
By Jeremiah Mosteller 

     P O L I C Y  B R I E F     J U L Y  2 0 2 4   

Tax rates, state revenue 
and markets for marijuana 

How much tax revenue can states raise on legal cannabis 

before driving users into the illegal market?  



Introduction 

S 
tates that have legalized cannabis for adult recreational 

use now collect billions of dollars in taxes, but evi-

dence shows that the higher the tax rates the more 

market share remains in the legacy, illegal market. In Califor-

nia, which has an exceedingly high and complex tax regime, 

for instance, it is estimated that 75% of the market is still 

controlled by unlicensed dealers.  

Conversely, initial research reveals that low tax rates can 

allow states to make additional headway in reducing the illicit 

market beyond the extent that can otherwise be expected post

-legalization. Michigan, for instance, has imposed a lower 

and less complicated tax burden, and legal sellers in the last 

four years have already captured more than 60% of the mar-

ket share. 

Demand for legal cannabis products is elastic, in other 

words, so states must consider this fact when setting tax rates.  

Tobacco and alcohol taxes, meanwhile, remain much more 

significant sources of revenue.  

 

State Tax Revenue  

from Cannabis 
States that have legalized cannabis for adult or medical use 

currently raise more than $3.3 billion in annual tax revenue 

from those products.1 Since 2020 the additional revenue 

states have received on account of taxes imposed on cannabis 

products is nearly $13.1 billion.2 Five states – Arizona, Cali-

fornia, Colorado, Massachusetts, and Washington – consist-

ently receive a super-majority of this national revenue but 

many of them have seen their revenues decline slightly over 

time as more states establish their own markets.  

More than 90 percent of this revenue is from the sales of 

adult-use, or recreational, products rather than cannabis in-

tended for medical use.3 Many states do not impose a sales or 

excise tax on cannabis products intended for medical use, and 

when they do, it is subject to a much lower tax burden.  

The tax revenue states receive from cannabis products is 

significant, but when compared to taxes imposed on other 

similar products or entirely different revenue sources; it is 

small. Within the “sin tax” category, cannabis tax revenue 

exceeds the current total revenue that states receive from 

sports betting but is much less than what states receive from 

the sales of tobacco and alcohol products.4 It is also not even 

equal to half a percent of the revenue states receive from all 

sales and excise or income taxes annually.5 
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Legalization Results 

 in Special Taxes 
Every state with an adult-use cannabis market has chosen 

to impose a special, additional tax on such products, but their 

tax regimes vary widely depending on the state.6 The most 

popular approach – used by half of the states with adult-use 

markets – is to apply both a general state sales tax and an ad-

ditional excise tax equal to a set percentage of the retail sales 

price. The other half of states use a variety of approaches, 

such as imposing a set-dollar tax on the cultivation of each 

plant or a certain weight of product, utilizing product potency 

to impose different tax rates, or solely applying a special ex-

cise tax without a general sales tax.  
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There is also a wide diversity in the severity of tax bur-

dens imposed by states. These burdens range from 9% in 

states such as Maryland and New York to 43.5% in Wash-

ington. In a handful of states, it is very difficult to quantify 

the tax burden given their weight- or potency-based ap-

proaches and the unpredictable fluctuations in product pric-

es.    

A comprehensive breakdown of tax methodologies by 

state is in Appendix B.  



Impact of Tax Rates 

on Legal Markets 
These differing approaches illustrate that states are placing 

differing values on three competing goals to be considered 

when establishing a so-called “sin tax”: discouraging overall 

product consumption, generating revenue, and shifting de-

mand out of the black market.7 We know from most existing 

research that the demand for legal cannabis products is elas-

tic8 and that consumers will continue to purchase products 

illegally if it can save them substantial sums of money.9  

Initial research shows that an additional $1 in tax revenue 

costs consumers and companies more than that in increased 

costs.10 Researchers Brett Hollenbeck and Kosuke Uetake 

utilized administrative data provided by the state of Washing-

ton to analyze how much of Washington’s 37% excise tax 

was borne by the companies (via reduced profit) and how 

much by consumers (via increased product cost).11 They 

found that every $1 increase in tax imposed on each cannabis 

product in the state would result in approximately $5 million 

more in state revenue but would cost consumers $8 million in 

additional product costs and producers $4.1 million in re-

duced profits.12  

A state that wishes to maximize the public safety benefits 

of cannabis legalization by reducing the cash flowing to car-

tels and gangs will need to consider that such an approach 

might not maximize revenue and vice versa.13 States must 

also remember that pursuing reduced cannabis use through 

higher taxes on legal cannabis products may not be a true 

public health gain because consumers may merely shift their 

demand to illegal cannabis products, higher alcohol or tobac-

co consumption, or another illicit substance from among 

those also readily available.14   

Empirical evidence 

This report marks the sixth installment in our “real facts” 

report series — a first-of-its-kind effort to better understand 

and summarize the effects of cannabis legalization in other 

states. In an earlier report in this series, we summarized re-

search showing that the legalization of adult use reduces the 

size of the illicit cannabis market but that “factors that impact 

price, such as tax rates and regulatory burden” will affect the 

amount by which this binary choice changes the size of the 

illicit market in a state.15  

There are a handful of studies evaluating how tax rates in 

cannabis markets affect the market share of the legal market 

versus the illicit market. These studies unanimously find that 

lower tax burdens allow regulated providers to take market 

share more effectively from legacy illicit providers.16  

The only academic study we could locate on the topic was 

completed by Joohun Han of the University of Arkansas and 

colleagues this year. It specifically found that an extra 10% 

excise tax on cannabis products in California would increase 

the quantity of products sold in the illicit market by 3.1% 

while reducing the amount sold in the state’s legal market by 

17.1%.17 

The other existing studies are all empirical analyses com-

pleted by a mix of think tanks, consulting firms, and govern-

ment agencies to predict the effect of various potential tax 

policies on a state’s current or future cannabis market.  

Geoffrey Lawrence of the Reason Foundation utilized an 

empirical model to determine the potential effect of Califor-

nia’s removal of its tax on the cultivation of cannabis plants 

and various levels of reduction in the state’s excise tax rate. 

Lawrence found that California’s tax structure can result in a 

total state and local tax burden of $1,441 per pound.18 A re-

duction in the tax burden by ending the cultivation tax or re-

ducing the excise tax rate was found to allow the legal market 

to capture more market share from illicit providers. The study 

also found that this market growth would quickly compensate 

for the short-term loss in tax revenue.19 Similar market analy-

sis completed pre-legalization by consulting firms for the 

states of Maine and New Mexico, empirically modeling mar-

ket share growth of each state’s future legal markets, showed 

that lower tax rates result in more legal market share.20 

Case study 

Given the limited empirical research on this topic, leaders 

in Wisconsin can look to other states as case studies for how 
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different tax policies have affected the ability of those juris-

dictions to maximize the potential public safety benefits of 

establishing an adult use cannabis market.  

The experience of California presents a clear warning for 

the Badger State. Voters there approved a measure to estab-

lish an adult-use cannabis market more than seven years 

ago, but the illicit market has continued to thrive, given the 

state’s complex and high tax regime. The state imposes a 

7.25% state and up to 3.5% local sales tax on consumers, 

and a 15% state excise tax on all retail sales.21 The state re-

cently sought to somewhat simplify its tax burden by repeal-

ing a significant cultivation tax on every plant farmers har-

vest from their fields or greenhouses, but that still leaves 

California with a much higher tax rate than other states.22 

Consumers in the state report that they believe it is im-

portant for them to purchase from legal sources, but it does 

not appear that they are acting on that belief.23 The best data 

available (before a recently adopted minor tax reform law 

and increased enforcement efforts) show that $8.7 billion 

worth of products are still purchased on the black market 

and that potentially 75% of the market is still controlled by 

unlicensed dealers.24 This resulted in leaders in many locali-

ties such as Sonoma County and San Francisco suspending 

or lowering their local taxes in hopes that this would allow 

legal operators to more effectively compete with the black 

market.25 Other states with equally high or complicated tax 

regimes, like Washington, have similarly seen their illicit 

markets continue to thrive.26  

We need to look no farther than Michigan to see the op-

posite:  substantial progress toward undermining the illicit 

market. The Great Lakes State has chosen to impose a more 

reasonable and less complicated tax burden on its market 

that includes a 10% excise tax and the state’s standard 6% 

sales tax.27  

Data from 2020 – the state’s first with a legal market – 

show that it collected over $31 million in tax revenue from 

excise taxes alone and that regulated and legal providers had 

already been able to capture more than 60% of the market 

share.28 The state’s monthly sales in the regulated market 

have grown by nearly 3.5 times since then, and regulated 

providers have presumptively taken even greater market 

share from illicit providers.29 Other similarly low-tax states 

appear to have been able to achieve similar market share 

outcomes.30  

Factors such as levels of enforcement against illicit pro-

viders, overall regulatory burden, and many others could 

also impact the ability of the legal market to take customers 

away from illicit providers so this case study is not meant to 

indicate that tax rates alone resulted in this difference in 

market capture by legal providers in each state. These addi-

tional factors are hard to control for in any analysis given the 

inability to complete an apples-to-apples comparison of 

these metrics.31 

Conclusion 
States have taken in billions of dollars in tax revenue 

from taxing cannabis. These sums may not be a strong 

enough rationale on their own for a state to choose its canna-

bis policies. For example, there is a strong chance that the 

substitution between cannabis and alcohol or tobacco could 

result in a net loss in tax revenue for some states as more 

continue to legalize the substance.32 The findings in this re-

port instead should be considered alongside other tradeoffs 

reported in the series so far and those still to be reported in 

the near future.  
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https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2022/01/14/oregon-marijuana-legalization-black-market-enforcement-527012
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2022/01/14/oregon-marijuana-legalization-black-market-enforcement-527012
https://www.npr.org/2018/05/16/610579599/despite-legalization-marijuana-black-market-hides-in-plain-sight
https://www.9and10news.com/2019/12/09/michigan-based-cannabis-legal-group-breaks-down-recreational-marijuana-taxes/
https://www.michigan.gov/treasury/0,4679,7-121-1755_1963-553542--,00.html
https://www.andersoneconomicgroup.com/michigan-cannabis-market-growth-and-size/
https://www.michigan.gov/cra/resources/cannabis-regulatory-agency-licensing-reports/cannabis-regulatory-agency-statistical-report
https://www.michigan.gov/cra/resources/cannabis-regulatory-agency-licensing-reports/cannabis-regulatory-agency-statistical-report
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December 2023 cannabis sales were $276.7 million compared to only $61.6 million in December 2020).  

30: Michael Sofis & Mackenzie Slade, Maine Office of Cannabis Policy Cannabis Markets & Associated Outcomes - Survey Findings and Implications, Ad-
vocates for Human Potential (2022), https://www.maine.gov/dafs/ocp/sites/maine.gov.dafs.ocp/files/inline-files/Maine%20OCP%20AHP%20Report%
2006-22.pdf (showing that 64% of the cannabis market in Maine had been captured by legal sources).  

31: For example, levels of enforcement are very difficult to estimate because any specific data on enforcement levels is not uniformly reported by states 
and any national source providing proxy data such as number of arrests for marijuana crimes would include data covering the many local communities 
opting out of state law changes.  

32: See Jeremiah Mosteller, Cannabis use disorder, the gateway question and legalization, Badger Institute (2024), https://www.badgerinstitute.org/
policy-brief-legalizing-cannabis-likely-means-more-disordered-harmful-use-other-states-show/.  

Appendix A: notes and sources for adult-use revenue 

The states of Delaware, Minnesota, Ohio and Rhode Island were excluded because their markets had not begun operations in 2023. Additional states, 
such as Michigan, were excluded because they are unable to provide the data even with a public records request. The sums provided are from calendar 
year 2023 unless the state only provides a fiscal year figure.  

Alaska: Tax Division, Marijuana Tax: Annual Report Data, Alaska Department of Revenue (2024), http://www.tax.alaska.gov/programs/programs/
reports/AnnualData.aspx.  

Arizona: Arizona Department of Revenue, Arizona Marijuana TPT and Excise Taxable Sales and Tax Collections, by Period Covered, Arizona Department 
of Revenue (2024), available at https://azdor.gov/reports-statistics-and-legal-research/marijuana-tax-collection.  

California: California Department of Tax and Fee Administration, Cannabis Tax Revenues, California Department of Tax and Fee Administration (2024), 
https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/dataportal/dataset.htm?url=CannabisTaxRevenues.  

Colorado: Colorado Department of Revenue, Marijuana Tax Reports, Colorado Department of Revenue (2024), https://cdor.colorado.gov/data-and-
reports/marijuana-data/marijuana-tax-reports (reflects combined total of tax revenue for medical and adult use cannabis sales).  

Connecticut: Department of Revenue Services, Annual Reports, Department of Revenue Services (2024), https://portal.ct.gov/drs/drs-reports/annual-
reports/department-of-revenue-services-annual-reports (reflects only six months of tax revenue for 2023).  

Illinois: Illinois Department of Revenue, Monthly Collections Remitted to the State Comptroller, Illinois Department of Revenue (2024), https://
tax.illinois.gov/research/taxstats/collectionscomptroller.html.  

Maine: Department of Administrative and Financial Services, Monthly cannabis taxable sales statewide and adult use tax revenue, Maine Revenue Ser-
vices (2024), available at https://www.maine.gov/revenue/taxes/tax-policy-office/sales-tax-reports.  

Maryland: This sum reflects the total sales occurring in the state from July 2023 to December 2023 multiplied by the state’s excise tax rate of 9%. The 
state does not currently report its tax revenue directly. See Maryland Cannabis Administration, MCA Medical and Adult-Use Cannabis Data Dashboard, 
Maryland Cannabis Administration (2024), https://cannabis.maryland.gov/Pages/Data-Dashboard.aspx.  

Massachusetts: Massachusetts Department of Revenue, DOR Annual Reports, Massachusetts Department of Revenue (2024), available at https://
www.mass.gov/lists/dor-annual-reports.  

Missouri: Missouri Department of Revenue, Financial and Statistical Report: Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2023, Missouri Department of Revenue (2024), 
available at https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/.  

Montana: Montana Department of Revenue, Biennial Reports, Montana Department of Revenue (2024), available at https://mtrevenue.gov/dor-
publications/biennial-reports/.  

Nevada: Department of Taxation, Cannabis Statistics and Reports, Department of Taxation (2024), https://tax.nv.gov/Publications/
Cannabis_Statistics_and_Reports/.  

New Jersey: Cannabis Regulatory Commission, Cannabis Sales Totals, Cannabis Regulatory Commission (2024), https://www.nj.gov/cannabis/resources/
reports-stats-info/.  

New Mexico: This sum reflects the total sales occurring in the state from April 2022 to December 2023 multiplied by the state’s 12% excise tax rate and 
5% sales tax rate. See Regulation and Licensing Department, Cannabis Reporting Online Portal, Regulation and Licensing Department (2024), https://
crop.rld.nm.gov/sales.html; Taxation and Revenue Department, Cannabis Excise Tax, Taxation and Revenue Department (2024), https://
www.tax.newmexico.gov/businesses/cannabis-excise-tax/.  

New York: Office of Cannabis Management, 2023 Annual Report, Office of Cannabis Management (2024), available at https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?

12 BADGER INSTITUTE POLICY BRIEF 

https://www.maine.gov/dafs/ocp/sites/maine.gov.dafs.ocp/files/inline-files/Maine%20OCP%20AHP%20Report%2006-22.pdf
https://www.maine.gov/dafs/ocp/sites/maine.gov.dafs.ocp/files/inline-files/Maine%20OCP%20AHP%20Report%2006-22.pdf
https://www.badgerinstitute.org/policy-brief-legalizing-cannabis-likely-means-more-disordered-harmful-use-other-states-show/
https://www.badgerinstitute.org/policy-brief-legalizing-cannabis-likely-means-more-disordered-harmful-use-other-states-show/
http://www.tax.alaska.gov/programs/programs/reports/AnnualData.aspx
http://www.tax.alaska.gov/programs/programs/reports/AnnualData.aspx
https://azdor.gov/reports-statistics-and-legal-research/marijuana-tax-collection
https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/dataportal/dataset.htm?url=CannabisTaxRevenues
https://cdor.colorado.gov/data-and-reports/marijuana-data/marijuana-tax-reports
https://cdor.colorado.gov/data-and-reports/marijuana-data/marijuana-tax-reports
https://portal.ct.gov/drs/drs-reports/annual-reports/department-of-revenue-services-annual-reports
https://portal.ct.gov/drs/drs-reports/annual-reports/department-of-revenue-services-annual-reports
https://tax.illinois.gov/research/taxstats/collectionscomptroller.html
https://tax.illinois.gov/research/taxstats/collectionscomptroller.html
https://www.maine.gov/revenue/taxes/tax-policy-office/sales-tax-reports
https://cannabis.maryland.gov/Pages/Data-Dashboard.aspx
https://www.mass.gov/lists/dor-annual-reports
https://www.mass.gov/lists/dor-annual-reports
https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/
https://mtrevenue.gov/dor-publications/biennial-reports/
https://mtrevenue.gov/dor-publications/biennial-reports/
https://tax.nv.gov/Publications/Cannabis_Statistics_and_Reports/
https://tax.nv.gov/Publications/Cannabis_Statistics_and_Reports/
https://www.nj.gov/cannabis/resources/reports-stats-info/
https://www.nj.gov/cannabis/resources/reports-stats-info/
https://crop.rld.nm.gov/sales.html
https://crop.rld.nm.gov/sales.html
https://www.tax.newmexico.gov/businesses/cannabis-excise-tax/
https://www.tax.newmexico.gov/businesses/cannabis-excise-tax/
https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
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keyword=Annual; Office of Cannabis Management, 2022 Annual Report, Office of Cannabis Management (2023), available at https://cannabis.ny.gov/
reports?keyword=Annual. 

Oregon: Department of Revenue, Oregon Marijuana Tax Statistics: Accounting Information, Department of Revenue (2024), available at https://
www.oregon.gov/dor/gov-research/Pages/default.aspx.  

Vermont: Department of Taxes, Cannabis Excise Tax Statistics, Agency of Administration (2024), https://tax.vermont.gov/data-and-statistics/cannabis-
excise-tax.  

Washington: Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board, Annual Report 2023, Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board (2024), available at 
https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report; Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board, Annual Report 2022, Washington State Liquor and Cannabis 
Board (2023), available at https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report; Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board, Annual Report 2021, Washington State 
Liquor and Cannabis Board (2022), available at https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report; Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board, Annual Report 
2020, Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board (2021), available at https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report.  

Appendix A: notes and sources for medical-use revenue 

Arizona: Arizona Department of Revenue, Arizona Marijuana TPT and Excise Taxable Sales and Tax Collections, by Period Covered, Arizona Department 
of Revenue (2024), available at https://azdor.gov/reports-statistics-and-legal-research/marijuana-tax-collection.  

Arkansas: Email from Scott Hardin at the Arkansas Department of Finance and Administration to Jeremiah Mosteller (Nov. 6, 2023) (on file with author).  

Hawaii: Kenneth S. Fink, Annual Report: Medical Cannabis Dispensary Licensing System, Department of Health (2023), https://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/
reportstoleg/reportuploads/AnnualReportontheEstablishmentandRegulationofMedicalCannabisProductionCentersandDispensaries,2023_12-29-2023-
0.pdf.  

Illinois: Illinois Department of Revenue, Monthly Collections Remitted to the State Comptroller, Illinois Department of Revenue (2024), https://
tax.illinois.gov/research/taxstats/collectionscomptroller.html.  

Louisiana: Department of Revenue, Annual Tax Collection Report 2022-2023, Department of Revenue (2024), available at https://revenue.louisiana.gov/
NewsAndPublications/Publications; Department of Revenue, Annual Tax Collection Report 2020-2021, Department of Revenue (2024), available at 
https://revenue.louisiana.gov/NewsAndPublications/Publications.  

Maine: Department of Administrative and Financial Services, Monthly cannabis taxable sales statewide and adult use tax revenue, Maine Revenue Ser-
vices (2024), available at https://www.maine.gov/revenue/taxes/tax-policy-office/sales-tax-reports.  

Mississippi: Mississippi Department of Revenue, Annual Report Fiscal Year 2023, Mississippi Department of Revenue (2024), available at https://
www.dor.ms.gov/statistics (reflect only six months of revenue given the launch date of the state’s medical market but also includes fee revenue for 
licenses). 

Missouri: Missouri Department of Revenue, Financial and Statistical Report: Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2023, Missouri Department of Revenue (2024), 
available at https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/; Missouri Department of Revenue, Financial and Statistical Report: Fiscal Year Ended 
June 30, 2022, Missouri Department of Revenue (2023), available at https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/; Missouri Department of Rev-
enue, Financial and Statistical Report: Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021, Missouri Department of Revenue (2022), available at https://dor.mo.gov/
revenue-annual-financial-report/. 

Montana: Montana Department of Revenue, Biennial Reports, Montana Department of Revenue (2024), available at https://mtrevenue.gov/dor-
publications/biennial-reports/.  

New York: Office of Cannabis Management, 2023 Annual Report, Office of Cannabis Management (2024), available at https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?
keyword=Annual; Office of Cannabis Management, 2022 Annual Report, Office of Cannabis Management (2023), available at https://cannabis.ny.gov/
reports?keyword=Annual. 

North Dakota: Email from Bryan Bittner at the North Dakota Office of State Tax Commissioner to Jeremiah Mosteller (March 12, 2024) (on file with au-
thor). 

Ohio: Email from Kenneth Frey at Ohio Department of Taxation to Jeremiah Mosteller (March 13, 2024) (on file with author).  

Oklahoma: Includes sums collected for local sales taxes given data limitations, which can be up to 7% but are on average less than 4.5%. See Oklahoma 
Medical Marijuana Authority, Licensing and Tax Data, Oklahoma Medical Marijuana Authority (2024), https://oklahoma.gov/omma/about/licensing-and
-tax-data.html.  

Pennsylvania: Department of Revenue, Report of Revenue and Receipts: Month Ending June 30, 2023, Department of Revenue (2024), available at 
https://www.revenue.pa.gov/News%20and%20Statistics/ReportsStats/RevenueReceipts/Pages/default.aspx; Department of Revenue, Report of Reve-
nue and Receipts: Month Ending June 30, 2022, Department of Revenue (2023), available at https://www.revenue.pa.gov/News%20and%20Statistics/
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https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
https://www.oregon.gov/dor/gov-research/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/dor/gov-research/Pages/default.aspx
https://tax.vermont.gov/data-and-statistics/cannabis-excise-tax
https://tax.vermont.gov/data-and-statistics/cannabis-excise-tax
https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report
https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report
https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report
https://lcb.wa.gov/about/annual-report
https://azdor.gov/reports-statistics-and-legal-research/marijuana-tax-collection
https://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/reportstoleg/reportuploads/AnnualReportontheEstablishmentandRegulationofMedicalCannabisProductionCentersandDispensaries,2023_12-29-2023-0.pdf
https://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/reportstoleg/reportuploads/AnnualReportontheEstablishmentandRegulationofMedicalCannabisProductionCentersandDispensaries,2023_12-29-2023-0.pdf
https://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/reportstoleg/reportuploads/AnnualReportontheEstablishmentandRegulationofMedicalCannabisProductionCentersandDispensaries,2023_12-29-2023-0.pdf
https://tax.illinois.gov/research/taxstats/collectionscomptroller.html
https://tax.illinois.gov/research/taxstats/collectionscomptroller.html
https://revenue.louisiana.gov/NewsAndPublications/Publications
https://revenue.louisiana.gov/NewsAndPublications/Publications
https://revenue.louisiana.gov/NewsAndPublications/Publications
https://www.maine.gov/revenue/taxes/tax-policy-office/sales-tax-reports
https://www.dor.ms.gov/statistics
https://www.dor.ms.gov/statistics
https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/
https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/
https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/
https://dor.mo.gov/revenue-annual-financial-report/
https://mtrevenue.gov/dor-publications/biennial-reports/
https://mtrevenue.gov/dor-publications/biennial-reports/
https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
https://cannabis.ny.gov/reports?keyword=Annual
https://oklahoma.gov/omma/about/licensing-and-tax-data.html
https://oklahoma.gov/omma/about/licensing-and-tax-data.html
https://www.revenue.pa.gov/News%20and%20Statistics/ReportsStats/RevenueReceipts/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.revenue.pa.gov/News%20and%20Statistics/ReportsStats/RevenueReceipts/Pages/default.aspx
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ReportsStats/RevenueReceipts/Pages/default.aspx; Department of Revenue, Report of Revenue and Receipts: Month Ending June 30, 2021, Department 
of Revenue (2024), available at https://www.revenue.pa.gov/News%20and%20Statistics/ReportsStats/RevenueReceipts/Pages/default.aspx; Depart-
ment of Revenue, Report of Revenue and Receipts: Month Ending June 30, 2020, Department of Revenue (2021), available at https://
www.revenue.pa.gov/News%20and%20Statistics/ReportsStats/RevenueReceipts/Pages/default.aspx. 

Appendix B: notes and sources for state adult-use cannabis tax methodologies 

These products may also be subject to local sales taxes that are beyond the scope of this report.  

Some states call what is historically considered an excise tax a “sales” tax, but we are going to consider any additional or special tax — or in simpler 
terms a “sin tax” — that is not uniformly applied to many or all products in the state an excise tax.  

Washington: Wash. Rev. Code §69.50.535 (2024); 82.08.020 (2024); 82.08.9998 (2024).  

Colorado: Colo. Rev. Stat. § 39-26-106 (2024); 39-28.8-202 (2024); 39-28.8-302 (2024). 

Alaska: Alaska Stat. § 43.61.010 (2024); 15 A.A.C. § 61.100 (2024).  

Oregon: Or. Rev. Stat. § 475B.705 (2024).  

California: Cal. Rev. & Tax. Code § 34011 (2024); California Department of Tax and Fee Administration, Detailed Description of the Sales & Use Tax Rate, 
California Department of Tax and Fee Administration (2024), https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/sut-rates-description.htm.  

Nevada: N.R.S. § 372A.290 (2024); Department of Taxation, Components of Sales and Use Tax Rates, State of Nevada (2024), available at https://
tax.nv.gov/Publications/Sales_and_Use_Tax_Publications/.  

Maine: 36 M.R.S. § 1811 (2024); § 4923 (2024).  

Massachusetts: A.L.M. GL ch. 64N, § 2 (2024); ch. 64H, § 2 (2024).  

Michigan: MCLS § 205.52 (2024); 333.27963 (2024).  

Illinois: 410 I.L.C.S. § 120/2-10 (2024); 705/60-10 (2024); 705/65-10 (2024). 

Montana: MCA § 15-64-102 (2024).  

Vermont: 32 V.S.A. § 7902 (2024); § 9771 (2024).  

Arizona: A.R.S. § 42-5452 (2024); Arizona Department of Revenue, Transaction Privilege and Other Tax Rate Tables, Arizona Department of Revenue 
(2024), available at https://azdor.gov/business/transaction-privilege-tax/tax-rate-table.  

New Jersey: N.J. Stat. § 54:47F-1 (2024); Division of Taxation, Social Equity Excise Fee (SEEF), Department of the Treasury (2024), https://www.nj.gov/
treasury/taxation/cannabis/recreational/seef.shtml; Division of Taxation, Cannabis Businesses, Department of the Treasury (2024), available at https://
www.nj.gov/treasury/taxation/cannabis/recreational/seef.shtml. 

New Mexico: N.M. Stat. Ann. § 7-42-3 (2024); New Mexico Taxation and Revenue Department, Information for Cannabis Industry, New Mexico Taxation 
and Revenue Department (2024), available at https://www.tax.newmexico.gov/businesses/cannabis-excise-tax/.  

Connecticut: Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-330ll (2024); 12-408 (2024); see also Department of Revenue Services, Cannabis Tax Information, Department of 
Revenue Services (2024), https://portal.ct.gov/drs/taxes/cannabis/cannabis-tax.  

New York: N.Y. C.L.S. Tax § 493 (2024) (new 9% excise tax is in effect on June 1st and previously the state had a potency-based tax). 

Rhode Island: R.I. Gen. Laws § 44-18-7 (2024); 44-18-18 (2024); 21-28.11-13 (2024).  

Maryland: Md. Tax-General Code Ann. § 11-104(k) (2024); 11-245 (2024).  

Missouri: Mo. Const. Art. XIV § 2 cl. 6 (2024); R.S.Mo. § 144.020 (2024).  

Minnesota: Minn. Stat. § 295.81 subd. 2 (2024); 297A.62 (2024).  

Delaware: 4 Del. C. § 1382 (2024).  

Ohio: H.B. 86 (Ohio 2023) (proposed § 5739.27 included in legislation when it passed); O.R.C.§ 5739.02 (2024). 
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https://azdor.gov/business/transaction-privilege-tax/tax-rate-table
https://www.nj.gov/treasury/taxation/cannabis/recreational/seef.shtml
https://www.nj.gov/treasury/taxation/cannabis/recreational/seef.shtml
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https://portal.ct.gov/drs/taxes/cannabis/cannabis-tax

