Supplemental material

Text 1. Methodological details of the Area Deprivation Index
Neighborhood advantage was derived from the Area Deprivation Index (ADI), which was developed with a factor analysis conducted by Singh using 1990 Decennial Census data (Singh, 2003) and standardized. We used the University of Wisconsin’s Neighborhood Atlas ADI dataset (Kind & Buckingham, 2018; University of Wisconsin School of Medicine and Public Health, 2019), which weights 5-year average (2015-2019) American Community Survey (ACS) measures according to Singh’s factor loadings at the census block group level, the smallest geographic unit for which the U.S. Census Bureau publishes sample demographic data (US Census Bureau, 1994). They divided a continuous measure of area disadvantage into national percentile ranks and then into deciles according to state averages. Approximately 1.6% of the California population was missing from the analysis due to the fact that ADI ranks in California are missing for 343 block groups because of the following suppression criteria: less than 100 people, less than 30 housing units or more than 33% of the population living in group quarters, and census data labeled as N/A or missing in the core component variables. The Neighborhood Atlas imputed some missing ACS data using a geographically-nested imputation methodology similar to the English Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) and versions of the Scottish Indices of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) (University of Wisconsin School of Medicine and Public Health, 2019). 
California’s national ADI ranks were lower than average, meaning the state was socioeconomically more advantaged than the nation as a whole. For example, only 10% of block groups in the state were above the 50th national ADI rank. 
Text 2. Methodological details of policy/population matching and block group-level population estimates
Utilizing ADI, a block group-level variable of neighborhood-level socioeconomic advantage, required matching city- and county-level local laws to block groups. Block groups are nested within counties, but not cities or towns, resulting in some block groups overlapping more than one jurisdiction. About 13.6% of block groups (n=3,157) spanned more than one jurisdiction. To assign policies by jurisdiction, these block groups were split into 2-5 subparts, henceforth called block group parts (BGPs). To identify BGPs and their populations, we used Missouri Census Data Center’s Geographic Correspondence Engine (Blodgett, 2016), which generates files showing relationships between a variety of geographic boundaries. The algorithm matched 2014 ACS block group boundaries and 2014 ACS place codes and boundaries (city, town, village, Census Designated Place [CDP]) and estimated the percentage of a source block group’s population contained within its corresponding block group part using population-based weights from the 2010 census. We excluded 1 block group from the analysis that had a non-missing ADI but no residents in 2010. The resulting estimated population total was 38,638,060 (98.4% of total estimated California population in ACS).

The 2015-2019 block group part populations were estimated by multiplying the population proportion contained within each block group part by the 2015-2019 ACS estimates for its source block group. This strategy assumes that the spatial distribution of people is consistent between 2010 and 2015-2019. Because ADI is a neighborhood factor, the ADI composition of each block group part and block group was fully high or fully low, meaning 100% of that neighborhood’s population was allocated to low or high ADI. The racial and ethnic composition of block group parts was calculated by multiplying the percentage of the source block group identifying as each race and ethnicity according to 2015-2019 ACS data by the total number of people estimated to be in its corresponding block group part. This strategy assumes that the spatial distribution of racial and ethnic groups is uniform within block groups, which may be an imperfect assumption due to historic residential segregation (Crowell & Fossett, 2022). Finally, population estimates of the intersections of ADI and racial and ethnic composition (8 subgroups) were calculated; i.e., the number of white individuals living in advantaged (low ADI) and disadvantaged (high ADI) neighborhoods, the number of Black individuals living in advantaged (low ADI) and disadvantaged (high ADI) neighborhoods, etc. 

In addition to the potential bias we introduced to our population proportion estimations by making particular spatial distribution assumptions, the estimates were also subject to potential bias in the source dataset, the 5-year weighted 2015-2019 ACS. To curb potential bias in ACS estimates, the Census Bureau used techniques based on “extensive research and evaluation programs on sampling techniques, questionnaire design, and data collection and processing procedures” (US Census Bureau, 2020).
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[bookmark: _Hlk125025481]Table 1. Percentage and 95% confidence intervals of California jurisdictions, population, and subgroup populations covered by specific cannabis policies by January 1, 2020
	[bookmark: _Hlk139897335]
	All jurisdictions 
(n=539)
	Jurisdictions allowing retail (n=273)
	Jurisdictions allowing storefronts
(n=151)

	
	Allows storefronts

	Allows delivery

	Allows retail sales
	Enhanced ad restrictions
	Any equity provisions
	Robust storefront cap
	Expanded storefront youth-serving buffers

	# Jurisdictions (% Jurisdictions) 
	151 (28.0)
	266 (49.4)
	273 (50.7)
	100 (36.6)
	14 (5.3)
	36 (24.0)
	77 (51.0)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Populationa (95% CI)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total population
	46.1 (46.0,46.2)
	56.7 (56.6,56.7)
	58.1 (58.0,58.2)
	56.6 (56.4,56.7)
	37.5 (37.4,37.6)
	40.3 (40.1,40.4)
	75.7 (75.6,75.8)

	Subpopulations 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Neighborhood socioeconomic advantage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disadvantaged
	45.5 (45.4,45.7)
	52.0 (51.9,52.2)
	54.8 (54.7,55.0)
	60.7 (60.5,60.8)
	31.6 (31.5,31.8)
	39.9 (39.7,40.1)
	75.2 (75.0,75.3)

	Advantaged
	46.8 (46.7,46.9)
	61.7 (61.5,61.8)
	61.7 (61.6,61.8)
	52.6 (52.4,52.8)
	43.2 (43.0,43.3)
	40.6 (40.4,40.8)
	76.3 (76.1,76.4)

	Race and ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	44.3 (44.1,44.6)
	55.0 (54.7,55.2)
	55.5 (55.3,55.8)
	47.3 (47.0,47.7)
	47.9 (47.5,48.2)
	47.3 (46.8,47.7)
	77.0 (76.7,77.4)

	Black
	56.6 (56.1,57.1)
	61.8 (61.3,62.3)
	64.1 (63.7,64.6)
	61.8 (61.2,62.4)
	52.1 (51.5,52.6)
	39.2 (38.5,39.8)
	74.1 (73.5,74.7)

	Latinx
	48.3 (48.1,48.5)
	56.6 (56.4,56.8)
	58.5 (58.4,58.7)
	64.2 (64.0,64.4)
	38.0 (37.8,38.2)
	37.5 (37.2,37.8)
	77.3 (77.1,77.6)

	White
	42.9 (42.8,43.1)
	56.4 (56.3,56.6)
	57.6 (57.5,57.8)
	51.7 (51.5,51.9)
	31.0 (30.8,31.2)
	40.7 (40.5,40.9)
	73.7 (73.5,73.9)

	Neighborhood Socioeconomic Advantage by Race and Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disadvantaged
	49.9 (49.3,50.4)
	55.4 (54.9,55.9)
	57.3 (56.7,57.8)
	62.0 (61.4,62.7)
	44.6 (43.9,45.3)
	46.7 (45.9,47.5)
	83.5 (83.0,84.1)

	Advantaged
	41.9 (41.6,42.2)
	54.8 (54.5,55.1)
	54.8 (54.5,55.1)
	40.7 (40.3,41.1)
	49.4 (49.0,49.8)
	47.6 (47.0,48.1)
	73.7 (73.3,74.1)

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disadvantaged
	54.6 (54.0,55.3)
	57.5 (56.9,58.2)
	61.2 (60.6,61.8)
	65.7 (64.9,66.4)
	48.7 (47.9,49.5)
	39.6 (38.7,40.5)
	74.8 (74.0,75.5)

	Advantaged
	60.0 (59.3,60.7)
	69.2 (68.5,69.8)
	69.2 (68.5,69.9)
	55.9 (54.9,56.8)
	57.2 (56.3,58.1)
	38.5 (37.5,39.5)
	72.9 (72.0,73.9)

	Latinx
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disadvantaged
	47.2 (47.0,47.5)
	53.9 (53.7,54.2)
	56.7 (56.5,57.0)
	65.8 (65.6,66.1)
	32.4 (32.2,32.7)
	38.0 (37.7,38.4)
	74.4 (74.1,74.7)

	Advantaged
	50.8 (50.4,51.1)
	62.6 (62.2,62.9)
	62.6 (62.2,62.9)
	60.9 (60.5,61.3)
	49.3 (48.9,49.7)
	36.4 (35.9,36.9)
	83.4 (83.1,83.8)

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disadvantaged
	39.2 (38.9,39.4)
	46.4 (46.2,46.7)
	49.3 (49.1,49.6)
	49.5 (49.2,49.9)
	21.0 (20.7,21.2)
	41.4 (41.0,41.8)
	73.8 (73.5,74.1)

	Advantaged
	45.6 (45.4,45.8)
	63.4 (63.2,63.5)
	63.4 (63.2,63.6)
	52.8 (52.6,53.1)
	36.4 (36.2,36.6)
	40.3 (40.0,40.6)
	73.7 (73.4,73.9)


[bookmark: _Hlk171331231]Note: CI=confidence interval. Allows retail sales=allows storefronts and/or delivery. Neighborhood socioeconomic advantage was defined by Area Deprivation Index (ADI), a composite measure of 17 census block group-level characteristics. “Disadvantaged” corresponds to neighborhoods with ADI ≥6th decile and “advantaged” to neighborhoods with ADI ≤5th decile. Latinx=Latino/a/x or Hispanic; Asian=non-Latinx Asian; Black=non-Latinx Black; White=non-Latinx white.
aPercentage of population or subpopulation living in a jurisdiction with a specific policy, where the denominator is the total population living in jurisdictions where the specific policies could be adopted (i.e., all, those allowing retail, those allowing storefronts).

Table 2. P-values of pairwise differences in percentage of California subgroup populations covered by specific cannabis policies by January 1, 2020
	
	
	All jurisdictions 
(n=539)
	Jurisdictions allowing retail (n=273)
	Jurisdictions allowing storefronts
(n=151)

	Comparison group 1
	Comparison group 2
	Allows storefronts
	Allows delivery
	Allows retail sales
	Enhanced ad restrictions
	Any equity provisions
	Robust storefront cap
	Expanded storefront youth-serving buffers

	Neighborhood socioeconomic advantage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disadvantaged
	Advantaged
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Race and ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Latinx
	Asian
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	0.115

	Latinx
	Black
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**

	Latinx
	White
	**
	0.160
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**

	Asian
	Black
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**

	Asian
	White
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**

	Black
	White
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	**
	0.289

	Neighborhood Socioeconomic Advantage and Race and Ethnicity

	Disadv.
	Latinx
	Adv.
	Latinx
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Disadv.
	Latinx
	Disadv.
	Asian
	***
	***
	0.073
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Adv.
	Latinx
	Disadv.
	Asian
	0.005
	***
	***
	0.004
	***
	***
	0.822

	Disadv.
	Latinx
	Adv.
	Asian
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.003

	Adv.
	Latinx
	Adv.
	Asian
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.682
	***
	***

	Disadv.
	Latinx
	Disadv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	0.682
	***
	***
	0.366

	Adv.
	Latinx
	Disadv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.192
	***
	***

	Disadv.
	Latinx
	Adv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.393
	0.003

	Adv.
	Latinx
	Adv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Disadv.
	Latinx
	Disadv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.005

	Adv.
	Latinx
	Disadv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Disadv.
	Latinx
	Adv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Adv.
	Latinx
	Adv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Disadv.
	Asian
	Adv.
	Asian
	***
	0.050
	***
	***
	***
	0.073
	***

	Disadv.
	Asian
	Disadv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Adv.
	Asian
	Disadv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.118
	***
	0.010

	Disadv.
	Asian
	Adv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Adv.
	Asian
	Adv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.159

	Disadv.
	Asian
	Disadv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Adv.
	Asian
	Disadv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.563

	Disadv.
	Asian
	Adv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***

	Adv.
	Asian
	Adv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.997

	Disadv.
	Black
	Adv.
	Black
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.099
	0.003

	Adv.
	Black
	Disadv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.080

	Disadv.
	Black
	Adv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.153
	0.005

	Adv.
	Black
	Adv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.137

	Disadv.
	Black
	Disadv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.020

	Disadv.
	White
	Adv.
	White
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	***
	0.442


[bookmark: Coverletter]Notes: Z-tests (alpha=0.05) were used to compare proportions of each subpopulation subject to each policy. Following the Bonferroni method to adjust for pairwise multiple comparisons, we assessed significance by determining whether the p-value of the test was less than alpha divided by the number of tests in each set. Pairwise differences between the 2 social advantage subgroups were considered significant if the p-value <0.05, indicated by “*”. Pairwise differences between the 4 race and ethnicity subgroups were considered significant if the p-value < 0.05/6 = 0.008, indicated by “**”, and pairwise differences between the 8 combined social advantage and racial and ethnic subpopulations were considered significant if p-value < 0.05/28 = 0.002, indicated by “***”. P-values shown above indicate non-significant pairwise associations, according to the Bonferroni method. Allows retail sales=allows storefronts and/or delivery “Disadvantaged” (disadv.) corresponds to neighborhoods with ADI ≥6th decile and “advantaged” (adv.) to neighborhoods with ADI ≤5th decile.  Latinx=Latino/a/x or Hispanic; Asian=non-Latinx Asian; Black=non-Latinx Black; White=non-Latinx white.
