSMENT

Interview finish time HEEE

Ul. Onascale of 1to 5, how honest do you consider the respondent was?

1 2 3 4 5
(least) (most)

U2. Onascale of 1to 5, how intoxicated do you consider the respondent was?

1 2 3 4 5
(least) (most)

us. Comments and observations
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APPENDIX 5

SHOWCARDS
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Show Cards Index

Who else was there?
Type of cannabis
Extent of risk
SDS (Always)
SDS (Difficult)
Agree — disagree
Not at all — A lot
Always — never
Other drugs
. Selling definitions
. Definition of prohibition with civil penalties
. Definition criminal/non-criminal penalties
. Possible consequences of possession
. Possible consequences of growing
. Possible consequences of supplying
. Impact of Legislative Change
. Income brackets

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
1.
8.
9.
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Show Card #1

Topic: Who else was there/ Who else was with youp

Who else was there?

No-one
Partner/spouse
Child/children
Other relatives(s)
Friend(s)
Acqguaintance(s)

Work-mate(s)
People | don’t really know
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Show Card 2

Topic: Type of cannabi

What type of cannabis did you use?

Hydroponic leaf
Hydroponic head

Mixture of hydro leaf/head
Non-hydro leaf
Non-hydro head

Mixture of non-hydro leaf/head
Hash
Hash oill
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Show Card 83

Topic: Extent of risk

To what extent do people risk harm?

No risk
Slight risk
Moderate risk
Great risk
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Show Card #
Topic: SDS *‘Always’

Now I'd like to you to think about
your cannabis useover the past year

Never/almost never
Sometimes

Often

Always/nearly always
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Show Card b
Topic: SDS ‘Difficult’

Now I'd like to you to think about
your cannabis useover the past year

Not difficult
Quite difficult
Very difficult
Impossible
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Show Card %6
Topic: Agree/disagres

To what extent do you agree or disagree?

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree
Strongly disagree
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Show Card #

Topic: ‘How much’ response st

How much does it affect your cannabis use?

Not at all
A little bit
Quite a bit
A lot
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Always
Often
Sometimes
Rarely
Never

Show Card /8

Topic: ‘Always — Never’

How often?
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Show Card ®
Topic: Other drugs

Other drugs

Alcohol

Tobacco

Hallucinogens (Isd, mushrooms)
Inhalants (nangs, amyl, paint, petrol etc)
Amphetamines (speed, crystal)

Ecstasy

Benzos (valium, rohypnol, etc)

Anti-depressants for nonmedical purpgges
(prozac)

Cocaine
Heroin / opioids
Other drugs
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Show Card #.0
Topic: Selling definitions

Different types of supply

Selling = selling for profit

Distributing = selling not-for-profit
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Show Card 4.1

Topic: Prohibition with civil penalties

Which of the following statements most closel
corresponds to your understanding of the
term ‘prohibition with civil penalties’?

Legal, no penalties would apply

lllegal, fine applies but no criminal convictio
lllegal, criminal conviction
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Show Card 4.2

Topic: Criminal/non-crimina

Criminal versus non-criminal offences

Criminal offences
Criminal offences result in a criminal record.

Non-criminal offences

Non-criminal offences are like speeding ina m
vehicle, still illegal but result in a fine rathiéran

criminal record.
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Show Card 4.3

Topic: Consequences for possesgjon

Possible consegquences for possession of a snjall
amount of cannabis

Formal caution by police

A fine

Attendance at a cannabis education sessio
Appearance at drug court

Criminal conviction recorded

Receive an infringement notice (similar tq a
speeding ticket)

Summons to appear in court
No penalty

Six month prison sentence
Compulsory drug treatment
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Show Card 4.4

Topic: Consequences for growi

Possible consequences for growing a small
number of cannabis plants

Formal caution by police

A fine

Attendance at a cannabis education sessio
Appearance at drug court

Criminal conviction recorded

Receive an infringement notice (similar td
speeding ticket)

Summons to appear in court
No penalty

Two year prison sentence
Compulsory drug treatment
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Show Card A.5

Topic: Consequences for selli

Possible consequences for selling a small
amount of cannabis

Formal caution by police
A fine
Attendance at a cannabis education sessio

Appearance at drug court

Criminal conviction recorded

Receive an infringement notice (similar td
speeding ticket)

Summons to appear in court
No penalty

Two year prison sentence
Compulsory drug treatment
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Show Card 4.6

Topic: Prohibition with civil penalties

New system: Prohibition with civil penalties

Cannabis remains illegal

System of fines and education instead
criminal penalties

Similar system to speeding penalties
Comprehensive community education
People under 18 excluded

Penalties are as follows:
Possession of 15g or less = $100 fine or educaéssion
Possession of 15 to 30g = $150 fine or educa&ssion
Growing up to 2 non-hydro plants = $200 fine dueation session
Possession and growing above these limits = cafpenalties
Any supplying = criminal penalties
Any hydroponic growing = criminal penalties

May 2005 National Drug Research Institute



328 Effects of the WA CIN Scheme on regular cannabi s users

Show Card A7

Topic: Income

Please indicate which income bracket best
described how much money you earned

or were paid before taxes last year.

No personal income at all

Up to $5,000 (about $100 p/w)

$5,001 - $12,000 (up to $230 p/w)
$12,001 - $20,000 (up to $380 p/w)
$20,001 - $30,000 (up to $580 p/w)
$30,001 - $40,000 (up to $770 p/w)
$40,001 - $50,000 (up to $960 p/w)

More than $50,000 (more than $960 p/w)

1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.
1.
8.
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