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The Price of Illicit Drugs: 1981 through the Second Quarter of 1998
Abt Associates Inc., December 1998

filicit drug prices vary over time and from place & place. This report provides tables and
éraphs of estimated drug prices in the United States across cities and for the entire
country. It inciuﬂcs price and purity estimates for cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine,
and price estimates for marijuana. The reporung period is the first quarter of [98]
z‘b_roagb the second quarter of 1998, All prices are reporied as second quarter 1998-dollar
equivalents, based on the Consumer Price Index.

While bonowiné from the work of others,' the methodology used to produce these
estimates IS more than a replication. Led by Patrick Johnston, Abt analysts have |
improved the statistical modeling, and those improvements ace reflected here. Details of

that methodology are provided in the appendix.

This report provides three figures, and corresponding tables, for each of cocaine, heroin
and‘mcthamphetaminc. The graphed price estimates are predictions based on an analysis
of STRIDE data. In the interest of reducing the number of extreme spikes, quarters with
fewer than four observations were excluded from the figures.

For each drug, the figures show estimated prices at several distribution levels. The term
:f;‘s:ribu:ion level is not meant literally, because no precise delimiter exists between one
distribution Jevel and another. Nevertheless, treating different purchase amounts (Oto 1
pure gram, I to 10 pure grams, 10 to 100 pure grams, and so on, inclusive of the upper
limit} as having come from successively higher distribution levels is convenient, provided

readers understand this caveat.

' Rhodes. W.. Hyait, R. and Scheiman, P, “The Price of Cocaine, Heroin and Marijuaoa, 19811992, The
Journal of Drug isswes 24 np. 3 (1594) 383-402, Cautiing, J. and Padman, R, “Quantity Discounts and
Quality Premia for Hlicit Drugs,” Journal of American Staristical Association 88 na 433 {1894y 148-57.
Cauikins, 1. Developing u Price Series for Corgine. Santa Monica, CA: Rand, MR-317-DPRC, Crane, B.,
Rivolo, A, and Comfort, G, An Empirical Examination of Counterdrug Interdiction Program Effeciiveness,
Alexapdria, ¥Yirginia, Institute for Defense Analysis, 1997, Rhodes, W, Truint, L., Kiing, R and Nedson, A



Furthermors, Blicit drugs often are wansacied at fixed nominal prices that are invariant
gver time - for example, a $10 rock of crack cogaine and a $20 bag of heroin. The size
of the rock and the purity of the bag change over time, however, which means that the
standardized price of ilicit drugs changes. The figures reported here are intended to |

capture trends in real prices.

There are two figures, and cormesponding tables, for marijuana prices, and these :iifferé
from their cocaine, heroin and methamphetamine counterparts. Marijuansg’s THC content
— that is, 115 counterpart to purity — is unknown in the STRIDE data. Thas, marijuana
price estimates are for bulk grams. Also, there are fewer data points for manjuana and
methamphetamine than for cocaine and heroin, so the first two price series have

considerably more sampling variation.

For all four drugs, prices for the highest distribution levels probably overstate drug prices
at the border. Because imports are usually seized, not purchased, price information s
seldom available for them. That is, prices at the border are almost certainly lower than

the lowest prices shown in these figures.

Cocaine Prices !
Figure | reports estimated” cocaine prices for purchases at each of five distribution
levels:

.

Q-1 pure grams

110 pure grams

10-100 pure grams
100-500 pure grams

&
i
#

¥

FThe Domestic Monitor Program and the Herpin Signatare FProgram: Rcmmmszauons Jor Changes.
Cambudge MaA, Abt Associates, June 30, 1994,

* After categotizing the data into the five distribution levels, we used 2 gmcraizzed {ingar model 1o estimate
the meas price per pure gram as & function of amount and purity of the transacted drug, The oity and dare
when the transaction occurred weee also ingluded in the regression.  Based on residus] analysis, the dan
wsre tirmed o eliminags outiiers,



» 500 and more pure grams

The lowest fevel is aimost certainly a retail-leve] purchase, the second lowest level is
probably a mixture of retail-level and middle dealer-level purchases, and the rest of the
purchases are almost centainly transactions between dealers. For each year, prices at the

border are probably lower than the lowest figure reported here.

Prices at each distribution level have fallen markedly from 1981 1o about 1988, after
which price decreases have been gradual. For example, at the lowest distribution level
reported here, & 350 milligram purchase of pure cocaine (that is, about one-half bulk
grams at 67 percent purity) cost $350 to $400 per pure grami in 198} and 1982, but cost
$150 10 $200 per pure gram in 1997 and 1998. Similarly, at the next higher distribution
level, a 4.4 gram purchase of pure cocaine (that is, alrmost 7 bulk grams at 63 ;wrceré
purity) cost roughly 3225 t0 §275 in 1981 and 1982, but around $75 per pure gram in
1997 and 1998.

Figure 2 reporis the same information as figure 1, c*xcept that the scale of the price axis is
logarithmic, Figure | and figure 2 show that some price increases at the highest
distribution levels cascade through all the lower distribution levels, suggesting that events
either outside the country or at the borders affected retail prices. The largest and longest
lasting effect is dssociated with the end of 1989 and the beginning of 1980, Anocther
sharp effect happened in the second quarter of 1992 and again in the first quarter of 1997.
Prices may have spiked in the middle of 1995, but if they did, that spike only appears
after a liz‘tg at the lowest distribution level.

Associating these price spikes with specific inmerdiction events is problematic. It scems
likely that some interdiction events had measurable effects on cocaine prices, while
others did not. Distinguishing the former from the latter is complicated by the absence of

knowledge about the delay betiveen when an event occurred and when prices changed.
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Figure 2 also tells a story about the relationship between high-level prices and low-level
prices. If low-level prices were a multiple of high-level prices, then the curves in ﬁngre P
would be éxac:iy parallel. If low-level prices were an additive markup of high-level
prices, then the distance between the curves would diverge as prices fall. In fact,
markups seem to be neither purely multiplicative nor purely additive, but rather, some
combination of both. Typicaily, the markup between the | to 10 gram level and the 0:10 |
gram level is additive, while the markups between all other levels are multiplicative.®
However, short-term disturbances at the upper distribution levels seem to have amplified
effects on retail level prices, which quickly disapoear as equilibrium is reestablished at

the upper distribution fevels.*

These two figures reinforce conclusions reached by others,” As noted, at any time,
import prices must be less than the lowest price shown in figure 1. Evidently the high
price of cocaine results mostly from costs incurred by domestic dealers who must ’
contend with the inefficiencies of illicit markets and the threat of both ofhier dealers and
the police. Nevertheless, it would be mistaken to infer that routine source couUnuTy an;i
interdiction programs have little or no effect on street prices, because at least part of the
price mackup appears 10 be a multiple of the importation prices. Furthermore, episodic |
source country and interdiction programs have had demonstrable but transitory effects on
the retail-level cocaine prices. ’
We estimated the size of the multiplier using a variety of statistical models. Some of E
these are dascribed in section § of the appendix. Although the estimates are necessanily
rough, the modeis indicate that from 10 to Z0 percent of the current retail price is
muitiplicative and thus an interdiction event able i¢ permanently increase border pzicé&

by 10% would permanently increase retail prices by one 1 two percent.

3 A plot of the differences in prices between consecutive disibytion levels is constant between 0-1 grams
and 1-HI grams, bul decregases for all other differences. A plot of the ralio of prices berween conrsecutivy
distmbution levels increases berwesn 001 grams and 110 grams, but is constant for sif other ratios. Thess
conclusions held oaly for piots afier 1988, .

* Explanations are speculative, but possibly dealers e 1o honor comracted prices even when cocaine
becomes wemporanly scare. [ncontrast, given Hmited supplies, retail-level dealers charge whatever the
market wali hear, : ' f


http:dec~as.es

3
b

|

’?igﬁrc 3 shows trends in cocaine purity when cocaine 18 ransacted at differeat
distribution levels. Because the lines blend together during recent years, patierns get
muddled, but some conclusions are clear. At the highest distribution level, cocaine is
routinely bought and sold at roughly 90 percent purity. The punty decreases at lower
distribution levels, but even at those levels, cocaine is usually 70 w0 80 percent pure.
{This is only true after 1988, about the time when crack cocaineg began to dominate the
market.) However, coCaing 15 not necessarily more pure at higher disiribution levels.
This may result from crack cocaine being “cooked” from powder cocaine, resulting in a

product of increased purity at the retail level.®

Another point is, while the purity of cocaine sold at the highest distribution levels
remains relatively constant, cocaine shortages seem to have caused lower-level dealers o
cut their product’s purity periodically. Note that those transient decreases in purity

correspond to temporary increases in prices, as shown in figures 1 and 2,

Heroin Prices
Figures 4 through 6 are the heroin counterpans o figures | through 3. They report prices
for heroin distributed at five levels: "

s 0to0.] pure grams

« 0.1 | pure grams

* 110 10 pure grams

« [0to 100 pure grams

» {0 pure grams and more

Figure 4 shows that heroin prices have fallen at al} distribution levels for nearly two
decades. Looking at figures 4 and 3 wgether, the price decrease is least pronounced for

low-level heroin sales, and it is most pronounced for high-level heroin sales. As reported

* Caulkins, 1. and Reuter, P, "What Price Data Tell Us about Drug Markets” Joursal of Drug Issues 28{3):
593.612, )



here, prices for the lowest-leve] sales are estimated for 40 pure milligrams purchases (}'hat
is, about 0.3 grams of bulk heroin at 13 percent purity:. Such a quantity and purity seems
most suitable for injection drug use, mplying that injection drug users have experienced
a relatively modest decrease in heroin prices. For them, heroin costs roughly $3.00 to
£3.50 per pure milligram in the early 1980s and $1.75 10 $2.25 per pure milligram in L]Ie
tate 1990s. Put another way, these numbers suggest that a 320 bag of heroin contaned
at}:}u£ 6 pure milligrams in the early 1980s and about 10 pure milligrams in the later | |
1990s: ) '

Price markups are neither purely additive nor purely mulitiplicative. However, figure $
“suggests that the price markup is primarily multiplicative at the upper distribution levels
and mostly additive at the lowest disuibution levels.” _f

Unlike cocaine, the heroin price curves show no apparent high-level disruptions that
cascade through to low level sales. Before concluding that the heroin distribution syst?'em
is inherently different from the cocaine distribution system, however, note that the her;ain
price series seems to suffer from greater quarter-to-quarter random variation than its ¢
cocaine counterpart. This partly resulés from a smaller number of heroin purchases than

cocaine purchases in the STRIDE data,

Figure 6 shows the average purity of heroin transacted at five diswibution levels. The
purity of heroin has remained refatively consiant when transacted in lots of 10 pure grams
and more, For amounts less than 10 pure grams, dealers cut the drug before resale;
however, over the last two decades heroin has been soid at increasing purity among lower
level dealers, and between them and final customers. Most of the increase in the purit;r of
heroin sold at retail seems to have happened before 1993, as the pudty of heroin has |

remained fairly constant since then.’ !

® Future modsls will distinguish between powider and crack cocaine,

? A plot of the differences in prices between consecutive distribution levels is constant between 0-0.1 grams
and 0.1-1 gramns, but decreases for all other differences. A plot of the ratio of prives between consecutive
distribution lzvels increass beiween 0-0.1 grams and 0.1-1 grams, but is constant for all other ratios,



Methamphetamine Prices
Figures 7 ziﬁwagh 9 are the methamphetamine counterparts to figures {- 3 {cocaine) ang

figures 4-6 {here%‘n}, They report prices for methamphetamine distributed at three levels:

« Q1o 10 pure grams
+ 1010 100 pure grams
= 100 pure grams and more

The STRIDE data pm\;ide fewer examples of methamphetamine purchases than they do
-for cocaine and heroin purchases. As a result, methamphetamine price series exhibit a
greater sampling vanation,-and distinguishing trends is more difficult. However, some
wrends are apparent. Figures 7 and 8 show that methamphetamine prices have declined
over the past two decades, and by roughly the same percentage for all dismibution levels.
In other words, price markups appear to be multiplicative for this drug. Prices for the
Jowest-level sales {estimated at 3 pure grams - about three quarters of a bulk gram at 40
percent purity) were roughly $290 in the early 1980s and 31735 in the late 1990s. At the
next highest level of distribution {(estimated at 31 pure grams ~ about 78 bulk grarﬁs at 55
percent purity) prices were roughly $110 in the early 1980s and 360 in the late 1990s. As
in the case of heroin, disruptions in high-level price curves do not appear to cascade

through (o low-level sales.

Figure 9 shows the average purity of methamphetamine transacted at three distribution
levels. The retatively small number of data points results in considerable sampling
vanation from quarter to quarter, but patterns still emerge. As expected, the purity of
methamphetamine was kiéher for higher levels of distnbution, Purity appeémd to
decrease in 1990 but returned to previous levels within a few years. Beyond this; there

was no discernable irend over the two decades.

* Heroin may be increasingly tansacted at higher purity at reiall despite these figores, This could happen if
customers increasingly buy heroin at the 0.1 10 1 pure geam fevel instead of at the Q1o 0.t pure gram level.

7



Marijuana Prices t

As in the case of methamphetamine, there are relatively few marijuana purchases in
STRIDE, so distinguishing trends is relatively difficult. Another problem is that the BEA
does not test marijuana for THC content, so there is no marijuana counterpart to the pure
grams reported for cocainé and heroin. The difficulty this causes is that STRIDE data

provide no basis for adjusting price changes for marijuana’s quality.

Figure 10 is the counterpart (o figures 1§ {cocaine), 4 (heroin) and 7 (mz:zhamphetanﬁxic}.
and figure 11 provides the same information on a logarithmic scale. These two figures

report price estimates for marijuana distributed at four levels:

= 1o 10 bulk grams
~« 10to 100 bulk grams
e 100 to 1000 bulk grams
= 1000 bulk grams and more

The lowest level price is estimated for a 3.1 gram purchase of manjuana, A typical j}:zfim
probably weights somewhere around one-half gram, so this purchase might represent
about six joints. Dividing the typical prices observed during the past few years by six
suggests that a joint cost about $2.50 during the later 1990s. The same joint (ignoring
quality differences) probably cost about $1.25 to $1.50 in the early 1980s. '

The second lowest price level is evaluated for a purchase of 35 grams, which is slightly
more than an ounce, Many marijuana users buy the drug in ousce bundles, so péccé
estimated for this level pfobabiy represent retail level purchases, albeit relatively large
ones and certainly many sales among dealers. A purchase at the ounce level probably
cost about $130 in the late 1990s. It probably cost more like 38D in the early 1980s.



Appendix: Statistical Methods

1. STRIDE

The analysis reported here is based on the System To Retrieve Information from Drug
Evidence (STRIDE) database, which contains data on illicit drug purchases from the first
quarter 1981 through the second quarter 1998, Owver this ume period, the DEA recorded
the price, weight, purity, location and date of 103,122 transactions of cocaine (66,745),
heroin (26,046), methamphetamine (7,148) and marijuana (3,183).

2. Variables

To model the purchase price as a function of amount purchased, we standardized both
prics and amount. Except for marijuana, amount was expressed in pure grams and price
Was cx§wssed in current (Q2 1998) dollars per pure gram. In the case of marijuana, the
purity {THC content) was absent from the STRIDE database, so we expressed amount
and price in terms of bulk grams and current dolars per bulk gram.

Other variables thought to affect purchase price were purity (0 to 1), time (70 quaners
from Q1 1981 to Q2 1998), city (29 large U.S. cities and the Rest of U.S.), and
distriburion level (several levels defined in terms of standardized amount). The precise
definition of the levels of distnbution depends oo the drug, but the intention was ©
diétinguish purchases that were predominantly retail (Level 13 from those involving
dealers {(Level 2 and above), The levels, inclusive of the apper limit, were as follows:
cocarne (Oto 1, 110 10, 10 w0 100, 100 to 500, and >500 pure grams); heroin (O to 0.1,
.1 to 1, Lo 10,10 to 184, and >100 pure grams), methamphetamine (0 to 10, 10 to 100,
and > 100 pure grams): manjuana (0w 10, 10 to 100, 100 to 1,000, and >1.(XX) bulk
gramsl.



3. The Model for Price '
For eachedrug and each leve] of distribution, we regressed siandardized price against *
standardized amount, purity, time and ¢ity. For the reason just ouilined, purity was méz
included in the model for marijuana. Because price changes over short periods of time
are of interest, both time and city were treated as factors {with 70 and 30 levels )
respectively). Had time been treated comtinuously, means estimated by the moded wéq!d
not have exhibited short-term fluctuations in price.

The regression model took the form of a generalized linear model with log link function,
i{)gazrilhnﬁc predictors, and constant coefficient of vaniation {MeCullagh and Nelder,

1083, ch. 8). This model implics the following mean and variance specifications:

;
E{priceiy) = exp(a + city; + time, + Blog(amounty) + viog(punityyy)) g.. (i3
V{pricey;) = ¢EX(prices) e

In these expressions, pricey,; represents the jth observation from the ith city at the ah time
period, with covariate values amounty; and purity;y. E(price;;) is the mean value of;iriéc;g,
and V(price) is its variance. @ is a dispersion parameter analogous to o in a lingar

model based on least squares.

Estimation and inference for the above model was carried out via the method of quasi-
maximum likelthood. Under distributional assumptions involving only the first two
moments {those embadied in (1) and (2)), quasi-maximum iikeiihbod estimates are
consistent and asymptotically normal, and they are also optimal among a large class of
estimators (McCullagh and Nelder, 1989, ch. 9). Residual analysis supported the
adequacy of the specifications given by {1} and (2}, although consistency and asympiotic
normality hold even when the variance function is incorrectly specified (Fahrmeir 'am{
Titz, 1994, pp.52-55).

Incidentally, several of the distributions commonly used to fit muliiplicative medels like

(1) do in fact have variance functions like (2). These inciude the gamma, lognormal,

H

$ud



loglogistic and Weibutl distributions (Lawless, 1982, ch.l). Estimation and inference for
these models is usually carried out via the method of maximum bikebhood. [ comrast o
quasi-maximum likelihood, maximum likelihood yields consistent estimates only when
the assumed distribution coincides with the true distribution. In this setting, the only
exceplion applies when a gamma distribution is assumned, because in this case maximum
likelihood estimates and quasi-maximum likelihood estimates are identical. This
coincidence occurs because the gamma distribution is the unique exponential family
member with vaniance function (2), the constant ¢ now being the exponential family

dispersion parameter,

Tables 1 through 4 list the average purchase price and parameter estimates associated
with log(amount), B, and log(purity), v. for each level of distribution. The figures in
parentheses are standard errors. As expected, the price per pure gram {price per gram for
manijuana) falls with distribution level. Also, the magnitude of § tends to decrease, and

the magnitude of y tends to increase, with an increase in distribution level,

Table 1. Mean Price and Parameter Estimates for Cocaine

Level of Avirags Price

Distribution N par fure Grae a ¥

Laes than 1 pg 15028 318.978 -0,274(0.005)  -0.814(0.008)
11 0 pp 18356 TRE. THA -G.2B0(0.004) -0,655(0 . 008)
¢ to 100 g 25856 80 . 458 -0.152(0.003) -0.803(0.00%)
100 to 500 py ZAT8 49,478 -0.178{0.009) -0.840(0.020)
More than 500 pg B53 38,8348 <0.006{0,015) <1, 203(0.055])




Table 2. Mean Price and Parameter Estimates for Heroin

Level of avarage Price

fiatriseticn L] per Pure Gran B f

Less than .1 pg 6680 J893._5828 -0.411(0,008) -0.351(0.008)
.1 10 1 pg Bige 1448,585 0.270(0.008) -0, 291(0.007;
t 10 10 pg 4N 5823 410 -9, 283(0.011) -3, 30400.010;
160 to 190 pg 288G 433 774 S 180041 -0, 87816.018)
More than 100 29 att 248 538 -G 11410.0371 . 807 (008

Table 3. Mean Price and Parameter Estimates for Methamphetamine

Lavel of Avarage Price

Bistridution N par Purg Grans i ¥

Lgss than 10 pg 3492 421.056 0.278(0.005)  -0.847{0.0911)

(0 to 100 pg 1875 63,471 -0, 288{0.015} -G 783(0.017)

More than 100 pg 4398 45,577 -0.301¢{0.028) -G.B33(0.044) '

Table 4. Mean Price and Parameter Estimates for Marijuana

Level of Avarage Pricé ,
pistrinution N per Grao B :
Less than 10 g 13 13.528 «0.87910.018)
W to 100 g 47 B.819 -0.12940.027}
130 o 1008 3 rs 3.417 QL. 28410.025;
Mors than 1000 g gk 1.888 ~0. 13440, 038

' :
4. The Model for Purity

Given sufficient data, we could have estimated the mean purity for.each city in each
quarter by its sample mean. For a given guarter, a weighted average of these 30 city
sample means would have provided a sensibie quarterly estimate for the mean purity in

the U.8. for that quarter, However, given 30 cities and 70 quarters, this would reguire

'



2,100 sample means for each level of distribution for each drug, and this requirement
goes well beyond the resources of the STRIDE database, This section describes a

feasible alternative.

In order to estimate 2,100 cell means from a database containing less than 2,100 cedls of
data, some form of modeling is necessary. The linear model provides a straightforward
possibility: '

E(pazity;;} = ¢ + City; + 1imne, {33
V(purityyy) = o : @

However, both of these specifications are implausible for the purity data. First, the mean
purity muost lie in the unit interval, but {3} does not impose this restriction. Second, the
variance of purity depends on its mean (it is higher around 0.5 than 0.9}, but this is not
embodied in (4). The first problem was particularly important for our data, as the linear
maodel gave impossible estimates for purity for several cities in several quarters. We
avoided both problems by working with a quasi—binqmiaj model and regarding a punty

. measurement as a realization from a quasi-binomial experiment.

A purity measurement for a given purchase was obtained in a laboratory by analyzing 5
small sample of the purchase. To construe this measurement as an outcome of a binomial
experiment {even though the actual measurement process may have proceeded along
;éiffemat lines}, let the séza%i sample constitute a three dimensional grid of m cells, and let
'y be the number of pure cells. Then y follows a binomial(m, p) distribution, and p = yim
is the observed proportion of pure cells, that is, the purity. The analysis of purity can
:rz;:m be carried out via a binomial model because each purity observation corresponds to
a binomial observation. For example, if a purchase had an observed purity of 0.8 then, if

ym was 1,000, we have effectively observed 800 events in 1,000 trials.

The problem is that the value of m is unknown. While a purity measurement of (1.8 is

consistent with obtaining 800 events in 1,000 trials, it is also consistent with obraining 8



events in 10 tmais, but these two binomial observations convey different information.
However, if we assume the vafue of m is the same for all purchases (i.e. that the size of
the small sample used in the laboratory analysis was the same size for all purchases), al_ny
choice of m will suffice provided the variance function-incorporales a dispersion
parameter. That is, estimation and inference based on an overdispersed binomial model

is invariant 1o the cheice of m. Thus, our mean and variance functions for purity were:

E(purityy;) = explax + city; + time /{1 + exp{a + city; + time}} {5}

Vipurityig) = ¢{ E(purity;)(1 ~ E(purityig)) }/m (6)

Here, purity,; represents the jth observation from the ith city at the rth time period, and ¢
is the dispersion parameter. Equation (§) specifies a logistic model, because the inverse
of the mean {unctien is the logit function, In contrast to the linsar model (3), the logistic

-

model restricts the mean purity to the unit interval.

5, City Weights

The price and purity models described above provided 101 and 99 parameter estimates
respectively, and based on these, we derived mean estimates for price and purity for each
city in each quarter. For a given quarter, the 30 city means were multiplied by their E
respective weights, and the sum of these terms provided weighted estimates for the mean
price and mean purity in the U.8. for that quarner. ‘

Weighling was necessary because the STRIDE database was not designed 1o be
representative of drug purchases across the U.S. For example, S’Y RIDE over-mprc&enzéd
cocaine purchases in Washington D.C. and under-represented those in Los Angeles,
Weighting seeks to remedy this situation. The reguired weight for a given city in a given

quarter i$ the proportion of U.S purchases made in that city in that quanter,

Unfortunately, these weights are unavailable, and it was necessary to estimate weights via
a surregate variable. We used Drug Abuse Warning Network {DAWN) emergency-cvent



counts as a surrogate variable. These cot,zi;zs were compiled by the Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) on a semi-annual basis over the
period 1988-1996 for 21 of our 29 cities and for a Rest of U.S. category. We paired eight
DAWN cities with the eight cities that were excluded from DAWN and imputed counts
for the latter cities in proportion to their population. For example, Dallas, 8 DAWN city,
was paired with Houston, a non-DAWN city. In the first haif of 1988, Dailas had a
population of 2,566,124 and a cocaine emergency-gvent count of 823. At that time,
Houston had a population of 3,274,963, 50 its impuied cocaine emergency-event count
was {,030.

We fir a Poisson regression model to this ‘extended’ DAWN database (18 semi-annual
émergeney@vant couats {from 1988 through [996 for 29 cities plus the Rest of US) to
obtain modeled counts for the 70 quarters from Q1 1981 through Q2 1598 for each city,
The modeled weights were then calculated from the modeled counts in such a way that
the weights in a given gquarter summed to one. Note that had a model been applied
directly to the observed weights (i.e. observed counts for a city divided by the total
observed counts), the resulting modeled weights would not have generally summed to
one. The mean and variance expressions for the Poisson regression model for a given
city were:

E(Price,} = exp(a + BTime,) {7
V{Price,) = dE(Price,) , (8

Modeling the weigl:us achieved two objectives. Firstly, it sinoothed over the random
fluctuations in quarters where data existed, and secondly, it provided estimates
(extrapolations and interpolations) in quarters where data was unavailable. The graph
below shows the modeled and observed weighis for Chicago. The modeled weights
appeared reasonable overall, particularly given that the length of the required

extrapolation was as long as the ran'ge of observable data.
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6. Retail Price as a function of Border Price ‘

e is of interest to know how cocaine prices at the retail level (distribution level 1) vary
with cocaine prices at the border level {distnibution level 5). We experimented with s
variety of models having additive and multiplicative components and two of these are
described below. All models gave broadly similar conclusions: we estimate that frorn; 10
to 20 percent of the current retail price is multiplicative and thus an interdiction event -
able to permanently increase border prices by 10% would permanently increase retail |

prices by one to two percent,
The simplest model having an additive and multiplicative components is:

E{retail) = o + Bborder, 9)

Viretail) = o (10)
whcsrla retail, is the estimated mean retail price at the nth time period and border, is the’
estimated mean border price at that time period. The parameter ot could be interpreted as
the additive component and the parameter [ could be interpreted as the multiplicative

component, - Time periods are measured in quarters beginning at the second quarter of


http:inrerprete~.as

(983 {le.t= 0,1, ..., 60 for Q2 1983, Q3 1983, ... Q2 1998}, We chose the second
quarter of 1983 (rather than the first quarter of 1981) as the starting peried because both
retall and border price series had complete data from this titne period onward. The

estimated means are those obtained from the price model and presented in Table 1,

T”IH:: accommodate an increasingly competitive cocaine market over the peniod 1983 10
1998, we permitted the additive component to change over time. In addition, we allow
for the fact that some of the means were more precisely estimated than others because
they were based on larger numbers of individual retail purchases. Thus, instead of (9)

and {10}, the mean and variance specifications actually used were:

E(retail) = o + yuime, + Sborder, (1D
V{retail,) = a¥n, | (12

The fitted version of (11) was:
Efretail) = 209.04 — 1 431ime, + 1.33border, {13

so the predicted retail price in 32 i?&?; is 209.04 + 133 times the ‘border price in Q2
1983, and the predicted retail price in Q2 1998 is 204.84 4 1.33 times the border price in
Q2 1998, The average border price In 1898 was about $24 per pure gram, so the equation
implies that the retail price should have been about $155.1, and this compares with the
observed average retail price of about $169 (Table 1). According te this model, 79% of
the current retail price is additive and the re‘maining 21% depends on the border price in a
multiplicative way. It follows that a 10% increase in the border price would result in a

2.1% increase in the retail price.

Caution is required when interpreting these results because interdiction not only increases
producer/dealer costs but alse causes short-term shortages in cocaine’s availability. It is

possible that these shortages appear to cause spikes in retail prices, not just because high-



level dealers are passing costs on to lower-level dealers, but also because lower-level |

dealers are extracting short-term monopoly profits from retail-level customers. i

¢
i

To reduce the possible bias that short-teem shortages have on the estimate of the
multiplier, we smoothed the data by applyiag a cubic model to the retail mean prices and
border mean ‘pr'zc:s} and then estimated the regression model based on these cubic fits
rather than the means themselves. The means and cubic fits are shown in the figure

below.

Cublc Fit of Estimated Hoatall and Bordor Pricas for Cocaing
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When applied 1o the cubie {its, the estimated regression model was:
Eretail) = 222.63 — 1.64time, + 1.22border, (i4)
Equation 14 gives a similar conclusion to equation {3, We now estimate that 19% of the

current retait price 1s multiplicative and thus an interdiction event able to permanently

increase border prices by 10% would permanently increase retail prices by 1.9%.



£

7. Outliers

The STRIDE database comained many purchases that a researcher familiar with the illicit
drug market would deem incorrect. These were removed under the guidance of De. Dana
Hunt, an expert at Abt Associates. Table 5 Lists the criteria for deletion. Purchases with
extremely low ;mr:itie:s were deleted because it seemed Likely that the buyer was deceived;
low purities imply 2 low ratio of price per grary (o price per pure gram, [n other cases,
purchases were disregarded because an inordinately high price per bulk gram indicated a

recording emor.

Table 5. Criteria for Deleting Data Point by Drug

feliars pee Hominal Bulk
Brug plrg graa Purity price (3} granas
Cocaing > 3,004 <« .1 < < 0.
Haroia » 14, 3} < .52 <3 < g
‘#nrhaspheleming > 3,000 < 0.1 <3 < D
Harijuane 00 - « Dt < B2

]
v

In addition to the above gross discrepancies, many prices were reasonable at some
transaction size and purity, but were unreasoniable given the actual amount and purity of
the purchase at hand. For example, $100 per pure gram of heroin is not an unreasonable
price for a purchase of one pure kilo, but it is extremely low for a purchase of one tenth
of a pure gram. A purchase was deleted if the residual price - the difference between the
observed price and predicted price {given the amount, purity, city and quarter) - was

sufficiently large.

In order to gauge the degree of discrepancy, 1t 1s necessary o know the distribution of
residual prices. For normal linear models, the standardized residuals (residuals divided
by their standard errors) follow a standard normal distribution and the pmbabiiity ofa
large residual is easily calculated. For generalized linear models, the deviance residuals
can be used in a similar way (McCullagh and Nelder, 1989, pp. 37-40).



We set the probability of deleting good daia 1o 0.002 and deleted purchases with pr%cés
outside this threshold. Experiments with simulated data indicate that further lteration
improves our ability to detect cutliers. This occurs because the distnibution of deviance
residuals in the first iteration is anlificially dispersed because of the presence of
inordinately extreme residuals which will be absent from the second iteration. We
irerated until no further outliers could be detected, typically performing five to ten

iteraticns.

Table & summarizes the effect of our successive approaches to outlier deletion. The first
row gives the initial STRIDE sample, the second row shows the effect of removing gross
outliers by the criteria listed in Table 5, and the third row shows the effect of further :
outlier removal by model-based methods. The second row has 2 to 1 percent less data
than the first row, and the third row has 4 1o 7 percent Iess data than the second row.

The effect of removing gross outliers and extreme residuals depended on the drug and
distribution level, but some general patterns emerged. The removal of gross outliers
dramatically reduced (by orders of magnitude) the mean ﬁricc per pure gram and mean
price per gram, The effect of the subsequent removal of extreme residuals was o v*
decrease mean prices by a further 6% on average, although the effect was occasionally in
the opposite direction (rnean prices for Level 4 cocaine and Level 3 herin increased by
2% and 11% respectively),

The effect of the removal of extreme residuals on parameter estimates associated wizh;
tog(amount}, log{purity), and the ratio of Q2 1998 prices to Q1 1981 pnices {denoted here
by B, vy and 7) was varied, For some drugs and distribution levels, the magnitude of the
parameter estimates increased and for others they dec;easad, In no case was a
statistically significant change i sign observed; except for T in the case of marijuana, 5112
parameters were negative with or without the inclusion of extreme residuals. Afso, there
was a tendency for [ and y 1o offset cach other in the sense téat f} increased wheny *

decreased, and conversely.






Table 6. The Effect of Quulier Deletion on Sample Size

Gogains Harsin Math, Marjijuana .
Initial STRIDE sample 66,745 26,046 1,148 3,183 '
Sample after removing 65,125 23,065 B, 369 3,109
gross outlivrg
'Sampla #fvrer remcving §2,2383 2z 814 5,063 2,835

axtramd reeiducla
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- Price per Pure Gram in 1988 Dollars

Figure 1. Estimated Price per Pure Gram of Cocaine at Five Levels of Distribution
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Figure 2. Estimated Price per Pure Gram of Cocaine at Five Levels of Distribution (log scale)
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Purlty (%)

Figure 3. Estimated Purity for Cocaine at Five Levels of Distribution
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Price per Pure Gram In 198 Dollars
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Figure 4. Estimated Price per Pure Gram of Heroin at Five Levels of Distribution -
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Figure 5. Estimated Price per Pure Gram of Heroln at Five Levels of Distribution (log scale)

Price per Pure Gram In 1998 Dollars (log scale)
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Figure 6. Estimated Purity for Heroln at Five Levels of Distribution
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Figure 7. Estimated Price per Pure Gram of Methamphetamine at Three Levels of Distribution

Prce per Pure Gram In 1998 Dollars
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Figure 8. Estimated Price ber Pure Gram of Methamphetamine at Three Levels of Distibution (log scale)
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Price per Gram In 1998 Dollars

Figure 10. Estimated Price per Gram of Maﬁjuana at-Four Levels of Distribution
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. Figure 11. Estimated Price per Gram of Marijuana at Four Levels of Distribution (log scale)
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TABLE 1. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Cocsine at Five Levels of Gistributrion, 1881-1898

1981 987 1963

o1 az 3 [+ 3 &t oz 43 G4 &1 oz 03 a4
Purchases of { pg or legs
Price per pure gram 461,00 384,32 J48.87 39%.466 A13. 7 413,75 J87.37 288.04 74,31 370.31 347.0% 249,11
Furity 35,97 37,47 50.23 e .97 A6.A2 37.08 49 .61 42,00 37.6% 48 . 8% 40,22 A4 60
Nuaber of cases 69 72 51 ) 55 106 7t 112 ittt 134 85 i34 43
Purchases of t to 10 py
Price per pure gram 268.48 248,12 241.38 28857 240.85 235.70 230.8% 240 587 230.1% 230.88 222.52 2117
Purity ) 46,48  &%.73 45,49 47 .80 45,28 50,80  45.92 1.0 ¥1.02 58.33 56.07 55.9%
tuaber of cases 1iv4 69 116 5 il 52 246 k22 185 213 153 a8z
Purghases of 10 to 108 pp
price per pure gram £191,35  1ER.YY 181.57  173.3% £75.58 165,89 166.34 165,27 1A6.01 18B.04 158,81 15)1.69
Purily %9.%0 #8.58 BJ.60 &0.48 59.¥2  81.72  63.05 EY. 14 B87.92 B8.96 70.3%7 71.38
Nuaber of casses 81 5 84 39 87 55 75 74 112 122 145 196
Pyrchases of 100 to 500 pp
Price per pure gram _ - . - . - . - - 138,24 125.49 114,88 125,38
Purity . - - - . . . - §1.29 782.22 8044 4B.70
Numbar of cases 2 H 3 2 G 2 3 t 5 11 14 £
purchases of SO0 pg or sore
Brice per purs gras . . - - " - - . “ -~ 117,08 97 .84
. Puriry - - " - - - - - . - = 90,75 92.28
Nunter of Cases 8 Lt 4 0 2 2, 1] L+ 0 2 3 g
Source: 3ystes to Retrieve Inforeation from Drug Evidence, 1981-1598, . Prepared by Abt Aggsociates Inc.

11424/96



TABLE 1. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Cogaine at Five Levels of Distribution, 1881.16388

{Continued}

1984 1985 1388

o3 Q2 a3 {14 . ™m az 043 a4 G1 Q2 o Q4
Furchases ot | pg or lass
Price per pure gram 326,15 239,95 335.69 I43.09 J50.46 313.89 280.88 273.899 280,05 290,98 293.16 290.83
Purity 46.55 AS.69 47 .50 44,14 40.8) 38.58 41.73 43.07. 5851 55.75  49.8% 53,4807
Number of cases . 1re 127 126 140 184 237 243 -4 188 225 axr ¥R
Purchases of 1 to 18 pg s
Price per pure graa 208,07 2OV.B2  187.54 184 38 194,48 203.35 182.23 184,20 178.00 178.52 179.8% 168.4¢
Puriry 6,80 55,30 54,18 S53.84 5%.08 51.5¢ 52.02 S53.M 58.43 54.87 45785 48.83
Husher pf casés 208 280 198 235 305 288 3 248 282 agy 252 198
Purghases of 10 to 100 pg ,
Frice per pure grae 145.%1 109,09 140.87 137.05% 137.680 134,98 132,29 126.04 122‘?5 120.73 113,87 111.64
Purity T4.88 72,03 6B.11  B66.64 66.52 63,89 66.47 T70.58 4,48 75,93 78,13 79.02
Nusher of coases 212 238 292 249 45 285 364 37 426 a2 ass  aey
purchases of 100 te 500 pg
Price per pure yrag 88,67 0847 108,84 117.92 101,834 £8.85 101,94 B88.18 Q.48 83,30 7D.83 TR, I7
Purity 87.10 81,88 85.2% BB.82 8¢ 688 73.80 82.54 82.80 BY.58 85,98 86.83 86.45
Husber of ¢ases LR 14 13 13 18 14 23 Fet] &7 22 21 8
rPurchases of 500 py or sore
Brice per pure gras 76.54 7548 . - 2.8 98 1g 8T8 B5 5t 74,68 7040 73,24 58.24
Furity 92.83. 88.06 . - ar.t2 w.20 88.43 87.61 g2.02 v9.24 92,14 91.11
Nusber of cases 8 5 s 3 4 b4 7 15 9 18] 7 12
Seurce: System o Retriove Information froo rug Evidence, 1981-1994, > . Prepared hy AbY Assoclates Inc,

. " - 11724798
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TABLE 1. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Cocaine at Five Levels of Distributien, 1981.1988
{Cont inued) . .

. LI .- T

1367 1988 ' 1989

o1 1130] 23 a4 a1 g2 o3 G4 21} G2 a3 G4
Paurchases of 1 g or isss
Frice per pure gras £99.87 277.63 247 17 238.5%6 231.28 283.144 227.01 2147 $00.02 212.06 215.97 20%5.26
Purily 55.87 55.18 74.90 T4, 32 74.84 89,51 77.39 a1.M . 78.40 61.44 14.07 ¥4.48
Hupber of cases 178 1Ak -3 ¥ 233 241 sa 344 33y 363 475 388 202
furcheses of 1 to 10 pg
Frice per pure grao 166.04 157.54 158,91 150,20 132,01 134,75 127,45 125,92 116.98 106.88 111,55 109,19
Farity 69.41 71.09  73.13 74,71 75.7¢ 65.98 74.25 76,35 | 73.88 74.24 E.20 ﬁﬁ«ﬁf
Number of cases 150 224 2BG 204 231 224 263 228 25 242 2¥0 205
Purchases of 10 to 100 pg
Price per pure gras 1404 .85 $8.66 99X 85  88.80 7E.4 0 7804 Y1.8Y 89.92 84 .85 S50.20 59%.44 £5.5¢
Purity 81,97 74.29 81,08 83,48 B3.53 6bH.8¢ TH.E8 HE.W 843,61 FF.55  7s.B2 11.45
Rumber nf cases 362 534 548 404 438 4714 538 488 585 535 508 256
Farchases of 100 to 500 pg
Price per pure gros 66.05 58.47 58 .49 LENd 43,83 fB‘Sé 44,28 A2.58 as. N 37.24 A8 .45 44 4%
Purily B7.83 845,18 84,24 BE. T 83.14 85,097 &7.94 88,33 843.5%3 B9J.49 88,14 80,33
nugber of cases a5 57 53 He 46 57 75 62 2. 87 78 46
Furchases of 500 py ar wore
Price per pure gram E5.11 50.62  A6.54 42,51 32,18 40.B0  37.3I4 425 43,59 24.95  21.47 27,08
Purity 90.25 B5.95 67.7% Be.82 #8.38 Br.68 8D.7RA  AB. 08 85,884 87.28 85.20 43,87
tumberr of cases 10 15 2t 21 2z 25 54 %3 A3 ¥ - 22 23
Spurce: System to Retrieve Inforaatiom Yrom Urug Evidence, 1581-1898. ) Prepared by Abt Associstes Ing.

1124785



TABLE 1. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of €ocaine at Five tevels of Distribution, 1981-1888
{Continued)

1905 1991 1592

{1 a2 33 o4 23] ¥z g3 o4 [+H a2 B3 G4
‘Purchases of | pg or less .
Price per pure graw 225,98 26408 281.25 234.5% 226.12 2i2.8% JUB.61 §85.89 185,45 220.55 ZiB.20 P213.40
Purity 8.8 #£9.81 88.15 73.88 .78 FRLIT 7H.70 0 TR 78.84 73.x1 FEO3 1822
Humber of casus 415 273 43¢ 3fz 458 406 b iets) 311 280 247 271 218
Purchases of ¥ 10 D py
Price per pure grens 114,60 137,74 129,42 133,92 F18.72 411,04 191,82 100,26 101.55 1316.97 104.80 103,60
JPurity - 81.78 85,42 B1.16 B5.76 65,84 70.80 48.23 79.49 76.48 70.51 71,98 VR.36
Humber of ¢ases 263 218 244 247 351 204 254 250 326 245 395 C 20
Purchases of 19 1o 100 pg .
Price per pure {ras 66.0% 71.80 ¥5.05 71.57 60.08 85.3 83.687 59.80 56.93 85%.35 60,63 56.44
Purity 67.66 63,79 63,22 89.15 79.42 ¥3.88 TH.08 .83 77.87 72.8p 75.68 VA,
Humber of cases are 277 3I5e 3668 559 Bt dt4 505 578 vz LTy 1) ak4
Purchases of 100 te 500 pg
Price per pure gram 46.55 53.03 5).44 50,30 44,70 42,87  A3.43  4B.15 3530 44.83 4148 M7 R4
Purfty 8.08 T4.88  75.81 78.28 76,63 ¥9.88 8438 B4.53 85.97 83.83 #2.%7 BO.W
flunber of cases 44 a4 a2 40 47 85 B2 74 88 32 7t 43
Furchases of SO0 pg or more
Price per pure gras A2.04 5179 48,77 45 3¢ BB.54 38,88 488 95 8% T#.87 38.54 3541 20,28
Purity ‘BY.2B  B1.060  B85.76 84.55 BE.54 84,72 B2.48 87 .82 47.80 85.48 Bn.2t 87 .21
suaber o7 cases 7 8 20 14 21 ag 35 38 3 7 15 %
Scurce: System to Raetrieve inforeation from Drup Evidence, 108%-1988. Frepared by Aht Aaianlates Toc.

11424 /98



TABLE 1. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Cocaine at Five Levels of Distribution, 19811998
{Continued)
- $552 1804 1965
at 02 03 14 01 o2 ad ad ai 02 a3 04
Purchases of 1 pg or less
Price per pure grag iB6.53 188.48 175.068 179,46 179.44 163,25 185,08 142,00 189.94 178.81 163.80 189.9
Purity A9 73.85  72.18 T4 54 75.14 73,79 T72.96 74,04 208 70.33 54,27 499.59
Nusher of cases 195 175 167 169 1657 162 203 124 141 159 248 5%
Furchases of 1 to 10 pg
Price per pure grams 101.00 105,63 101,30 88.23 #1083 94,87 391.88 86.46¢ B4.78 BZ.27 Q4.48T7  H1.00
Purity 12.40 F2.38 70.258 71.04 3.4 73.48 74.0% 74.59 %.88 Fr.34 83.42 &7.98
Nunber of cases 203 280 254 254 281 A04 285 asn 435 280 277 258
Purchases of 10 Yo 106 pg
Price per pure gras S7.584  $1.38 &7.40 55.88 54.08 54.340 352 .47 50.%% 49,718 50,79 B2.76 53.40
Purity ’ IAE TOTY TE.46 7218 73,32 T4.B0 7,50 74.22 ta. 04  70.08 64.83 BB .42
Husher of cases 258 298 329 257 65 375 495 a47 484 as2 318 318
Purchases of 180 to 500 py
Frice per pure gram .18 36,07 37.283  36.2V 13.45 M50 35.86 21,72 33,05  3%5.5% .83 A5
Purity B2.41  7H.04 T77.05 80,29 8006 8B.YG  77.00 42,4 80.%2 7520 84,48 71,05
Huater of cases 27 8 LY, 29 a4 a8 52 38 Al 33 25 A3
Purchases ot 500 pg or aore
Price per pure gras - ML8% 32,87 24,87 J3.40  J2.48 3.5 30.58 28.23 #8.53 3B 42 28.97
Purity + FH.8Y BS.4T 84,47 BR.YO 87,57 #2.32 85.14 81.26 $4.92 B7.04 85.99
Humber of cages : 4 ¥ B & LE] 5 £y 18 i €2 % 8

~

Preparad by Abt Assoclates Inc.
11724798

Source: System fo Helrieve Information Tros brug Evidence, 1981-1988,



TABLE 1. 'Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Cocaine at Five Levels of Distribution, 1981-1998

(Continued)
. 1996 1997 1998
at a2 a3l L o1 Q2 Q3 Q4 at c2
Purchases of 1 pg or less
Price per pure graa 162.58 1408.20 155.83 156.67 154.40 109.80 192.32 171,77 162.43 175.40
Purity 73.10 68.66 T71.668 76.04 71.7¢  55.77 67.38 68.30 69.33 72.95
Nuwber of cases 147 212 iao 220 218 a1 241 148 153 170
Purchases of 1 to 10 pg
Price per pure gram 69.66 083.24 85.00 B85.34 78.44 88.86 B80.43 B81.75 atl.a 79.78
Purjty 72,02 69,208 668.52 71.81 69.46 62.35 67.13 69.37 69.26 69.21
Number of cases 340 as7 7l 398 445 391 438 335 413 a69
Purchases of 10 te 100 pg
Price per pure gram 49.45 47.12 46.13 40.94 45.58 51.28 49,57 45.33 . 44,30 44,72
Purity 68.44 £08.52 68.83 70.47 67.05 60.36 62.80 66.79 65.92 67.54
Nuamber of cases 425 508 531 452 507 346 582 510 580 594
Purchases of 100 to 500 pg
Price per pure gram 31.94 34,08 33.10 29.94 28.83 37.08 35.46 30.58 32.72 29.48
Purity 80,38 77.72 78.31 76.29 79,35 78,23 74,70 73.48 74.24 77.4Q0
Humber of cases 5 59 60 54 a5 24 42 49 40 60
Purchases of 500 pg or more
Price per pure gram 32.40 28.98 27.27 21,92 25.98 32.71 208.77 26.47 22.43 25.25
Purity 64.54 a1.e1 79.38 B8.38 g2.75 A87.00 @1.97 80.55 81.62 82.25
Number of cases 7 15 13 10 11 7 17 8 G 12

Source: System to Retrieve

Information froe Drug Evidence, 1981-199@.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc.

11724796  _



TARLE 2. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Heroin at Five Levels of Distribution, 19811998

- - st e om

1981 1082 19483

41 G2 a3 24 it a3 33 o4 Gt i+ 4 a3 G4

Purchases ot .1 pg or less -

Prive per pure gras F238.41 JI153.23 368,24 2834.583 2981 .44 209440 060,45 3387 .17 292,90 3585,01 3273.71 3254.84
Purity 4. 30 4.51 4.8 4 .06 5.01% 5,47 G.20 §6.47 6,34 §.88 9.70 a.00
Husber of cases 142 139 155 175 © 186 43 196 136 48 128 128 123
Purcheses of .1 to 1 pg

Price per pure gras 2135.88 2177.80 2306.00 1068.50 1957 .07 1885.76 1787 .02 1851.99 FF2Y.68 2187.60 210852 848,80
Parity 8.78 10.58 1,17 14.3% 138 18,80 21.67 16.38 6.8 5.8 17,80 2400
ngahpr of cases 12t 181 148 £ 154 84 @7 82 Y44 167 128 #HE
Purehuses of t te ¥ pp

Price per pure grae PI75.85 107119 135110 116%.38 1117 .84 1896.42 1212.21 1151.54 1346.03 13435.87 1169.47 1437 .44
Purlty 15.27 12.66 25.62 244 33.74 32.89 Adx.08 31.18 24,40 30.45 30.98 3474
Numbher of cases 58 75 7a 42 76 a7 a3 45 54 it 84 49
Purchases of 10 to 100 pp

Price par pyre gras 161216 S7B.73 1603 .48 787 .0 1624.31  S¥1.08 848,37 783.20 a%8.18 808,31 743.88 8iB.0¢
Purity ‘ %55.2% 65,27 SH.11 . 8848 §7.77 Sa.60 5e.82 63,97 - 58.3% 60,76 55.80 58.67
NHusber of cases 4] 23 22 o 16 bi 2 2% i8 11 Is 27 a7
Purchases of 160 pg or sore v

#ricey per pure grsa - - - - . . - . - AB%.02 522.72 370.386
Purity . - . . - . - - - 84,87 78.88  8R.27,
Numher of cases .o “ o1 o a i ¥ 2 1 i 9 f 4
Snurce: Systea to Retrieve Information frow Seug Evidence, 198%1-19¢8. Prapared by AbY Associates Inw.

11724754



CTABLE ?. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Heroin at Five Levels of Distribution, 1981-1898

(Continued) "

1904 1985 146

al Q2 a3l o4 at a? 4] Qa4 i {274 83 04
Furchases of .1 pg or less
Price per pure gram J114.57 J306.47 3180.91 2D48.85 2805.76 2001 87 JURZ. 48 29862 JITHL.2 3261 .74 2997 .67 3036.64
Purity . B.24 8.98 £0.63 3.2% t0. 2 4.50 T.74 10,78 11,88 12.04 .68 18.65
Nusber of cases 123 e 120 1% ¥ fa2 03 1z ' a4 tRE: 108 ry
Purchases ef .1 to 1 pg
Frice per pure grang 1882.21 857 .51 215%8.62 1694, 57 1938, 74 (T 38 sTI8.2Y 108597 408,50 1323.2¢ 532,56 1956, 82
PUricy 17.28  28.85 2%.7% 29.90 27.05 78,41 23,42 31.80 B2, 25.58 28.48 23278
Nugher of cases 73 57 BS 58 s &% &7 &7 b 8. 3 44
Purchases of 1 to 10 py
Prige per pure gras 13CA.85 1241.30 1375.559 1208.88 101186 184 18 208,60 1240.08 1087.85 580.08 1184.81 1344, 17
Purity 36.44 3384 A7.63 15.58 4G 08 s%.48 &1 24 44 52 B8.80 44,44 JO.BH 0 X%
Mumbizr uf cases 48 .53 80 43 85 77 gp 48 i b B0 45
purchases of 10 to 100 pg ’
Price per pure grag 689.23 802.43 T15.23 6843.44 SHB. 20 BLR. 68 78479 TR0 S37.0% 545,43 B73.54  B37.6%
Purily 35.15 56.23 54.82 58,44 50.22 gX.53 58,135 52.8% 51,34 AG.32  A3.8C a€.88
susher of cases 25 22 3¢ 28 . 23 a? 2 bt B 33 8 28
Paurchases of 160 pg or aore
Price per pure §ran 437 .48 - - #1%1.25 32243 428 .54 . " 3528 " -
Purity 54 .73 - - 68,53 8.8 ¥2.43 . . 24.00 - - .
Rumber of cates 4 .2 2 4 t4 ] 3 & 4 ¢ 3 ¥
Seurce: Systes to Retrleve Inforsmation from Orug Evidence, 188:-1008, . Prapared by Abt Assonlates Teo.

- » 1124458


http:1.249.08

TABLE 2. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Heroin at Five Levels of Distribution, 1981.1968

{Continued)

1$250 1088 1584 B

131 ) . 63 4 Gt 02 B o4 2% az g3 LG4
furchases of .t pg or less
Prige ger pyre gras 3ral 73 326%.14 2379.48 27B5.63 2972.88 2827.80 278055 2086.55 2808 .84 231887 2305.80 2073.8¢
Purity .77 13,00 14,098 15.B4 .54 1813 19.%8 22.82 23.34 18,30 20.22 18.07
Nuster of gases 72 74 54 108 o8 174 (74 (44 53 72 T &1
furchages of .t ta § pg .
Price par pure graa 1432.33 1067,90 1923.67 1464.14 1250.02 1196.20 1144.18 1058.04 1152.98 611,07 875.92 871.97
Purity 26,91 2%5.80 83,82  91.44 Y2.48 35,95 4047 37.44 46.78  3P.29 43,24 J7.75
Number of cases LT} B £ 83 ) B1 04 i) " 70 56 k] 52
Purchases of 1 te 10 pg . :
Price per pure graa P412.64 110%.37 (072,90 9%8.82 QG .88 1047.70 682 83 854 .84 840 .42 813,94 818.10 634.55
Purity 30.491 .t M 38.87 40 .8 Ir.4 43,72 25 .48 A%, 31 34 .87 44.53 46.72
Humber of cases 48 54 8y 87 59 83 58 52 44 57 88 42
Faurshases of 14 to $00 pg
Prise pur pure gram 563.69 530.42 584.58 588.43 402,61 515,18 S517.8%¢ 553.48 AB4. 28 424.28 415,38 40480
Purity 40.8% 55,84 59.89 50,04 $1.05 5e8.83 58.57 52.42 50,85 39.5¢ 53.04  82.78
supber of cases 20 Z5 37 et 44 45 47 30 a8 A4 73 80
Purchases of 0 pg or sore
Price per pure (gros 455.3¢ 337.4C 454.55 . . Me, o7 - - 293.47 - " T~ 542,32
Parity . 63.22 BZ. 7} 51.24 - 55.67 - - 35.80 - - . 83.22
Nukhor of coses 4 s 7 3 4 2z z 5 a © 2 q 4
Source: System o Aetrieve Information from Drug Evidence, 1981.1808, Prepared by Abt Assoclates Ino.

L1$f24 38



TABLE 2. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Heroin at Five Levels of Oistribution, 1981-.1998

{Cont inued)
1990 1881 1o
Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 o 02 09 04 ot 62 o . 4

Purchases of .1 pg or less .

Price pee pure gram 2564.78 278H.0F 2953.85 19B66.60 2847 .19 2868.70 2645, 14 25803 .60 282607 288,07 246867823568, 52

Purity ’ 14,48 18.41 12.37 23.25 18,40 17.84 20,68 17,41 PO.T8 PALER PAG2 PR .AB

Humber of cases a4 167 i) 70 148 127 114 58 4 73 . 58 78

Purchases of .1 to 1 pg

Price per purs gran 1112.50 $182.08 1187.82 1016.14 1290.36 $74.56 1063.40 054.13 §34.00 955.84 788,91 784,97

Purily 29.50 31,58 27.50 23.83 T . 4% aL. 73 a5.04 .50 &5 68 &4 47 44,848 446 {4

Husber of cases #3 8% 84 85 18 13?7 109 TR 148 a2 344 8y

Mirchases of | te 10 po

Price pRr pure grae GAY. 4% T .00 3TX.08 BYS.YY “QRZ.70 845.68 B4F.1Z 738.78 764,13 TELLT4 BA2.TS BODL8

Purity 94,74 340 28,32 32.84 £6.28 30.83 26.51 37.84 38.22 33.81 37,07 48,87

Husher of cases i34 174 85 858 82 .78 88 3 . 3 ik FEL r

Purchases of 10 to 180 py

Price per purs gras JNG.H2 441 488 432,24 457.97 ‘478,57 423.12 428.12 438.33 403.02 865.5% a87.03 420,87
| Purity 5. 1% #7 .47 51.83% 31.95 55.85 52.74 56.D03 58.2¢ 58.19 57.87 52.8) #4.27

fumber of cases £4 44 Pz 23 24 38 33 28 42 46 45 a8
JFPurchases of 168 pg or zore

Price per pure grawm . “ - « «  PHYLI4 415,84 . - 331.23 228.25 244.311

Purity - - - - «. B1.98 73,09 - - 8z.32 85.26 £4.5%0

sumber of cases 3 1 ] % ¢ % 7 ¥ 2 | 10 2]

Source: Sysled o Retrieve Inforsation frow Drug Evidence, 1981-1888, Preparad by AbT Assoclates Inc.

R e - . - - 1§/24498



TABLE 2. Estimated Price per Purs Gram and Purity of Heroin at Five Levels of Distribution, 1§8%-1908

{Cont inued)
O 1 G54 19975
fis G2 a3 {34 at a2 a3 G4 [+1] Qz ol e

Purchases of .1 pg or less
Price per pure graam 2376.22 2487 .90 2187.41 2249.98 2201.45 2333.30 2524.37 2179.85% 2207.8% 2200.32 2082 .64 2389 .47
Purity 24,09  25%.20 26.23 2916 2%.11 24.04 292,05 Br.0% 26,11 27.79 27.48 22,43
Humber of cases % 108 &2 56 fi4 &5 82 1 12 18 £2 54
Purchases of 1 te 1 pg . .
Price per pure grae . T37.40 GOV.12 680 .87 645 .47 62?l§? BI8.75 584.84 828 .17 524 .09 435,86 535,43 554,94
Purity X 45.%% 47.18 45,27 43.486 45,42  47.4% 5:.45 30.82 48.45 50.8F 48,80 45,43
smher 0 Cases 134 125 {59 12% 83 125 184 12 177 201 212 142
Purchases of § to 10 pg

Price per pure grae 506,25 $46.55 461.57 501.26 481,75 471.28 456.77 355,84 379.59 382.27 367.35 080.67
Furity 54,70 54,84 44,01 46,50 A7.99 47,07 46.89  49.74 52.00  54.3% 50,08 48,11
Number of cases 42 58 Al 81 85 L1} 85 5 s 15 91 iz
Purchases of 10 to 100 pg
Price per fiure gras dpg. 1t I2%.852 B2t 291.80 ZB4.88 20,98 261.83 237.85 224,16 22806 213.52 2111}
Purity 67,84 8.9t 684 .84 87 .20 £5. 88 60.08 81.58 E7.0R B8.8% 8G.5886 57.3% =Y ¥
Nuaber of Cases 48 #2 a: ] 32 #4 H1 58 45 % 8 24 46
Furchases of 1440 pg of sore
Price per pury prac 183.4% 203.89 235,60 190,37 249,15 191,00 170,98 184,80 143,51 155,67 147.83 276.9)
Purity 48 .62 B4, .72 81,28 B1.39 €68.44 78.09 5,08 B4 .98 11.03 76,41 54.79 42 80
Number af cases & 5 g 4 T i i6 4 8 10 11 4

" Source: Systen to Retrieve Inforpation from Drup Evidence, 1981-19%8. . Prepared by AbY Associatas Inc.

11724198



TABLE 2. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Heroin at Five Levels of Distribution, 1981-1998

{Continued)
1996 1997 1998
a1 az2 a3 . Q4 as Q2 a3l Q4 a1 az

Furchases of .1 pg or less
Price per pure gram 2540.12 2156.54 1771.16 2149.06 1929.64 2332.44 2163.67 1907.53 1934.09 1578.97
Purity 24.18 24.10 26.09 21.95 24,20 24 .22 24.235 43.28 22.11 2B.25
Number of cases 75 92 58 77 96 81 59 13 78 48
Purchases of .1 to 1 pg
Price per pure gram 520.40 515.51 502.55 489.01 501.09 479.99 473.29 726.64 416.13 2387.56
Purity . 41.64 42,47 42.84  46.90 46.69 44.60 50.35 54.40 45.32 47.64
Number of cases 209 198 188 172 233 216 220 43 323 212
Purchases of 1 to 10 pg

. Price per pure gram 359.77 385.59 387.70 356.51 298.39 323.61 2365.41 2318.51 341.82 297.11
Purity ’ 37.56 44,17 50.968 50.45 44,34 48.49 45,32 a2.72 53.32 49.61
Number of cases 102 126 84 a2 77 a5 21 78 110 127 N
Purchases of 10 to 100 pg
Price per pure gram 165.80 1082.56 185,74 195,20 177.22 180.69 190,03 117B.76 1689.03 148.55
Purity ‘ 53.52 50.83 5B.44 61.04 58.52 60.89 5B.685 59.08 58.50 57.93
Number of cases 45 67 66 57 62 76 80 68 83 107 .
Purchases of 100 pg or more
Price per pure gram 190.48 - 140.17 118.48 179.09 167.80 13B.76 - 137.52 116.28
Purity 83.14 - 65.58 6B8.75 69.61 66.36 67.25 - 80.60 73.61
Number of cases . 5 1 5 5 6 g 8 3 7 7
Source: System to Retrieve Information fros Urug'Evidence, 1981 -1998, T Prepared by Abt Assoclates Inc.

. _ .- 11/24/98



TABLE 3. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Methamphetamine at Four Levels of Oistribution,

19811868

1583

1981 1882

O 02 a3 04 i 3| az 63 o4 Ot L wa 44
Purchases of 10 pg or less
Price per pure gram Q08,35 e .84 MBI 30313 294,08 288.93 265.10 283.07 218,48 NB.58 D 8% 28802
Purity Ir.29 4855 34.7F a9 14 4D.88  M8.42 47.%4 48 34 42,43 SH4.87 42,68 H1.4%
Hynher of cases s prad 0 th 3 31 38 37 40 A8 37 3%
Purchases af 14 te 104 pg
Frice per pure grasz 105.%4 111,86 114,84 BH.O7 120.29 144.7¢ 121,17 108,33 B5,39 102.10 1R.30 125,78
Puprity Z2.8% 88 20 15,88 412 §2.063 S52.34 71.12 B0.B6 E0.00 55.43% .61 83,95
sHumber of casex 5 & 4 4 17 13 ¥ 17 9 10 12 12
Purchases of 100 pg or sore
Prige per pure gras - . - . - - . -
Purity . - . . \ . - . . . . .
Kumbar of cases o 3 1 1] $ 1] 1 o 2 1 1 2

Seurce: System to Retrieveyznformatian from Drug Evidence, 1981-1558.

Prepared by Abt Associates Ing.

117245398
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TABLE 3. Estimated Price per Pure Gram amgd Purity of Methamphetamine at Four Levels of Bistribution, 188t

. ) 16498
{Continued)
: 1884 1G85 1568
1 G2 03 (s 1 o {3 04 {31 {42 {3 o4
Purchases of 1Q pg o less
Frice per pure grag ZHE. 8% J04 .84 Z273.67 275.85 20G.25 364 .8¢ 580.3! 257.57 A6.3Q  I6.47 31J.05 293.18
Purity ) ) A% 64 493,78  37.25  45.95 3.8 IH.E3 a1 37.91 44,53 4491 44,52 49.26
Humber of cases 87 63 40 13 75 a3 43 55 1a L1 58 a7
Purchases of 10 te 100 py .
Price per pure gram 136. 11 118‘4_8 123.86 12D.14 11258 113.60 122,44 1%1.91 £14.48 21,27 100,78 44 66
Purity 8F. .03 BT 47 a4, 11 57.18 .88 ®r.r 87.06 B4 88 58.93 AZ. 80 s8.404 - BO.85
Number of cases 1% a7 18 23 32 20 16 -2t 5 15 4 1t
Byrchases of 100 pg or Qiore .
frice por pure gram “ » 83,32 - BT 16 BB.4% . - - - 3018 -
Purity » B - 70.07 44,70 . - - - $8.88 -
Numher of Cases b 2 4 2 4 4 1 3 1 1 4 i
Smeree: System to Retrieve Iatorsavion from Urug Evigence, 1881-1898, Propared by ABY Associmtes Ing,

- 14724758



TABLE 3. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Methamphetamine at Four Levels of Distribution, 1981-

1598
' ) {Continued) .

1687 1588 1888

(1 Q2 33 L4 g1 a2 03 {4 @ o2 03 Q4
Furchases oF i} pg or Jless
Price per pure gram 2B(.%2 244,00 239,33 5?1.34 225%.14 221.68 232,63 228.91 20 .85 200,038 223.90 198.37
Purity 55.88 48 .93 52.61 49.1@ 58.44 5Y.63 48,99 51.53 45 .51 54,04 . 47,04 4%.3%
Number of cases 40 47 4 54 a4 4 47 35 57 3 39 44
Purchases of @ 10 100 pg
grice per pure gram 117,88 ’ 7883 03.22 7375 8B.86 TE 3z 7702 T74.50 8.44 ¥Y.I2 BG.B4  BU.40
Purity 51,08 $6.29 &2.87 6p.5%% 65,41 BADY  BL.YY 61 %2 §3.48 85,28 £7.26 55.93
Number of CRSES 17 t5 14 ] 30 e 5, e 28 1% 14 10
Purchases of 180 ng or more '
Frice per pure gram 42.91  50.47 . - 408 «  35.91 - - -
Pyrity - M m oz - - BX0E - BB.82 . . - -
Humber of CAses 1 4 % 3 3 G ¢ 5 2 3 G 3

Source: Systew 1o Retrieve Infermation from Drug Evidence, ¥98t-1558,

Frapared by Abt Associstes Inc.
11724788



TABLE 3: Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Methamphetamine at Four Levels of Distribution, 1981-

1998
{Continued)

1990 1991 1992

o Q2 a3 Q4 a1 Q2 a3 04 a1 Qa2 . 03 04
Purchases of 10 pg or less
Price per pure gram 201.45 225.683 235.46 244.51 207.75 196.15 173.69 198.99 214,82 2%52.07 233.18 215.09
Purity ’ d.m 22.24 30.65 30.74 20.93 24.00 32.81 30.83 30.78 40.52 42.41 3.4
Number of cases 48 41 38 24 33 24 21 21 34 39 35 36
Purchases of 10 to 100 pg
Price per pure gram 103.386 6A.02 B4,22 B2.53 58.42 89.25 52.94 80.3D BO.8Q 76.12 B2.27 76.43
Purity . 51.29 27 .47 41.82 40.87 44 .84 J2.62 37.989 51.73 48.45 57.25 59.70 ?4.48
Number of cases 8 12 11 10 10 14 8 i2 16 18 22 19
Purchases of 100 pg or more
Price per pure gram - - - 44.39 34.26 30.23 . - - 45,34 36.08 37.09°
Purity - - - 89.17 47.07 63.76 - - - 64.67 B8 .73 70.31
Number of cases . 2 1 1 - 4 6 4 1 3 3 10 10 6
Spurce: System to Retrie\;e Information from. Drug Evidence, 1981-1998. . .. _ Prepared by Abt Associates Inc.

11/24/98



TAHLE 3. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Methamphetamine gt Four Levels of Distribution, 1981,

’ 14998 .
o . . _ e {Cﬁﬂtinﬁéd} - -

393 1554 1985

Gt a2 o3 4 {1 02 03 04 53] {2 a3 04
Purchases ¢f 10 py or luss
Price per purg gram 224,52 224.68 226.67 162.89 P78 200.81 180.78 164,40 190,43 207.24 16B.44 170.37
Purity AZ.32 40.72 38.00 82.94 51.63  55.71 58,03 64.72 65,09 531.09 56.48 26.69
Number of Cases 43 S I 7 kl: 44 8 as 75 81 78 R
Purchases of 10 to 100 py
Price per pure gram ¥7.48 BO.6F7 - 74.%8  &D.62 #1.87  66.47 F2.01 &2.08 Y08 82,34 78.88 7388
Purity 47,88  B1.52 7280 YT .04 Y628 TV.68  80.08  78.42 Y488 TH.UB  32.88 37.8%5
Kugher of cotes 1% 18 27 28 27 47 47 42 54 58 42 i)
Purchases ¢f (B g oF mors
Price per pure gram 44 28 - 25,18 35,15 34,95 8. 0a 25.28 258 .44 24 .23 24,27 27.80 .
Purily §1.85 - FS.6B T4.23% 88.26 ©B0.88 90G.58 B2.96 - B0 8525 74.89 .
Humber of cases £ 3 g B P3| 20 15 20 o 8 12 1
Sorrce: System to Beltrieve Inforsation Yrom Drug Evidence, 1981.1398, - Prepared by Abt Asgaciates Inc.

11724198



TABLE 3. Estimated Price per Pure Gram and Purity of Methamphetamine at Four Levels of Distribution, (981.

1948
(Continued)}

1996 ' 1987 - 1534

a1 Q2 a3 a4 ™ Gz o3 4 3 a2
Purchases of 10 pg or less . +
Price per pure grawm 160.43 165,37 161.96 177,56 $47.37 187.84 173.BRB  176.68 150,28 128.2¢ ’
Pority 30,75 34.81 J8 .64 42,67 58.8% S0.84 41,83 35,90 2.2 29.00
Huasher of cases 43 g4 ar G5 F& #7 a8 kil 143 154
Furchases of 10 to 00 pg
Prive per pure gram 58.44 55.14 £31.80 54.88 £8.25  £2. 8% 5§ .84 83,27 85 8% 5483
Purity 45.78 46.99 58.33 51.25 52 .5 57 .13 g0, 2y 54,08 41.88 30 .64
Nusgher of gases 27 52 4% 3 104 99 1604 108 113 55
Burehases of (00 py oor more )
Peice per pure gras - 34,47 31.88 3p.8% 2284 26.03 2w.¥r 26.6D 23.43  z2.27
Purity - B7.80 58,34 84,02 TR G9.4% 6512 . B7.8D 42,42 34.8B
Humher of Cgses 1 11 24 28 24 27 i 6 R 4
Source: System to Retrieve Information from Drug Evidence, 1981-1998.° ~~ . Prepaved Dy Abt Associates Iec.

11724784



TABLE 4. Estimated Price per Gram of Marijuana at Four Levels of Distribution, 198%1-1068

1801 . 1982 1983

0 02 03 04 at 02 03 o4 at a2 a3 | G4
Puirchases of 10 g or less
Price per gran B.57 &, 6.58 4. 56 11,06 6,54 7.8% §.53 8.72 7.40 7.51 1.2t
Numbér of cases 22 41 49 38 1% 19 £ 17 2 28 17 i
Purchases of 10 1o 100 g
Price per gras 3.8 3.5 #,48 2.8 2.89 4.23 2.64 5.98 5.77 &.16 4,37 5.9¢
Number of cases 24 7 12 1 14 i3 ? 4 10 12 8 13
Purchases of 100 to 1000 g '
Price per gram . . 1,40 . 1,03 . 1,83 2.0% - 382 3.08  2.28
Mumpber of cases - a 2 g ¥ 5 3 L4 8 3 5 g i3+
Purchases of 1000 g or pore
Frice per gran . - 0.49 . . . 2,62 &.08 - - - -
Number of cases ] g 4 1 @ el 4 14 ] 4 ] 3
Spuree: Systes 1o Retrieve Inforsarion from Qrug Evidence, 1881.14898. Prepared by ARt Assoviates Inc.

11724788



TABLE 4. Estimated Price per Gram of Marijuana at Four Levels of Distribution, 1981-1998

{Continued}
) 1984 1985 - 1986
ai az 03 04 o 02 a3 04 01 a2 Q3 | 04
Purchases of 10 g or less
Price per granm 11.20 10.83 9.08 10.53 11.39 11.680 13.15 10.19 10.43 14,51 14.97 12. 1
Number of cases 19 41 22 19 ’ 27 26 18 11 9 R L 13 15 -
Purchases of 10 to 100 g
Price per gram 6.54 3.62 4.40 3.93 5.61 5.06 4.65 5.55 5.96 - - 8.07
Mumber ot cases 9 10 9 13 13 9 4 & 4 2 2 4
Purchases of 100 to 1000 g
Price per gram 2.04 2.585 2.78 3.16 2.63 2.74 - 2.3 2.: - - 5.82
Mumber of cases 4 4 5 5 10 17 3 8 & 2 3 4
Purchases of 1000 g or more
Price per gram - - - - . - . - - - - - -
Mumber of cases 1 3 2 2 3 1 3 1 0 1 0 1
Source; System to Retrieve Information from Drug Evidence, 1981-1998. Prepared by Abt Associates Inc.
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TABLE 4. Estimated Frice per Gram of Marijuana at Four Levels of Distribution, 1881-1998

{Gontinued}

18987 1988 1968

a1t a2 03 a4 m a2 3 Q4 o e a3 a4
Purchases of 10 g or less
Price per gram 16 88 11,29 9.6% 10.82 12.88 .38 MLz 158 .78 18.54 11,68 1358
Humber of cases 34 2 2] 4 .47 12 1) ;] L a 10 i2
Purchases nf 10 to 180 g
Price per. gram : » 13.82 5,54 . 6.32 8.22 8§.07 5,50 .74 5.82 -
Mymber of cases k] 3 7 5 3 14 12 15 & & 4 4
Purchases of 100 to 1000 g
Brice per gram 5.28 3.28 3.78 - 4,18 . - 2.57 2.78 3.70 3.08 .
Hunber of cases 10 25 ¥ 3 8 1 2 T 15 5 4 1
Pyrchases of 1000 ¢ or more
Price per gram - . . - v . - . . . 1,83 -
Kumbere of cases 1 ¥ 2 & g H 4 k 3 H 4 K
Source: System to Retriews Information from Drug Evidence, 1961-1858. ' - Pregared by Abt Associates Yac.

$1/24758

*
4



TABLE 4. Estimated Price per Gram of Marijuana at Four Levels of Ristribution, 198¢1-1998

{Continued}
1990 1531 1992
e} 02 03 e at o2 3 (4 Gt o2 o3 o4
Purchases of 10 g or less
Price per granm ‘ 10.87 12.48 $5.73 13.34 t&.47  13.27 3t.18 21,50 18.07 12,46 $1.8% 13,45
Humber of cases 8 343 ] 14 14 i85 5 o . 3% ig ot 14
Purchases a! 10 1o {00 g )
Price per gram ¥7.80 §.88% - .34 9.4 7.27 9.34 - 8.89 10,47 %. B .24
kumber of cases B 4 ] 12 28 ¥ & 1 7 12 & ?
" Purchases of 100 to 1000 g
#rice per gram &, 83 4.6 . 5.87 5.8 5.53 8.13 4.63 5,08 5.93%9 4. 44 3.02
Humber of zpses 13 10 3 19 . 26 B 5 20 21 21 2% 20
Purchases of 1000 g or mora
frice per gram - - . - . - " . 2.n . - - 4.M 2.10
Humber of cases a i 7] 3 a 1 o 10 0 i 1] 5
Source: Systed to Retrieve Information from Orug Evidence, (981.1698, - Prepared Dy Abt Associates Inc,
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TABLE 4, Estimated Piige per fSiram of Marijuana at Four Levels of Distribution, 1981-1808

{Continued)

1883 1694 1995

O3 a2 4% G4 gt Q2 (3 4 01 g2 a3 a4
Purghases of 10 g or less '
Price per grom 13.11 13,14 14,30 14.20 16.82  10.61 10.82 14.58 14,98 11,08 9.89 9.92
Number of. cases 25 . 43 k] 14 22 L} 15 15 ] 13 43
Purchasey of 10 to (M g
Price per gpram t5.08 t2.0% 11,33 12.82 12.6% - 5.82 4.368 5.4% Y. 58 - . 5.44
Humber sf oasey 5 8 1 8 6 2. [ 19 i8 # t 17
Purchases pf 140 to 1060 g
Price per gram . 3.98 .67 5.56 2.1 .76 3.89 3.26 4,29 344 2,42 3.23 3.47
Humper: of GHges 13 1 1 16 17 an 10 B g 23 13 14
Purchases of 1000 g or more )
Price per gras - 1.4 . " .98 " 2.14 2.3% 1.8% 1.48 1.78
susber of Sases ] 2 4 3 ¥ # 3 £ 1 12 8 L4
Source: Systesm 10 Rerrieve Information from Orug Evidence, 1983- 1998, Prepared by Abt Associates Ine.

11/24788
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TABLE 4. Estimated Price per Gram of Marijuana at Four Levels of Distribution, 18981.19498

{Continued)

1996 1997 1958

ar az a3 o4 m a2 a3 G4 at &2
Purchases of 10 g or less
Frice per gram 12.89 11.27 7.85 7.9% 8.80 g.06 " 11,19 13,17 9,33 11.04
MNuaber of cases 24 2 18 13 A5 40 286 18 13 22
Purchases of 10 to 100 g
Price per gram 5.57 5 .86 .20 .83 Y38 %.38 .31 #.7¢ 5.85 §.42
Number of tases 17 10 13 8 17 28 15 8 13 12 -
Purchases of 100 to 100G g .
Price per gran 2.8t 2.85 3.47 2.5t 2.59 2.88 ¥.48 .48 2.8 2.33
sumber of cases 23 1% 1% 1t 23 pif 28 it e i8
Furchases ¢f 1000 g or more .
Price per gram - 1,12 1.9% " 1.24 1.08 180 1. 78 i.08 G891
Nusber of oBses g 4 5 2 L3 £ B LS 4 &
Source:! System 1o Retrieve Information from Drig Eviﬁeace, 1981 - 1909, Frepaced by Abt Asspcistes IR,

.. . P1F24758



