











Map 8.2 Change in Number of Meth Labs Seized in Indiana, by County, 2004 and 2006 (El Paso Intelligence

Center, 2004 and 2006)
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Map 8.3  Arrest Rates for Synthetic Drug Possession, per 1,000 Population, by County, 2005 (Uniform Crime
Reports, 2005)
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Map 8.4 Arrest Rates for Synthetic Drug Sale/Manufacture Arrest, per 1,000 Population, by County, 2005 (Uniform

Crime Reports, 2005)
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APPENDIX 8A

Number of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Who Reported Methamphetamine Use and Who Listed
Methamphetamine as their Primary Substance at Admission, by County, 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2005)

Methamphetamine Methamphetamine Methamphetamine Methamphetamine
County Use Dependence County Use Dependence
Adams B 2 Madison B 1
Allen 16 6 Marion 85 44
Bartholomew 109 67 Marshall 24 12
Benton 4 0 Martin 12 5)
Blackford 1 0 Miami 44 19
Boone 20 7 Monroe 55 23
Brown 6 3 Montgomery 58] 21
Carroll 15 12 Morgan 42 22
Cass 23 14 Newton 1 0
Clark 38 20 Noble 43 27
Clay 89 51 Ohio 0 0
Clinton B 1 Orange 14 10
Crawford 15 6 Owen 29 16
Daviess 47 24 Parke 35 21
Dearborn 9 2 Perry 42 18
Decatur 6 4 Pike 31 19
DeKalb 22 12 Porter 12 7
Delaware 20 8 Posey 45 24
DuBois 28 17 Pulaski 4 2
Elkhart 79 39 Putnam 24 10
Fayette 5 3 Randolph 5 1
Floyd 18 8 Ripley 4 0
Fountain 24 12 Rush 3 &
Franklin 3 2 Scott 21 8
Fulton 23 10 Shelby 15 10
Gibson 55 37 Spencer 22 12
Grant 5 1 St. Joseph 21 6
Greene 37 24 Starke 19 9
Hamilton 8 5 Steuben 16 13
Hancock 5 3 Sullivan 47 32
Harrison 21 10 Switzerland 3 3
Hendricks 22 12 Tippecanoe 84 46
Henry 9 4 Tipton 3 1
Howard 27 9 Union 1 0
Huntington 2 0 Vanderburgh 351 195
Jackson 24 12 Vermillion 32 22
Jasper © & Vigo 393 244
Jay 4 0 Wabash 6 2
Jefferson 25 12 Warren 4 2
Jennings 42 24 Warrick 65 34
Johnson 20 11 Washington 4 1
Knox 160 106 Wayne 9 5
Kosciusko 22 10 Wells 2 2
LaGrange 27 24 White 16 10
Lake 11 5 Whitley 2 2
LaPorte 6 1
Lawrence 17 9 Total 2,930 1,616

Note: We defined dependence as “individuals reporting a certain drug to be their primary substance at the time of
their substance abuse treatment admission.”

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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APPENDIX 8B

Percentage of Indiana Students Reporting Lifetime, Annual, and Monthly Methamphetamine Use, by Region and
Grade, 2007 (Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by Indiana Children and Adolescents, 2007)

Indiana  Northwest North Central Northeast West Central East Southwest Southeast

6th Grade Lifetime 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.1 0.3
Annual 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.2
Monthly 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1
7th Grade Lifetime 1.0 0.9 1.1 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.1 0.7 1.7
Annual 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.5 1.2
Monthly 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.7
8th Grade Lifetime 1.6 2.1 1.2 1.6 1.6 1.6 2.1 1.2 2.1
Annual 1.2 1.7 0.9 0.8 1.0 1.3 1.7 1.0 1.3
Monthly 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 1.0 0.7 0.6
9th Grade Lifetime 2.2 1.6 24 0.9 2.0 24 2.8) 1.9 2.5
Annual 1.4 1.0 1.8 0.7 1.1 1.6 1.8 1.1 1.8
Monthly 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.8 1.3 0.9 0.9
10th Grade Lifetime 3.0 2.3 3.3 2.3 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.2 3.1
Annual 1.9 1.5 1.9 1.0 2.2 1.9 2.3 1.9 1.9
Monthly 1.0 0.6 1.0 0.5 1.2 1.2 1.5 0.9 1.0
11th Grade Lifetime 318 3.0 29 3.4 3.6 Ehl 3.2 3.8 4.1
Annual 2.0 2.0 1.6 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.3 1.9 2.5
Monthly 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.0 9.0 1.1 1.1 1.3
12th Grade Lifetime 3.4 2.6 2.6 2.9 5.5 2.7 24 4.1 3.4
Annual 1.9 1.9 1.7 1.6 3.4 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8
Monthly 1.0 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0

Note: The results of the ATOD survey should be interpreted with caution as this survey is based on a non-random
sample of Indiana students.

Source: Indiana Prevention Resource Center, 2007
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O . PrescripTiON DRUG ABUSE IN INDIANA:
ConNsumpTION PATTERNS AND CONSEQUENCES

Abuse of prescription drugs is a serious and growing
public health problem in the United States. According to
the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH)
conducted in 2005, a total of 48.7 million Americans
(20.0%) aged 12 years and older reported that at least
once in their lifetime, they had engaged in non-medical
use of prescription-type psychotherapeutics, including
pain relievers, sedatives, tranquilizers, and stimulants. In
Indiana alone, over a million Hoosiers (20.7%) reported
to have misused psychotherapeutics at least once in
their life (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration, 2007). The National Institute on Drug
Abuse (NIDA) lists the three most commonly abused
types of prescription medicine:

* opioids, which are primarily prescribed to treat
pain—examples include oxycodone (e.g., OxyContin,
Percocet), codeine, and morphine;

» central nervous system (CNS) depressants such
as sedatives and tranquilizers to treat sleep and
anxiety disorders—examples include barbiturates
(e.g., Mebaral, Nembutal) and benzodiazepines (e.g.,
Valium, Xanax); and

« stimulants which are prescribed to treat narcolepsy,
attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), and
obesity—examples include dextroamphetamine
(Dexedrine and Adderall) and methylphenidate (Ritalin
and Concerta) (National Institute on Drug Abuse, 2005;
Office of National Drug Control Policy, 2007).

Table 9.1
United States (National Survey on Drug Use and Health)

General Consumption Patterns

According to NSDUH annual averages from 2002
through 2004, a total of 7.6% of Hoosiers (383,000
residents) engaged in the non-medical use of
psychotherapeutics in the past year, and 2.7% (138,000
residents) reported use in the past month (current use).
The highest use was reported for pain relievers, which
include OxyContin, one of the most abused drugs
among the psychotherapeutics. Due to the nature of
the data, levels of significance between Indiana and
U.S. differences could not be established (see Table
9.1) (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration, 2007).

Based on 2004—2005 annual NSDUH averages, a
total of 5.43% (C.I. [confidence interval]: 4.58%-6.43%)
of the Indiana population 12 and older (or 278,000
residents) reported non-medical use of pain relievers
in the past year (U.S.: 4.77); the difference between
Indiana and the nation is not significant.

The consumption of the pain reliever oxycodone
has increased in Indiana. In 2006, a total of 43,231,016
dosage units were sold to pharmacies, hospitals, and
practitioners; this represents a rate of 6.85 dosage units
per Indiana resident. Figure 9.1 shows the oxycodone
distribution to retail registrants (pharmacies, hospitals,
and practitioners), by dosage unit from 2002 through
2007. The number for the 2007 dosage units purchased
is a projection based on preliminary data from January

Lifetime, Past Year, and Past Month (Current) Non-Medical Use of Psychotherapeutics, Indiana and

Lifetime Use Past Year Use Past Month Use

Indiana U.S. Indiana U.S. Indiana U.S.

All Psychotherapeutics 20.7% 20.0% 7.6% 6.2% 2.7% 2.6%
Pain Relievers 15.0% 13.4% 6.1% 4.9% 2.0% 1.9%
OxyContin 2.5% 1.4% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1%

Tranquilizers 9.1% 8.7% 2.8% 2.2% 0.8% 0.7%

Sedatives 3.9% 3.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
Stimulants 8.3% 7.8% 1.7% 1.1% 0.8% 0.4%

Note: Indiana rates are based on annual NSDUH averages from 2002 through 2004, and U.S. rates are based on

results from the 2005 NSDUH.

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2007
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Figure 9.1
Dosage Units Purchased, 2002 through 2007 (Projected)

Indiana Oxycodone Distribution to Retail Registrants (Pharmacies, Hospitals, and Practitioners), by
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1 through June 30, 2007; during the first half of 2007,

a total of 26,999,930 dosage units of oxycodone were
purchased (Drug Enforcement Administration, 2007). For
county-level information, see Appendix 9A, page 149,
and Map 9.1, page 146.

Adult Consumption Patterns

According to NSDUH results (2004—2005), young people
between the ages of 18 and 25 have the highest rate of
prescription pain medication abuse: Indiana’s past-year
usage rate of 14.21% (C.l.: 11.76%--17.08%) (101,000
residents) seems higher than the nation’s (12.16%), but
is statistically the same (see Figure 9.2).

Another method of tracking prescription drug abuse
is to examine the Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS)
for individuals who report using pain relievers (opioids),’
CNS depressants (sedatives and tranquilizers),? and
stimulants® at the time of admission to substance
abuse treatment (Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Data Archive, n.d.). Overall reported use of these drug
categories combined is 14.5% in Indiana, which is
significantly higher than the nation’s rate of 11.0%. A
look at the individual drug types shows that Indiana’s
rates are significantly higher for pain relievers and CNS
depressants but lower for stimulants (see Figure 9.3).

In Indiana, significant differences in reported
prescription drug abuse were seen by:

» gender—women reported higher rates of use across
all three drug categories.

» race—Whites had the highest rates for pain reliever
and sedative/tranquilizer use. Stimulant use was
similar between Whites and “Others”; both groups
reported significantly greater use than Blacks

» age group—adults (18 to 34 years) displayed
the highest rates for pain reliever and sedative/
tranquilizer use. The differences in stimulant use by
age group were not significant (see Table 9.2).

A review of TEDS data from 2000 through

2005 shows that rates for pain reliever and sedative/

tranquilizer use have increased significantly in both

Indiana and the nation. The pattern is different for

stimulant use: Indiana’s rates remained stable while U.S.

rates decreased significantly. However, according to

treatment data, stimulant use is still higher in the nation
than among Hoosiers (p < 0.001) (see Figure 9.4). For

county-level information, see Appendix 9B, pages 150.

Youth Consumption Patterns
The 2005 NSDUH estimates that 8.53% (C.l. = 6.85 to
10.57) of Indiana’s young people between ages 12 and

'"TEDS variables “non-prescription methadone” and “other opiates/synthetics.”

°TEDS variables “benzodiazepines

, “other tranquilizers”, “barbiturates”, and “other sedatives/hypnotics.”

STEDS variables “other amphetamines” and “other stimulants.”
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Figure 9.2 Prevalence of Past Year Pain Reliever Use in Indiana and the United States, by Age Group, 2004-2005
(National Survey on Drug Use and Health, 2004-2005)
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Figure 9.3 Percentage of Indiana and U.S. Patients Reporting Non-Medical Prescription Drug Use at Treatment
Admission, by Drug Category, 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2005)
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Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

17 (approximately 47,000 residents) used prescription enhances brain activity and increases alertness

pain medications for non-medical purposes in the past and energy. It is used in the treatment of attention

year. In the entire United States, the rate of prescription deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), attention deficit

drug use by 12- to 17-year-olds was 7.13%, which is disorder (ADD), and narcolepsy. When Ritalin is taken

similar to the Indiana rate. by an individual who does not have ADD/ADHD, it
Another prescription drug with high potential creates a stimulant-like effect by increasing focus and

for abuse, especially among young people, is attentiveness, making it an attractive drug to teenagers.

methylphenidate (Ritalin). Ritalin is a stimulant that According to the National Institute on Drug Abuse,
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Table 9.2 Percentage of Indiana Patients Reporting Non-Medical Prescription Drug Use at Treatment Admission,

by Drug Category, Gender, Race, and Age Group, 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2005)

Gender
Male
Female
Race
White
Black
Other
Age Group
Under 18
18 to 24
25to0 34
35to 44
45 to 54

55 and over

Pain Relievers

7.4%
12.4%

10.8%
1.9%
4.1%

4.4%
10.0%
10.7%
7.8%
7.8%
7.6%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

Sedatives/Tranquilizers

4.7%
8.6%

71%
1.1%
3.7%

6.2%
6.9%
6.5%
5.0%
5.3%
5.6%

Stimulants

1.2%
1.8%

1.6%
0.5%
1.8%

21%
1.4%
1.5%
1.3%
1.2%
1.0%

Figure 9.4 Percentage of Indiana and U.S. Patients Reporting Non-Medical Prescription Drug Use at Treatment

Admission, by Drug Category, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2000-2005)

10%
8% -
6% | /
9 y
4%
— 00— —@ ®
2% -
&= —a
0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
—&— IN: Pain Reliever 5.5% 6.0% 6.4% 7.5% 7.9% 9.1%
—— U.S.: Pain Reliever 3.3% 4.2% 4.8% 5.4% 6.3% 6.8%
IN: Sedatives/Tranquilizers 5.9% 4.9% 5.2% 5.4% 5.3% 6.0%
—®— U.S.: Sedatives/Tranquilizers 2.6% 2.9% 3.0% 3.1% 3.2% 3.2%
—— IN: Stimulants 1.4% 1.3% 1.5% 1.3% 1.3% 1.4%
U.S.: Stimulants 2.4% 2.6% 2.6% 2.5% 2.4% 2.0%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

teenagers of middle- and upper-class socioeconomic

status are most likely to abuse the drug by crushing
and snorting the tablets. Some intravenous drug users
combine heroin with Ritalin to strengthen the effect.
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According to the Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other
Drug Use by Indiana Children and Adolescents (ATOD)
survey, Hoosier high school seniors reported a significant
increase in Ritalin use and a significant decrease in
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tranquilizer use from 2006 to 2007 (for lifetime, annual,
and current use); the use of narcotics remained stable
(Indiana Prevention Resource Center, 2007). For Indiana
prevalence rates of lifetime, annual, and current use
among 12th grade students, see Table 9.3 (for regional
prevalence rates, grades 6 through 12, see Appendix 9C,
pages 152-154).

The Monitoring the Future (MTF) survey collects
data on drug use among 8th, 10th, and 12th grade
students on the national level (University of Michigan,

Table 9.3

n.d.). A comparison of Indiana and U.S. consumption
patterns in high school seniors, from 2000 through
2006,* shows that current (past month) use of
tranquilizers in Indiana, even though on the decline,

is still higher than in the nation. Past-month use of
narcotics has been decreasing among Hoosier students
since 2002 and is now similar to U.S. use (see Figure
9.5). However, due to the nature of the data, we

could not determine whether results were statistically
significant.

Percentage of Indiana 12th Grade Students Reporting Lifetime, Annual, and Current Use of

Tranquilizers, Narcotics, and Ritalin, 2006 and 2007 (Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by Indiana Children and

Adolescents Survey, 2006-2007)

Lifetime Use
2006 2007
Tranquilizer 14.5% 12.9%
Narcotics 12.0% 12.1%
Ritalin 7.0% 11.3%

Annual Use Current Use
2006 2007 2006 2007
9.8% 8.3% 5.3% 4.0%
7.5% 7.6% 4.0% 3.8%
3.8% 7.0% 1.8% 2.9%

Note: The results of the ATOD survey should be interpreted with caution as this survey is based on a non-random

sample of Indiana students.

Source: Indiana Prevention Resource Center, 2007

Figure 9.5

Percentage of Indiana and U.S. 12th Grade Students Reporting Current Use of Narcotics and

Tranquilizers, 2000 through 2006 (Monitoring the Future Survey; Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by Indiana

Children and Adolescents Survey, 2006—2007)
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= U.S. Narcotics 2.9% 3.0% 4.0% 4.1% 4.3% 3.9% 3.8%
Indiana Tranquilizer 6.5% 6.7% 6.0% 5.9% 5.4% 5.2% 5.3%
—®— U.S. Tranauilizer 2.6% 2.9% 3.3% 2.8% 3.1% 2.9% 2.7%

Source: University of Michigan, n.d.; Indiana Prevention Resource Center, 2007

“At the time of the report, the most recent data available were 2006 results from the MTF survey (national data) and
2007 results from the IPRC/ATOD survey (Indiana data). For comparisons between Indiana and U.S. students, data
from 2000 through 2006 were used.
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Another available data source for assessing
non-medical prescription drug use is the Treatment
Episode Data Set (TEDS). Young people (under
age 18) in Indiana reported significantly less use
of psychotherapeutics than adults 18 and older. An
examination of use by individual drug category shows
that young Hoosiers use significantly less pain relievers
but more stimulants than their older counterparts. Rates
for sedative/tranquilizer use were similar between the
two groups (see Figure 9.6). Gender and race was
associated with prescription drug abuse among the
under-18 year olds: females and Whites reported highest
rates of use.

PRESCRIPTION DRUG ABUSE
CONSEQUENCES

Prescription Drug Dependence
The most common consequences of prescription drug
misuse are addiction and/or dependence. (For this
report, we defined dependence as “individuals reporting
a certain drug to be their primary substance at the time of
their substance abuse treatment admission.”

One approach to determining whether prescription
drug abuse is a growing problem both nationally
and in Indiana is to use the Treatment Episode Data

System (TEDS) to track the percentage of admissions

to substance abuse treatment centers that are due to

pain relievers, sedatives/tranquilizers, and stimulants.

In 2005, overall prescription drug dependence was

significantly higher in Indiana than the United States:

a larger percentage of Indiana residents reported pain

reliever and sedative/tranquilizer dependence, while

stimulant dependence was greater among U.S. residents

(see Figure 9.7).

Significant differences were observed by gender,
race, and age group in Indiana:

* Gender—the rates for females were higher across all
three drug categories.

* Race—Whites had the highest rates of pain reliever
and sedative/tranquilizer dependence. Additionally,
more Whites than Blacks reported stimulant
dependence (the percentages for Whites and
“Others” were statistically similar).

» Age group—Significant differences by age category
were found for pain reliever and sedative/tranquilizer
dependence; highest rates were displayed by 25-
to 34-year olds (see Table 9.4). For county-level
information, see Appendix 9B, pages 150-151.

Indiana residents under the age of 18 had
significantly lower rates of overall prescription drug
dependence than adults 18 years and older (2.5% and

Figure 9.6 Percentage of Indiana and U.S. Patients Reporting Non-Medical Prescription Drug Use at Treatment
Admission, by Drug Category and Underage Status, 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2005)
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I Under 18 11.7% 4.4% 6.2% 2.1%
M Over 18 14.6% 9.3% 6.0% 1.4%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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Figure 9.7 Percentage of Indiana and U.S. Patients Reporting Prescription Drugs as Their Primary Substance
(Dependence) at Treatment Admission, by Drug Category, 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2005)
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Table 9.4 Percentage of Indiana Patients Reporting Prescription Drug Dependence at Treatment Admission, by
Drug Category, Gender, Race, and Age Group, 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2005)

Demographic Pain Relievers Sedatives/Tranquilizers Stimulants
Gender
Male 3.6% 1.0% 0.3%
Female 7.0% 2.6% 0.5%
Race
White 5.6% 1.9% 0.4%
Black 0.9% 0.3% 0.1%
Other 1.7% 1.0% 0.3%
Age Group
Under 18 0.8% 1.2% 0.4%
18 to 24 4.7% 1.6% 0.4%
25to 34 6.2% 1.9% 0.4%
35to 44 4.0% 1.3% 0.3%
45 to 54 4.1% 1.5% 0.3%
55 and over 4.1% 1.7% 0.1%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

6.8% respectively). This holds true for pain reliever A review of TEDS data from 2000 through 2005
dependence as well (0.8% and 4.9%). However, both reveals that dependence on pain relievers and

groups (under 18 and over 18 years) reported similar sedatives/tranquilizers increased significantly in both
rates for sedatives/tranquilizer (1.2% and 1.6%) and Indiana and the United States. However, the percentage
stimulant dependence (0.4% for both groups). of individuals reporting stimulants as their primary drug
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at treatment admission decreased significantly on the
national level but remained stable for Indiana residents
(see Figure 9.8).

Criminal Consequences

Individuals illegally obtain prescription drugs through a
variety of means, such as “doctor shopping” (going to
multiple doctors to obtain prescriptions for a controlled
pharmaceutical) or other prescription fraud; illegal
online pharmacies; theft and burglary (from residences
and pharmacies); receiving/purchasing from friends or
family; and over-prescribing (negligently or intentionally)
by physicians (Office of National Drug Control Policy,
2007).

During federal fiscal year (FFY) 2004, a total of
5,556 federal drug arrests were made for “other” drugs,
which included barbiturates, hallucinogens, opiates other
than heroin, and synthetic drugs (Office of National Drug
Control Policy, 2007).

The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) program collects
information on criminal activities, including possession
and sale/manufacture of various drugs (National Archive
of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.). The category “other
drugs” in the dataset refers to arrests that were made
involving barbiturates (sedatives) and Benzedrine
(amphetamine/stimulant). In 2005, the arrest rate for
possession of these substances in Indiana was 0.42
per 1,000 population, which is significantly lower than
the U.S. rate of 0.95 per 1,000 population. Similarly,
arrest rates for sale/manufacture of “other drugs” differed
significantly as well, with Indiana displaying an arrest
rate of 0.12 versus the national rate of 0.22 (per 1,000
population). A comparison of these rates across time,
from 1999 through 2005, shows a significant increase
for both the United States and Indiana (see Figure 9.9).
The distribution of arrest rates for possession and sale/
manufacture in Indiana by county for 2005 is depicted on
Maps 9.2 and 9.3, pages 147-148.

Figure 9.8 Percentage of Indiana Patients Reporting Prescription Drug Dependence at Treatment Admission, by
Drug Category, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2000—2005)

6%
5%
4% -
4’;
3% ‘
2%
n . ,
e — ® o ®
. — — u
%
’ 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
—&— IN: Pain Reliever 3.2% 3.3% 3.2% 3.9% 4.0% 4.7%
=l U.S.: Pain Reliever 1.6% 2.1% 2.4% 2.8% 3.4% 3.6%
—— IN: Sedatives/Tranquilizers 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% 1.6%
—®— U.S.: Sedatives/Tranquilizers 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
—— IN: Stimulants 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4%
U.S.: Stimulants 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.0%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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Figure 9.9 Arrest Rates for Possession and Sale/Manufacture of “Other Drugs” (Barbiturates
and Benzedrine), Indiana and the United States, 1999 through 2005 (Uniform Crime Reports, 1999—2005)
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0.60
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‘___—-—-0———0———0———0—_—‘
0.00
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
=& Indiana Possession 0.27 0.21 0.24 0.26 0.27 0.35 0.42
= U.S. Possession 0.52 0.56 0.59 0.65 0.76 0.86 0.95
—4&— Indiana Sale 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.12
—l— U.S. Sale 0.13 0.18 0.17 0.15 0.17 0.17 0.22

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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Map 9.1 Indiana Rate for Oxycodone Dosage Units Purchased by Registrants (Pharmacies, Hospitals, and
Practitioners), per Person, by County, 2006
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Map 9.2 Indiana “Other Drugs” (Barbiturates and Benzedrine) Possession Arrest Rates, per 1,000 Population, by

County, 2005 (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)
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Map 9.3  Indiana “Other Drugs” (Barbiturates and Benzedrine) Sale/Manufacture Arrest Rates, per 1,000
Population, by County, 2005 (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)
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APPENDIX 9A

State of Indiana: Purchases of Oxycodone by Registrants (Pharmacies, Hospitals, and Practitioners), by Indiana

County, 2006

County
Adams
Allen

Bartholomew

Benton
Blackford
Boone
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
DeKalb
Delaware
Dubois
Elkhart
Fayette
Floyd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton
Gibson
Grant
Greene
Hamilton
Hancock
Harrison
Hendricks
Henry
Howard
Huntington
Jackson
Jasper
Jay
Jefferson
Jennings
Johnson
Knox
Kosciusko
LaGrange
Lake
LaPorte
Lawrence

Registrant

6
66
15

NooowcooRonv22aN

58

28

24
8
15
5
101
23
14

Dosage
Units
86,100
1,633,285
715,700
12,900
118,780
286,700
101,800
39,200
113,480
866,865
146,600
120,020
48,100
188,800
610,400
202,355
190,200
1,092,000
278,295
935,155
299,945
922,660
145,300
97,000
139,650
122,200
821,480
172,300
1,017,460
353,900
209,400
1,250,560
402,640
773,390
150,100
457,395
166,555
158,965
222,085
310,865
869,100
274,020
345,840
61,100
1,576,475
586,830
417,050

Average

14,350
24,747
47,713
6,450
29,695
26,064
101,800
19,600
14,185
36,119
24,433
24,004
48,100
23,600
76,300
40,471
23,775
39,000
23,191
25,274
59,989
40,116
48,433
48,500
19,950
13,578
43,236
34,460
17,542
44,238
34,900
44,663
28,760
36,828
21,443
76,233
16,656
39,741
37,014
44,409
36,213
34,253
23,056
12,220
15,609
25,514
29,789

County
Madison
Marion
Marshall
Martin
Miami
Monroe
Montgomery
Morgan
Newton
Noble

Ohio
Orange
Owen
Parke
Perry

Pike

Porter
Posey
Pulaski
Putnam
Randolph
Ripley
Rush

Saint Joseph
Scott
Shelby
Spencer
Starke
Steuben
Sullivan
Switzerland
Tippecanoe
Tipton
Union
Vanderburgh
Vermillion
Vigo
Wabash
Warren
Warrick
Washington
Wayne
Wells
White
Whitley

Total

Registrant
30
228
13
2
4
30
9

N
w o N

~rBororroNToNowWERPOOANNN

58
3
24
8
2

—

3
5
6

—

4
7
8

1,392

Dosage
Units
937,152
9,524,398
328,425
62,300
79,416
832,540
289,360
506,920
16,300
163,640
118,500
73,600
95,900
40,800
69,320
77,400
647,005
87,100
55,790
192,660
136,580
437,700
90,640
1,508,248
596,365
290,400
40,900
202,060
124,600
136,700
51,600
832,560
115,660
42,300
1,792,032
56,420
831,455
191,760
3,200
344,490
101,260
545,400
164,760
122,500
161,900

43,231,016

Average
31,238
41,774
25,263
31,150
19,854
27,751
32,151
42,243

8,150
23,377
59,250
14,720
31,967
13,600
17,330
19,350
21,567
29,033
18,597
38,532
22,763
62,529
18,128
28,458
85,195
32,267
10,225
50,515
20,767
34,175
51,600
21,348
28,915
42,300
30,897
18,807
34,644
23,970

1,600
26,499
20,252
34,088
41,190
17,500
20,238

31,057

Note: Average is calculated by dividing the dosage units by the number of registrants (pharmacies, hospitals, and

practitioners) in the county.

Source: Drug Enforcement Agency, 2007
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APPENDIX 9B

Number of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment who Reported Prescription Drug Abuse and Who
Listed Prescription Drugs as Their Primary Substance at Admission, by County and Drug Category, 2005 (Treatment

Episode Data Set, 2005)

County
Adams
Allen
Bartholomew
Benton
Blackford
Boone
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
DeKalb
Delaware
DuBois
Elkhart
Fayette
Floyd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton
Gibson
Grant
Greene
Hamilton
Hancock
Harrison
Hendricks
Henry
Howard
Huntington
Jackson
Jasper
Jay
Jefferson
Jennings
Johnson
Knox
Kosciusko
LaGrange
Lake
LaPorte
Lawrence
Madison
Marion

150

Prescription
Drug Abuse

5
48
96

0
17
28
10

7
13
126
21

4

6
34
43

5

9
192
30
38
54
64
15
16

6
10
61
19
98
28
11
40
98
89
13
19
12
13
40
28
62
45
1
10
166
85
54

211
491

Pain Sedative &

Reliever Tranquilizer Stimulant
Abuse Abuse Abuse
3 2 1
36 12 6
52 27 26
0 0 0
11 8 2
11 1 4
1 7 3
2 4 1
6 7 1
82 43 17
3 16 2
& 0 1
4 2 2
21 16 1
34 14 1
5 1 0
6 2 1
132 82 13
19 14 1
23 12 8
39 25 2
42 34 3
4 12 1
7 8 &
1 4 1
3 7 0
42 20 B
9 10 3
41 42 24
14 10 1
8 3 1
26 13 3
79 40 2
74 21 3
9 4 1
14 6 2
6 9 1
6 6 2
33 10 4
21 7 2
34 31 2
28 17 4
7 1 3
8 1 2
123 52 2
23 10 4
30 25 8
51 120 66
298 221 32

Prescription
Drug

Sedative &

Reliever Tranquilizer Stimulant

Dependence Dependence Dependence Dependence

3
32
50

NN o =
NONRNw=arBrwag oo

N2 o
Rooom®

32

109
211

2
24
29

wanH a2 ooo

N
PO 2O _2ON_CONNNG22N0O0 =2 NVNNOWWO U®O

N i
o > Ay
— —
Soooco-NMw3S

»
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160 44
continued on next page
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continued from previous page

Pain Sedative & Prescription Sedative &
Prescription Reliever Tranquilizer Stimulant Drug Reliever Tranquilizer Stimulant

County Drug Abuse  Abuse Abuse Abuse Dependence Dependence Dependence Dependence
Marshall 20 4 11 5 4 0 3 1
Martin 22 10 16 0 12 6 6 0
Miami 13 9 6 0 6 6 0 0
Monroe 180 134 72 14 80 64 13 3
Montgomery 45 23 23 2 18 12 6 0
Morgan 85 28 9 1 19 15 4 0
Newton 4 1 3 1 2 1 1 0
Noble 9 8 4 2 4 2 2 0
Ohio 4 3 1 0 4 3 1 0
Orange 16 11 8 1 9 6 2 1
Owen 24 15 9 3 8 8 0 0
Parke 10 6 6 1 5 2 1 0
Perry 6 2 2 2 2 0 1 1
Pike 9 6 1 8 4 3 0 1
Porter 69 47 26 4 35 28 6 1
Posey 16 7 9 2 S S 0 0
Pulaski 4 2 2 1 2 0 1 1
Putnam 24 14 11 2 12 9 2 1
Randolph 14 11 6 1 7 7 0 0
Ripley 17 13 6 1 8 6 2 0
Rush 5 2 8 1 2 2 0 0
Scott 64 57 16 &) 42 39 2 1
Shelby 10 6 5 0 4 2 2 0
Spencer 17 11 5 2 4 & 1 0
St. Joseph 92 50 36 12 31 21 7 &
Starke 17 9 10 1 7 © 2 0
Steuben 5 3 1 1 4 2 1 1
Sullivan 16 11 5 1 8 5] 2 1
Switzerland 12 9 2 1 4 4 0 0
Tippecanoe 81 38 40 10 24 17 7 0
Tipton 11 ) 6 1 6 3 3 0
Union 7 ) 2 0 5 4 1 0
Vanderburgh 202 107 90 23 80 55) 19 6
Vermillion 4 &) 2 0 4 & 1 0
Vigo 88 45 43 9 29 24 © 0
Wabash 30 22 6 4 8 5 0 &
Warren 3 1 3 0 1 0 1 0
Warrick 20 12 11 2 1 8 2 1
Washington 11 8 ) 1 8 6 1 1
Wayne 74 59 26 1 83 26 7 0
Wells 8 4 0 4 4 & 0 1
White 8 1 6 1 5 1 2 0
Whitley 4 4 1 0 8 8 0 0
Total 3,871 2,355 1,598 402 1,739 1,247 386 106

Note: We defined dependence as “individuals reporting a certain drug to be their primary substance at the time of
their substance abuse treatment admission.”

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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APPENDIX 9C Part 1: Tranquilizer

Lifetime, Annual, and Monthly Tranquilizer Use, by Region and Grade, 2007 (Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use
by Indiana Children and Adolescents, 2007)

Indiana  Northwest North Central Northeast West Central East Southwest Southeast

6th Grade Lifetime 4.0 3.0 4.5 3.7 3.5 4.1 4.7 3.5 4.5
Annual 2.8 2.2 3:3 2.6 24 29 3:5 2.5 3.0
Monthly 1.5 il 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.7 2.0 1.4 1.5
7th Grade Lifetime 5.6 5.9 5.1 4.3 5.0 52 8.1 3.9 7.7
Annual 4.2 4.2 3.6 3.3 3.8 3.8 6.4 3.3 5.9
Monthly 2.5 24 1.9 2.0 2.6 2.1 3.5 24 3.8
8th Grade Lifetime 9.1 9.3 8.1 7.2 9.3 8.9 10.8 8.5 10.4
Annual 6.7 6.3 6.1 5.4 6.7 6.7 8.0 6.5 7.8
Monthly 3.9 3.8 3.8 2.7 3.9 3.8 4.2 3.7 4.6
9th Grade Lifetime 10.9 05 11.1 8.1 11.1 1.4 132 8.5 1.9
Annual 7.9 6.7 7.9 5.8 8.2 8.3 9.2 6.2 9.1
Monthly 4.4 4.0 43 2.7 5 4.7 5.2 3.7 4.6
10th Grade Lifetime 13.6 12.9 12.3 10.7 15.1 13.2 1641 14.1 14.6
Annual 15 8.8 8.4 6.7 11.1 91 117 10.2 10.5
Monthly 5.0 4.6 4.0 3.6 6.0 4.6 6.7 52 5.6
11th Grade Lifetime 13.4 12.8 12.8 10.5 14.9 13.7 1641 11.2 14.0
Annual 8.9 8.2 7.9 6.4 10.4 92 11.0 7.1 9.7
Monthly 4.3 3.9 4.1 2.8 5.0 4.4 5.5 3.2 4.8
12th Grade Lifetime 12.9 13.3 10.3 9.2 15.1 13.3 143 12.3 14.3
Annual 8.3 8.0 6.7 6.4 10.4 8.7 9.6 7.2 8.9
Monthly 4.0 43 Al 3.3 4.7 4.1 6.8 3.3 4.2

Source: Indiana Prevention Resource Center, 2007
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APPENDIX 9C Part 2: Narcotics

Lifetime, Annual, and Monthly Narcotics Use, by Region and Grade, 2007 (Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by
Indiana Children and Adolescents, 2007)

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

11th Grade

12th Grade

Source: Indiana Prevention Resource Center, 2007

Lifetime
Annual
Monthly
Lifetime
Annual
Monthly
Lifetime
Annual
Monthly
Lifetime
Annual
Monthly
Lifetime
Annual
Monthly
Lifetime
Annual
Monthly
Lifetime
Annual
Monthly

Indiana

0.8
0.5
0.3
22
1.6
1.0
5.0
3.6
2.1
7.6
5.3
2.9
10.9
73
3.9
1.7
7.7
3.9
12.1
7.6
3.8

Northwest

0.5
0.4
0.2
1.9
1.2
0.6
4.8
3.5
2.1
6.2
4.0
2.3
9.1
6.4
82
10.4
6.8
3.9
1.4
6.8
3.5

North Central

0.7
0.4
0.2
1.9
1.3
0.7
3.7
2.6
1.5
7.4
5.3
2.9
9.4
6.0
29
©.8
6.1
3.3
9.3
5.6
25

Northeast
0.6
0.4
0.3
1.3
0.8
0.4
3.8
2.8
14
4.3
2.6
1.3
8.2
6.5
3.0
9.7
6.4
3.2
9.7
71
3.3

West
0.9
0.5
0.4
2.2
1.8
1.1
5.0
3.4
1.8
8.8
6.3
8.9

11.5
8.3
4.3

11.9
7.8
4.1

13.2
8.1
4.1

Central
0.7
0.4
0.2
1.9
1.4
0.8
5.1
3.6
2.2
7.7
5.6
&

11.5
7.6
4.2

12.8
8.3
41

12.6
8.0
3.7
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East
1.4
0.7
0.6
3.4
2.5
14
6.9
5.2
29

10.5
7.0
3.9

141

10.9
58

15.6

1.1
5.4

15.0
©.3
6.1

Southwest
0.6
0.4
0.3
1.7
1.7
1.3
4.1
2.8
1.6
5.6
A5
2.0

10.2
7.2
8.3
9.1
6.1
2.6

10.9
6.2
3.3

Southeast
1.2
0.6
0.3
3.6
2.8
1.7
6.6
4.8
2.7
8.9
6.6
3.1

12.3
8.5
44

12.8
8.6
4.5

14.5
9.6
4.9
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APPENDIX 9C Part 3: Ritalin

Lifetime, Annual, and Monthly Ritalin Use, by Region and Grade, 2007 (Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by

Indiana Children and Adolescents, 2007)

Indiana  Northwest North Central

6th Grade Lifetime 1 0.8 1.2
Annual 0.7 0.5 0.7
Monthly 04 0.4 0.4
7th Grade Lifetime 2.2 2.3 2
Annual 1.6 1.4 1.5
Monthly 1 0.9 1.1
8th Grade Lifetime 4.5 5.3 4
Annual 3.8 3.9 3.1
Monthly 1.9 2.5 1.6
9th Grade Lifetime 7.3 6.3 8
Annual 5.8 4.1 6
Monthly 2.8 2.3 8.3
10th Grade Lifetime 10.6 10.7 114
Annual 74 8 8
Monthly 3.7 3.6 4.7
11th Grade Lifetime 10.7 1.2 12
Annual 6.9 6.8 7.6
Monthly 3.2 3.6 3.7
12th Grade Lifetime 11.3 11.6 115
Annual 7 6.7 71
Monthly 2.9 2.8 3.1

Source: Indiana Prevention Resource Center, 2007

Northeast
0.6
0.3
0.4
1.4
0.8
0.5
3.7
2.8
1.5
5.4
3.9

2

8
o5
29
10.4
7.3
3.7
10.8
7.4
3.2

West
0.9
0.7
0.4
23
1.7

4.1
31
1.8

5.9
3.2
10
6.6
82
12
7.1
3.3
10.9
6.5
25

Central
0.9
0.6
0.3
21
1.4
0.9
4.2
2.8
1.8
7.7
5.7
29

10.1
6.8
S5

10.9
7.2
3.2

111
6.9
2.4
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East
2.2
1.4
0.9
3.2
2.1
1.4
5.6
4.1
2.2

9
6.4
3.7

12.9
9.1
4.2
11.2
7.7
8.9
10.8

6

4.2

Southwest
1
0.9
0.6
1.8
1.4
0.8
4.7
3.7
1.9
51
4
1.9
12
8.5
&9
8
4.6
2.2
12.2
7
3.2

Southeast
1.2
0.7
0.4
2.7
2.1
1.2

©
3.7
2.2
7.4
5.2
2.8
10
71
3.3
8.8
5.9
2.4
11.3
7
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1. O. PoLysuBsTANCE ABUSE IN INDIANA:
CONSUMPTION PATTERNS

Polysubstance abuse refers to substance abuse during
which two or more substances in combination are used.
It is a particularly serious pattern of drug abuse that
appears to be generally established by late adolescence
(Collins, Ellickson, & Bell, 1999).

The primary source of data regarding polysubstance
abuse is the Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS). A
review of the TEDS data for Indiana and the United
States for the years 2000 through 2005 shows that
over 50% of the individuals seeking substance abuse
treatment reported using at least two drugs at the time
they entered treatment (Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Data Archive, n.d.). When Indiana is compared
to the rest of the United States, the percentage of
indi-viduals reporting polysubstance abuse is significantly
higher in Indiana (for 2000: Pearson chi-square = 64.55,
p < .001; for 2001: Pearson chi-square = 81.05, p < .001;

Figure 10.1

for 2002: Pearson chi-square = 226.34, p < .001; for
2003: Pearson chi-square = 184.814; p < .001; for 2004:
Pearson chi-square = 332.30, p < .001; for 2005: Pearson
chi-square = 711.29, p < .001). Also, the percentage of
individuals in treatment using two or more substances
increased significantly from 2000 to 2005 (t [Student t
test]= -19.54; p < .001) (see Figure 10.1). For county-
level treatment data on individuals using two or more
substances, see Appendix 10A, page 166.

Figure 10.2 illustrates that from 2000 through 2005,
approximately one-fourth of Hoosiers and one-fifth of
U.S. residents in treatment reported that they used
at least three drugs. The difference between the U.S.
and Indiana groups is significant across all years (for
2000: Pearson chi-square = 123.89, p < .001; for 2001:
Pearson chi-square = 4.84, p < .05; for 2002: Pearson
chi-square = 25.73, p < .001; for 2003: Pearson chi-

Percentage of Indiana and U.S. Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Reporting Polysubstance

Abuse (Using at Least Two Substances) at Admission, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2000-2005)
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—&®— Indiana | 55.5% 56.8% 58.3% 58.1% 59.8% 62.4%
—il—U.S. 93.4% 54.1% 54.1% 54.3% 55.2% 55.7%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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square = 39.01; p <.001; for 2004: Pearson chi-square =
141.61, p < .001; for 2005: Pearson chi-square = 811.81,
p <.001). Furthermore, the percentage increased
significantly from 23.0% in 2000 to 27.7% in 2005 in
Indiana (t =-14.77; p < .001) (see Figure 10.2). For
county-level treatment data on individuals using three or
more substances, see Appendix 10A, page 166.

Demographic Characteristics of

Polysubstance Users
Gender, race, and age are all significantly related to

polysubstance use in both Indiana and the nation.

Gender

In Indiana, a significantly higher percentage of women
reported using two or more drugs during some of the
years reviewed (for 2000: Pearson chi-square = 22.99,

p <.001; for 2002: Pearson chi-square = 3.51, p < .05;
for 2005: Pearson chi-square = 6.94, p < .01). During the
other years, no differences by gender were detected (see
Figure 10.3).

Additionally, from 2000 through 2005, significantly
more women used three or more substances (for 2000:
Pearson chi-square = 68.62, p < .001; for 2001: Pearson
chi-square = 40.54, p < .001; for 2002: Pearson chi-
square = 41.60, p <.001; for 2003: Pearson chi-square =
44.42; p < .001; for 2004: Pearson chi-square = 41.79, p
<.001; for 2005: Pearson chi-square = 34.95, p <.001)

(see Figure 10.4).

Race

Averaging the combined years from 2000 through 2005,
Blacks have a significantly higher rate of using two or
more substances than Whites (t = 11.21; p <.001) or
other races (t = 18.30; p < .001). However, in 2005,
Whites reported a higher rate of use than Blacks (t =
3.78; p < .001) and “Others” (t = 4.41; p < .001) (see
Figure 10.5).

Over all years combined (2000—-2005), significantly
more Whites than Blacks (t = 4.89; p < .001) and other
races (t = 9.99; p <.001) reported using three or more
substances at treatment admission in Indiana. A review

Figure 10.2 Percentage of Indiana and U.S. Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Reporting Polysubstance
Abuse (Using at Least Three Substances) at Admission, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2000—
2005)
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2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
—&— Indiana 23.0% 21.4% 22.1% 22.2% 23.8% 27.7%
—#—U.S. 20.7% 20.9% 20.9% 20.8% 21.3% 21.7%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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Figure 10.3  Percentages of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Reporting Polysubstance Abuse
(Using at Least Two Substances) at Admission, by Gender, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2000—
2005
b 0%
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -
0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
—&— Males 54.6% 56.6% 58.0% 58.1% 59.8% 62.0%
—#— Females | 57.2% 57.1% 59.1% 58.1% 59.7% 63.4%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

Figure 10.4 Percentages of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Reporting Polysubstance Abuse
(Using At Least Three Substances) at Admission, by Gender, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set,

2000-2005)
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2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
—&— Males 21.8% 20.3% 21.0% 21.1% 22.8% 26.7%
—— Females 25.6% 23.7% 24.3% 24.5% 25.8% 29.6%
Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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(Usng At Least Two Subsiances) at Admision, by Rage. 2000 thraugh 2005 (Treatrment Episods Data Set, 2000-
2005) 0%
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—o—Black  626% | 625% | 60.9% | 627% | 59.6% | 60.3%

—m—\White| 541% | 557% | 584% | 57.7% | 602% | 63.3%

—&—Other | 50.7% | 495% | 457% | 461% | 541% | 56.1%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

of individual years shows that Blacks used to have the
highest rates in 2000 and 2001 (comparison with Whites:
t=9.92, p <.001; comparison with “Others”™: t = 5.98, p <
.001), but their reported use of three or more substances
has been exceeded since 2002 by individuals who are
categorized as “White” (see Figure 10.6).

Age

A significant difference by age group can be observed
across all years reviewed, 2000 through 2005, for
Indiana residents reporting on their use of two or more
substances (for 2000: Pearson chi-square = 904.81,

p <.001; for 2001: Pearson chi-square = 894.61, p <
.001; for 2002: Pearson chi-square = 912.69, p < .001;
for 2003: Pearson chi-square = 819.65, p < .001; for
2004: 889.98, p <.001; for 2005: 725.36; p < .001) as
well as for individuals using three or more substances
(for 2000: Pearson chi-square = 391.42, p < .001;

for 2001: Pearson chi-square = 308.95, p < .001; for
2002: Pearson chi-square = 312.79, p < .001; for 2003:
Pearson chi-square = 361.28, p < .001; for 2004: 362.55,
p < .001; for 2005: 311.36; p < .001). Individuals using
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two or more substances were primarily between the ages
of 18 and 34 (see Figure 10.7). Hoosiers who reported
using three or more substances were, for the most part,
between 18 and 44 years old (see Figure 10.8).

Polysubstance Abuse Clusters in Indiana
We used cluster analysis of Indiana TEDS data for 2005,
the most recent data set, to determine the combinations
of drugs that polysubstance abusers within the state

are currently using. The cluster analysis was completed
in two steps following standardized methods (Hair,
Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995).

In the first step, hierarchical cluster analysis
specifying solutions with 2 to 20 clusters was done using
Ward’s method (Hair et al., 1995). Second, the results
of the hierarchical cluster analysis were used to create
“seed points” to serve as cluster centroids for follow-up
K-Means cluster analyses, specifying 2 to 20 clusters.
This two-step method was used as it produces clusters
that are more easily interpretable (Hair et al., 1995).

We next compared the cubic clustering criteria (the
expected value of the within-sum of squares, with a value
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Figure 10.6  Percentages of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Reporting Polysubstance Abuse

(Using at Least Three Substances) at Admission, by Race, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2000—

2005)
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—#— White | 21.9% 21.1% 22.5% 23.1% 25.0% 28.7%
—— Other | 22.8% 16.6% 17.1% 14.0% 18.7% 24.6%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

Figure 10.7 Percentages of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Reporting Polysubstance Abuse
(Using at Least Two Substances) at Admission, by Age Group, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set,

2000-2005)
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Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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Figure 10.8 Percentage of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Reporting Polysubstance Abuse
(Using at Least Three Substances) at Admission, by Age Group, 2000 through 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set,
2000-2005)
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== 2510 34 27.0% 25.7% 26.0% 26.1% 27.1% 31.2%
@ 351044 23.3% 21.5% 22.1% 22.7% 24.4% 26.6%
45 to 54 18.8% 18.0% 18.0% 17.5% 19.4% 22.3%
55 and Over 9.0% 7.6% 7.4% 3.8% 7.9% 12.1%

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

greater than 3, indicating good structure in the data, and
the face-validity of the set of drugs across the clusters to
select the final classification solution (Hair et al., 1995).
An examination of the results of the K-Means cluster
analyses indicated that an 11-cluster solution best fit the
available data. Table 10.1 shows the image and identity
matrix for the 11-cluster solution.

The most frequently occurring drug clusters in
Indiana were clusters 1, 2, 3, and 4. These clusters
accounted for more than two-thirds of polysubstance
users in the analysis (66.9%). Individuals in cluster 1
reported using a combination of alcohol and marijuana.
Polysubstance users in cluster 2 reported using a
combination of alcohol, marijuana, and cocaine. Cluster
3 included individuals who reported using alcohol
and cocaine, while polysubstance users in cluster
4 reported currently using alcohol, marijuana, and
methamphetamine.

Alcohol and marijuana were the most commonly
reported drugs, each appearing in 7 of the 11 clusters.
Cocaine was the third most frequently reported
drug, and it was included in 4 of the 11 clusters.

Methamphetamines and opiates/synthetic drugs each
appeared in two clusters, while heroin, benzodiazepines,
and hallucinogens were each represented in one cluster.
Table 10.2 (pages 164-165) breaks down the
clusters by demographic characteristics. In terms
of gender, men accounted for 50% or more of the
individuals within each cluster. The difference in the
percentages of men to women were smaller, however,
in clusters 3 (alcohol/cocaine), 7 (marijuana/cocaine),
9 (marijuana/opiates and synthetics), 10 (marijuana/
methamphetamine), and 11 (alcohol, marijuana,
benzodiazepines), indicating that women may be more
likely to use these combinations of drugs. Clusters 1
(alcohol/marijuana) and 6 (alcohol/hallucinogens) were
the most male-oriented clusters.
Racially, Whites comprised the largest percentage
of polysubstance abusers within each cluster. Blacks,
however, were more strongly represented in clusters
2 (alcohol/marijuanal/cocaine), 3, 7, and 8. These four
clusters were similar in that all included cocaine. Whites
represented more than 90% of the population in clusters 4
(alcohol/marijuana/methamphetamine), 5 (alcohol/opiates
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and synthetics), 9, 10, and 11. These five clusters included  contained potentially more easily available drugs such as

less commonly used drugs, including methamphetamine, alcohol, marijuana, methamphetamine, hallucinogens,
opiates/synthetics, or benzodiazepines. opiates/synthetics, and benzodiazepines. Clusters

Polysubstance abuse was primarily reported 2, 3, and 8 included the largest percentages of older
by individuals 18 years of age or older. Younger polysubstance users. The common drug within these
polysubstance users were more likely to be found three clusters was cocaine.

in clusters 1, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11. These six clusters

Table 10.1 Image and Identity Matrix for Polysubstance Abuse Clusters

Image Matrix C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 Cc7 C8 C9 C10 C11
Drug
Alcohol 1 1 .97 1 1 .86 0 .33 0 0 a7
Marijuana 1 1 0 .78 44 .18 1 .23 .61 .93 .71
Cocaine 0 1 0 .15 .01 .93 .68 .32 .27 0
Methamphetamine 0 0 .10 1 .03 .01 0 .03 A7 1 .06
Opiates/synthetics 0 0 0 1 0 0 13 1 0 0
Heroin .01 0 .01 .02 .01 0 1 .05 .01 .02
Benzodiazepines 0 0 .04 .0 .10 .01 .05 .04 .28 .07 1
Hallucinogens 0 0 .01 0 0 .74 .02 .01 .01 .02 .01
Identity Matrix Cc1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 c7 C8 Cc9 C10 C11
Drug
Alcohol 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
Marijuana 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1
Cocaine 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
Methamphetamine 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Opiates/synthetics 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Heroin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Benzodiazepines 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Hallucinogens 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 10.2  Demographic Characteristics of Polysubstance Abusers within Clusters

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4
n =5573 % n =2263 % n=1787 % n =1152 %
Gender
Male 4334 77.8 1533 67.7 1039 58.1 747 64.8
Female 1239 22.2 730 32.3 748 419 405 35.2
Race
White 4496 80.7 1431 63.2 978 54.7 1124 97.6
Black 834 15.0 723 31.9 731 40.9 8 7
Other 243 4.4 109 4.8 78 4.4 20 1.7
Race by Gender
White male 3465 62.2 955 42.2 548 30.7 728 63.2
Black male 663 11.9 493 21.8 442 24.7 5 4
Other male 206 3.7 85 3.8 49 2.7 14 1.2
White female 1031 18.5 476 21.0 430 241 396 34.4
Black female 171 3.1 230 10.2 289 16.2 3 3
Other female 37 7 24 1.1 29 1.6 6 55
Age
Under 18 482 8.6 83 1.5 7 4 21 1.8
18— 24 2166 38.9 418 18.5 139 7.8 358 31.1
25-34 1450 26.0 781 34.5 476 26.6 430 37.3
35-44 988 17.7 732 32.3 795 445 273 23.7
45 - 54 429 7.7 272 12.0 345 19.3 68 5.9
55 - 64 54 1.0 25 1.1 23 1.3 2 2
65 and over 4 A 2 A 2 A 0 .0
Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Cluster 7 Cluster 8
n =900 % n =759 % n=779 % n = 606 %
Gender
Male 564 62.7 558 73.5 401 515 368 60.7
Female 336 373 201 26.5 378 48.5 238 39.3
Race
White 843 93.7 636 83.8 481 61.7 360 59.4
Black 39 4.3 65 8.6 273 35.0 213 35.1
Other 18 2.0 58 7.6 25 3.2 83 5.4
Race by Gender
White male 529 58.8 465 61.3 240 30.8 208 34.3
Black male 20 2.2 51 6.7 147 18.9 138 22.8
Other male 15 1.7 42 515 14 1.8 22 3.6
White female 314 34.9 171 22.5 241 30.9 152 251
Black female 19 2.1 14 1.8 126 16.2 75 12.4
Other female 3 3 16 2.1 11 1.4 1 1.8
Age
Under 18 28 3.1 26 3.4 13 1.7 4 7
18 — 24 232 25.8 284 37.4 191 24.5 92 15.2
25-34 283 31.4 205 27.0 312 40.1 171 28.2
35-44 206 22.9 159 20.9 195 25.0 135 22.3
45 - 54 135 15.0 72 9.5 64 8.2 170 28.1
55 - 64 11 1.2 11 1.4 4 5 29 4.8
65 and over 5 .6 2 3 0 .0 5 .8

Continued on next page
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Table 10.2 continued

Gender

White male 578

Other male

Black female
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APPENDIX 10A

Number of Indiana Residents in Substance Abuse Treatment Who Reported Polysubstance Abuse (Using Two or
More Drugs; Using Three or More Drugs) at Admission, by County, 2005 (Treatment Episode Data Set, 2005)

Using 2+  Using 3+ Total (in Using 2+  Using 3+ Total (in
County Substances Substances Treatment) County Substances Substances Treatment)
Adams 90 45 123 Madison 462 152 1082
Allen 863 233 1512 Marion 2,811 1062 4,613
Bartholomew 281 141 405 Marshall 107 69 159
Benton 21 8 32 Martin 47 29 58
Blackford 86 50 112 Miami 163 47 239
Boone 93 43 155 Monroe 524 224 746
Brown 41 17 58 Montgomery 159 68 271
Carroll 40 13 91 Morgan 133 51 260
Cass 102 85 181 Newton 13 7 17
Clark 351 144 599 Noble 114 47 241
Clay 134 69 193 Ohio 15 8 23
Clinton 14 6 24 Orange 85) 17 49
Crawford 27 15 48 Owen 94 42 135
Daviess 104 68 123 Parke 89 46 137
Dearborn 133 60 222 Perry 71 85 129
Decatur 22 7 66 Pike 41 20 61
DeKalb 64 19 138 Porter 259 109 402
Delaware 565 266 775 Posey 102 54 166
DuBois 84 42 142 Pulaski 57 15 80
Elkhart 384 124 690 Putnam 64 35 116
Fayette 110 55 154 Randolph 67 28 104
Floyd 176 78 292 Ripley 48 23 71
Fountain 60 28 97 Rush 39 11 127
Franklin 29 15 44 Scott 86 50 170
Fulton 105 43 158 Shelby 88 24 170
Gibson 99 45 151 Spencer 62 31 124
Grant 229 101 340 St. Joseph 821 364 1214
Greene 72 42 114 Starke 81 27 126
Hamilton 407 123 611 Steuben 52 12 140
Hancock 92 25 174 Sullivan 62 85) 97
Harrison 78 25 117 Switzerland 38 10 58]
Hendricks 145 48 301 Tippecanoe 360 185 547
Henry 165 74 262 Tipton 19 6 32
Howard 273 65 407 Union 17 8 32
Huntington 63 24 124 Vanderburgh 1133 597 1525
Jackson 62 45 74 Vermillion 55 20 98
Jasper 61 29 78
Jay 67 32 96
Jefferson 116 44 255
Jennings 107 68 145
Johnson 230 91 361
Knox 208 89 302
Kosciusko 87 31 204
LaGrange 61 27 120
Lake 1,267 486 2,219
LaPorte 330 151 452
Lawrence 116 52 189

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.
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1 1 . IoenTIFIcATION OF COMMUNITIES WITH
SIGNIFICANT SuBsTANCE ABUSE CHALLENGES

To measure the severity of substance use at the
community level, we identified proxy indicators of use
for individual drug categories, including alcohol, cocaine,
methamphetamine, marijuana, and prescription drugs,
as well as general indicators that are associated with
alcohol and illicit drug use, such as drug-related arrests
and property crimes. Additionally, we selected arrests
of juvenile runaways to indicate substance use among
youths. We then rank-ordered the counties on these
selected indicators, using a greatest-need/highest-
contributor model. Counties received a priority score
based on their need for substance abuse prevention
(measured by the rate at which an indicator occurred) and
their overall involvement in the problem (measured by the
number of times an indicator occurred).

For each indicator, counties were given 4 points
if they were in the top most severe 10% of all Indiana
counties, 3 points if they were in the top 15%, 2 points if
they were in the top 25%, 1 point if they were in the top
50%, and 0 points if they ranked below. The points were
then summed to an overall priority score; a higher priority
score indicates a more severe problem. The selection of
substance abuse indicators was limited to datasets that
provide county-level data.

ALCOHOL INDICATORS
In 2006, we examined the ranking of communities in
terms of six indicators for alcohol abuse, including:

Table 11.1

number of alcohol-related fatal auto accidents;
rate of alcohol-related fatal auto accidents;
number of alcohol-related crashes;

rate of alcohol-related crashes;

number of arrests for public intoxication; and
rate of public intoxication arrests.

2R

These indicators were selected because they
represent the best proxy measures of our alcohol
priority which is focused on underage drinking and binge
drinking by 18- to 25-year-olds at the county level. The
indicators used here reflect data from the 2005 Uniform
Crime Reports (UCR) series and 2006 data provided
by the Indiana State Police. (A limitation of the Uniform
Crime Reports program is variation among the individual
states and counties in the level of crime data being
reported to the FBI; for this reason, a statistical algorithm
is used to estimate arrests for counties in which reporting
is particularly poor; see Appendix 11A, page 175, for
the coverage index by county.) Following last year’s
methodology, the counties whose alcohol priority scores
are in the top most severe 25% are listed in Table 11.1.

We expanded the list of alcohol abuse indicators for
this year’s State Epidemiological Profile to also include:
7. number of arrests for driving under the influence

(bul);

8. rate of DUI arrests;
9. number of arrests for liquor law violations; and

Counties with Alcohol Priority Scores in the Top 25% of Indiana Counties— Based on Six Alcohol Abuse

Indicators (Vehicle Crash Records System, 2006; Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Alcohol Priority Score
LaPorte 20
Marion 20
Tippecanoe 20
Vanderburgh 17
LaGrange 16
Allen 15
Clark 15
Scott 15
Wayne 15
Kosciusko 13
Bartholomew 12
Decatur 12
Floyd 12

County Alcohol Priority Score
Monroe 12
Cass 1
Elkhart 11
Jackson 1
Madison 1
Pike 11
Steuben 1
Clinton 10
Jefferson 10
Newton 10
Porter 10
Vigo 10

Source: Indiana State Police, 2007; National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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10. rate of liquor law violation arrests. so the variables “arrests for cocaine and opiates
The counties that scored in the top most severe 25%  possession” and “arrests for synthetic drugs (including

based on the 10-indicator system are shown in Table methamphetamine)” were used. Tables 11.3 and 11.4 list
11.2. For a complete list of counties by all alcohol abuse the counties whose priority scores (based on the number
indicators, see Appendix 11B, pages 179-181. and rate of arrests due to possession of cocaine or
methamphetamine) are in the top 25 percent.
COCAINE AND METHAMPHETAMINE However, for the 2007 State Epidemiology and
INDICATORS Outcomes Workgroup Report we decided to also
For both cocaine and methamphetamine, we used a include the number and rate of arrests for cocaine and
similar methodology in 2006 to rank counties, using methamphetamine sale/manufacture. The counties with
total number and rates of arrests for possession of priority scores in the top 25% are presented in Tables
these substances as proxy indicators. Unfortunately, 11.5 and 11.6. For a complete list of counties by cocaine
the Uniform Crime Reports dataset does not provide and methamphetamine abuse indicators, see Appendix
cocaine- and methamphetamine-specific information, 11C, pages 182-187.

Table 11.2  Counties with Alcohol Priority Scores in the Top 25% of Indiana Counties — Based on 10 Alcohol Abuse
Indicators (Vehicle Crash Records System, 2006; Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Alcohol Priority Score County Alcohol Priority Score
Tippecanoe 58 Jackson 19
LaPorte 31 Hamilton 18
Marion 28 Kosciusko 18
Allen 27 Vigo 18
Wayne 24 Perry 17
Vanderburgh 23 Saint Joseph 17
Clark 22 Bartholomew 16
Monroe 22 Clinton 16
Elkhart 21 Johnson 16
Madison 21 LaGrange 16
Lake 20 Scott 16
Porter 20 Steuben 16
Floyd 19

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.

Table 11.3  Counties with Cocaine Priority Scores in the Top 25% of all Indiana Counties — Based on the Number
and Rate of Arrests due to Cocaine and Opiates Possession (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Cocaine Priority Score County Cocaine Priority Score
Allen 8 Bartholomew )
Delaware 8 Tipton 5
Howard 8 Franklin 4
Marion 8 Madison 4
Saint Joseph 8 Montgomery 4
Tippecanoe 8 Decatur 3
Wayne 8 Fountain 3
Clark 7 Hamilton B
Grant 7 Knox 3
Elkhart 6 Kosciusko 3
Lake 6 Marshall 3
Putnam 6 Morgan 3
Vanderburgh 6 Noble 3

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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Table 11.4  Counties with Methamphetamine Priority Scores in the Top 25% of all Indiana Counties—Based on the
Number and Rate of Arrests due to Synthetic Drug Possession (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Methamphetamine Priority Score County Methamphetamine Priority Score
Bartholomew 8 Elkhart 5
Daviess 8 Hamilton 5
Tippecanoe 8 Rush 5
Vanderburgh 8 Clark 4
Vigo 8 Kosciusko 4
Warrick 8 Blackford 3
Grant 7 Decatur B
Jackson 7 Greene B
Clay 6 Lake 3
Dubois 6 Perry 8
Floyd 6 Posey 3
Marshall 6 Randolph 3
Scott 6 Spencer 3
Wayne 6 Wabash 3

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.

Table 11.5 Counties with Cocaine Priority Scores in the Top 25% of all Indiana Counties — Based on the Number and
Rate of Arrests due to Cocaine and Opiates Possession and Sale/Manufacture (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Cocaine Priority Score County Cocaine Priority Score
Howard 16 Floyd 9
Marion 16 Putnam 9
Wayne 16 Tipton 9
Allen 14 Elkhart 8
Grant 14 Knox 8
Lake 14 Decatur 7
Tippecanoe 14 Steuben 7
Saint Joseph 13 Bartholomew 6
Vanderburgh 13 Kosciusko 6
Clark 12 Fountain )
Delaware 10 Fulton )
LaPorte 10 Hamilton 8
Morgan 10 Marshall 5
Clinton 9 Montgomery 5)

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.

Table 11.6  Counties with Methamphetamine Priority Scores in the Top 25% of All Indiana Counties—Based on the
Number and Rate of Arrests due to Synthetic Drug Possession and Sale/Manufacture (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Methamphetamine Priority Score County Methamphetamine Priority Score
Vanderburgh 16 Clay 9
Bartholomew 16 Grant 8
Warrick 16 Floyd 8
Vigo 15 Hamilton 8
Wayne 13 Marshall 8
Tippecanoe 13 Dubois 8
Daviess 13 Rush 8
Jackson 11 Scott 8
Clark 10 Lake 7
Putnam 10 Steuben 7
Elkhart 9 Kosciusko 7
Jefferson 9 Brown 7
Blackford 9 Posey 7

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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OTHER DRUG USE INDICATORS

Previously, we identified only indicators for alcohol,
cocaine, and methamphetamine abuse for the purpose of
county priority rankings. We decided to extend the scope
of the examination to include other proxy indicators for
which adequate county-level information are available.
The Uniform Crime Reports dataset also provides
information on arrests for marijuana and “other drugs,”
such as barbiturates and Benzedrine (used as a proxy
for prescription drug abuse). Using the highest-need/
highest-contributor model, based on number and rates of
arrests for possession and sale/manufacture, the priority
scores for marijuana and prescription drug abuse were
computed for each county. Tables 11.7 and 11.8 show

the counties whose scores are in the top 25 percent.
For a complete listing of counties by marijuana and
prescription drug abuse indicators, see Appendix 11D,
pages 188-193.

OVERALL USE INDICATORS

We also identified other variables from the 2005

Uniform Crime Reports to serve as indicators for overall
substance use. These indicators include arrests for the
possession or sale/manufacture of any illicit substance
and arrests for property crimes. In 2005, a total of 31,504
individuals were arrested for the possession or sale/
manufacture of drugs in Indiana; this represents an
annual arrest rate of 5.02 per 1,000 population (see Map

Table 11.7  Counties with Marijuana Priority Scores in the Top 25% of all Indiana Counties — Based on the Number
and Rate of Arrests due to Marijuana Possession and Sale/Manufacture (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Marijuana Priority Score
Vanderburgh 16
Tippecanoe 15
Lake 12
Floyd 12
Wayne 11
Marion 11
Johnson 11
Fayette 10
Morgan 10
Saint Joseph 10
Hamilton 10
Hendricks 9
Jennings 8

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.

County
Henry
Union
Shelby
Clinton
Jackson
Grant
Howard
Allen
Knox
Clark
Porter
Bartholomew

Marijuana Priority Score

~N ~N ~ N 0 00 o 0 0o oo oo

Table 11.8  Counties with Prescription Drug Priority Scores in the Top 25% of All Indiana Counties Based on the
Number and Rate of Arrests due to “Other Drugs (such as Barbiturates and Benzedrine)” Possession and Sale/

Manufacture (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Prescription Drug Priority Score
Knox 16
Whitley 16
Noble 15
Randolph 15
Fulton 14
Pike 14
Marshall 13
Ripley 13
DeKalb 12
Ohio 1
Tipton 1"
Vermillion 1
Steuben 1
Allen 1

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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County
Miami
Morgan
Tippecanoe
Fountain
Newton
Elkhart
Lake
Union
Scott
Benton
Henry
Hendricks
Lawrence
Wabash

Prescription Drug Priority Score
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11.1 for the distribution of arrest rates by county, page
200). Table 11.9 shows the counties whose drug arrest
priority scores are in the top 25 percent.

Information gathered on property crimes in the
Uniform Crime Reports series includes arrests for
burglaries, larcenies, motor vehicle thefts, and arsons.
In 2005, a total of 33,229 individuals in Indiana were
arrested for committing a property crime; this represents
an annual arrest rate of 5.30 per 1,000 population. Table
11.10 depicts the counties whose property crime arrest
priority scores are in the top 25 percent. For a complete
listing of counties by overall use indicators, see Appendix
11E, pages 194-197.

YOUTH SUBSTANCE USE INDICATORS
Studies have shown that runaway and homeless
adolescents are at a greater risk for abusing alcohol and
other drugs (Greene, Ennett, Ringwalt, 1997; Windle,
1988). Therefore, we selected runaway arrests from the
2005 Uniform Crime Reports dataset as a proxy indicator
for youth substance use. In 2005, a total of 4,764
juveniles (individuals under age 18) were arrested for
running away from home in Indiana; the corresponding
rate is 0.76 per 1,000 population (under age 18). See
Table 11.11 for the counties with runaway priority scores
in the top 25 percent and Appendix 11F for a complete
list of runaway arrests by county, pages 194-197.

Table 11.9  Counties with Drug Arrest Priority Scores (Proxy Indicator for Overall Substance Use) in the Top 25% of
All Indiana Counties—Based on the Number and Rate of Arrests for Drug Possession and Sale/Manufacture (Uniform

Crime Reports, 2005)

County
Floyd
Tippecanoe
Vanderburgh
Marion
Wayne
Bartholomew
Howard
Allen
Johnson
Fayette
Clinton
Grant
Morgan

Drug Arrests Priority Score

GQO1 o1 010 O N~ N 0 o

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.

Table 11.10

County
Saint Joseph
Lake
Elkhart
Blackford
Daviess
Jackson
Vigo
Madison
Hamilton
Knox
Montgomery
Clark

Drug Arrests Priority Score

(&)
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Counties with Property Crime Arrest Priority Scores (Proxy Indicator for Overall Substance Use) in the

Top 25% of All Indiana Counties— Based on the Number and Rate of Arrests (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County
Wayne

Vigo

Allen
Tippecanoe
Floyd

Clark
Vanderburgh
Johnson
Grant

Saint Joseph
Marion

Lake

Scott

Property Crime Priority Score

QO OO NN~ OO o

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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County
Marshall
Steuben
Kosciusko
Elkhart
Fayette
Bartholomew
Howard
Madison
Jefferson
Dubois
LaPorte
Hendricks
Hamilton

Property Crime Priority Score
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Table 11.11  Counties with Runaway Priority Scores (Proxy Indicator for Youth Substance Use) in the Top 25% of All
Indiana Counties — Based on the Number and Rate of Arrests (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County Runaway Priority Score County Runaway Priority Score
Saint Joseph 8 Lake 5
Vanderburgh 8 Brown 4
LaPorte 8 Fayette 4
Vigo 8 Shelby 4
Madison 8 Jefferson 3
Tippecanoe 8 Rush 3
Grant 7 Steuben 3
Noble 7 Jackson &
Howard 7 Knox &
Elkhart 7 Clark 3
Henry 6 Wayne 8
Cass 6 Johnson 3
Bartholomew 5 Monroe 3
Allen 5 Hamilton 3

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11A

Coverage Indicator (Percentage of County Data Reported to and not Imputed by the FBI) for Uniform Crime Reports
and County Population Estimates, 2005 (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County

Adams
Allen

Bartholomew

Benton
Blackford
Boone
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
DeKalb
Delaware
Dubois
Elkhart
Fayette
Floyd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton
Gibson
Grant
Greene
Hamilton
Hancock
Harrison
Hendricks
Henry
Howard
Huntington
Jackson
Jasper
Jay
Jefferson
Jennings
Johnson
Knox
Kosciusko
LaGrange
Lake
LaPorte
Lawrence
Madison

Coverage
Indicator Population Population
(0-17 yrs old)

(%)
40.44
96.01
100.00
0.00
100.00
0.00
100.00
14.67
100.00
93.96
30.30
24.07
0.00
62.63
11.72
41.90
30.49
100.00
47.64
100.00
78.97
100.00
52.66
(5535
0.00
26.01
85.64
75.15
68.98
100.00
46.11
37.33
100.00
100.00
66.48
44.58
19.63
28.67
38.41
67.80
95.22
47.10
16.82
100.00
73.54
91.74
89.98
100.00

County

(all)
34,002
344,055
73,072
9,189
13,773
51,127
15,312
20,443
40,640
101,261
27,360
34,336
11,229
30,412
48,851
25,108
41,753
118,416
40,996
193,143
25,072
71,938
17,768
21,562
20,695
33,470
71,938
33,685
233,038
61,251
36,577
124,157
48,073
85,082
38,334
42,190
31,798
21,917
32,287
28,558
126,911
38,654
75,767
36,716
493,551
110,360
46,654
131,337

County

10,247
93,840
18,954
2,343
3,188
13,637
3,178
4,986
10,264
24,034
6,632
9,039
2,703
8,522
12,213
6,503
11,014
24,421
10,461
55,180
5,811
17,430
4,300
5,899
5,017
7,870
15,924
7,921
69,513
15,535
8,674
32,658
10,940
21,095
9,270
10,537
8,000
5,700
7,404
7,538
33,362
8,242
20,090
11,875
128,540
25,855
10,734
30,161

County

Marion
Marshall
Martin
Miami
Monroe
Montgomery
Morgan
Newton
Noble
Ohio
Orange
Owen
Parke
Perry

Pike

Porter
Posey
Pulaski
Putnam
Randolph
Ripley
Rush

Saint Joseph
Scott
Shelby
Spencer
Starke
Steuben
Sullivan
Switzerland
Tippecanoe
Tipton
Union
Vanderburgh
Vermillion
Vigo
Wabash
Warren
Warrick
Washington

Wayne County

Wells
White
Whitley

Total

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Data Archive, n.d.

Coverage

County

County

Indicator Population Population

(%)
100.00
22.96
74.09
0.00
100.00
39.77
32.50
100.00
18.12
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
40.52
0.00
92.53
27.12
0.00
72.79
18.19
0.00
32.09
99.30
25.56
59.14
0.00
84.25
100.00
0.00
0.00
100.00
32.15
100.00
100.00
29.76
57.67
50.89
0.00
100.00
23.01
97.05
100.00
100.00
29.91

Indiana University Center for Health Policy

(all)
868,361
46,990
10,525
36,153
121,680
38,146
69,807
14,501
47,558
5,881
19,827
23,201
17,349
19,104
13,009
155,816
27,139
13,901
36,989
26,844
29,117
18,127
267,901
23,734
43,923
20,422
23,029
33,908
21,983
9,560
152,881
16,690
7,266
174,112
16,591
103,764
34,357
8,808
55,771
28,036
70,163
28,117
24,983
32,131

6,271,973

(0-17 yrs old)
229,715
12,469
2,388
8,669
21,010
9,397
17,612
3,397
13,123
1,285
4,852
5,386
3,705
3,957
2,929
37,210
6,536
3,328
8,123
6,374
7,367
4,569
67,834
5,876
10,984
4,970
5,868
8,113
4,587
2,322
32,282
3,821
1,791
39,613
3,791
23,208
7,646
2,072
13,866
6,887
16,146
6,993
6,021
8,000

1,573,346
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APPENDIX 11B - Part 1

Part 1: Alcohol Abuse Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population), Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana County
(Vehicle Crash Records System, 2006; Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

Alcohol-Related Fatal Auto Accidents Alcohol-Related Collisions Public Intoxication Arrests
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group
Adams 2 50th 0.06 50th 37 25th 1.09 < 25th 63 25th 1.85 25th
Allen 11 90th 0.03 25th 651 90th 1.89 50th 1409 90th 4.10 75th
Bartholomew 7 90th 0.10 75th 113 75th 1.55 25th 332 75th 4.54 75th
Benton 2 50th 0.22 90th 12 < 25th 1.31 25th 19 < 25th 2.07 25th
Blackford 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 15 < 25th 1.09 < 25th 22 < 25th 1.60 25th
Boone 1 25th 0.02 25th 73 50th 1.43 25th 111 50th 217 25th
Brown 1 25th 0.07 50th 31 < 25th 2.02 75th 9 < 25th 0.59 < 25th
Carroll 1 25th 0.05 50th 45 25th 2.20 85th 29 < 25th 1.42 < 25th
Cass 2 50th 0.05 50th 80 50th 1.97 75th 237 75th 5.83 90th
Clark 7 90th 0.07 50th 199 75th 1.97 75th 407 90th 4.02 75th
Clay 1 25th 0.04 50th 38 25th 1.39 25th 58 25th 212 25th
Clinton 6 90th 0.17 90th 61 50th 1.78 50th 41 < 25th 1.19 < 25th
Crawford 1 25th 0.09 75th 19 < 25th 1.69 50th 26 < 25th 2.32 25th
Daviess 4 75th 0.13 85th 88 25th 1.09 < 25th 75 25th 2.47 50th
Dearborn 2 50th 0.04 50th 60 50th 1.23 < 25th 107 50th 219 25th
Decatur 1 25th 0.04 50th 111 75th 4.42 90th 137 50th 5.46 90th
DeKalb 1 25th 0.02 25th 85 25th 0.84 < 25th 118 50th 2.83 50th
Delaware 4 75th 0.03 25th 204 85th 1.72 50th 296 75th 2.50 50th
Dubois 1 25th 0.02 25th 65 50th 1.59 50th 103 50th 2.51 50th
Elkhart 5) 85th 0.03 25th 283 90th 1.47 25th 407 90th 2.1 25th
Fayette 1 25th 0.04 50th 34 25th 1.36 25th 2 < 25th 0.08 < 25th
Floyd 1 25th 0.01 < 25th 162 75th 2.25 85th 375 85th 5.21 90th
Fountain 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 22 < 25th 1.24 < 25th 32 < 25th 1.80 25th
Franklin 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 29 < 25th 1.34 25th 47 25th 218 25th
Fulton 3 50th 0.14 85th 33 25th 1.59 50th 60 25th 2.90 50th
Gibson 1 25th 0.03 25th 46 25th 1.37 25th 54 25th 1.61 25th
Grant 5] 85th 0.07 50th 97 50th 1.35 25th 257 75th 3.57 75th
Greene 2 50th 0.06 50th 63 50th 1.87 50th 66 25th 1.96 25th
Hamilton 4 75th 0.02 25th 266 90th 1.14 < 25th 272 75th 1.17 < 25th
Hancock 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 65 50th 1.06 < 25th 140 50th 2.29 25th

continued on next page

Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher percentile group indicates a more severe problem.
Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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County
Harrison
Hendricks
Henry
Howard
Huntington
Jackson
Jasper
Jay
Jefferson
Jennings
Johnson
Knox
Kosciusko
LaGrange
Lake
LaPorte
Lawrence
Madison
Marion
Marshall
Martin
Miami
Monroe
Montgomery
Morgan
Newton
Noble
Ohio
Orange
Owen
Parke
Perry
Pike
Porter
Posey
Pulaski

Alcohol-Related Fatal Auto Accidents

Number
S
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Percentile
Group
50th
25th
75th
50th
25th
50th
85th
< 25th
50th
25th
85th
75th
90th
90th
50th
90th
50th
50th
90th
50th
< 25th
< 25th
75th
75th
75th
50th
50th
< 25th
25th
85th
25th
75th
75th
50th
25th
25th

Rate
0.08
0.01

0.08
0.04
0.03
0.05
0.16
0.00
0.06
0.04
0.04
0.10
0.08
0.22
0.00
0.21

0.04
0.02
0.02
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.10
0.06
0.21

0.04
0.00
0.05
0.22
0.06
0.21

0.31

0.02
0.04
0.07

Percentile
Group
75th
< 25th
75th
50th
25th
50th
85th
< 25th
50th
50th
50th
75th
75th
90th
< 25th
90th
50th
25th
25th
50th
< 25th
< 25th
25th
75th
50th
90th
50th
< 25th
50th
90th
50th
90th
90th
25th
50th
50th

Alcohol-Related Collisions

Number
77
176
56
132
45
108
64
22
59
38
179
64
129
295
52
1006
74
213
2585
79
25
40
215
58
88
29
81
14
33
37
31
85
31
286
42
24

Percentile
Group
50th
75th
50th
75th
25th
50th
50th
< 25th
50th
25th
75th
50th
75th
90th
50th
90th
50th
85th
90th
50th
< 25th
25th
85th
50th
50th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
25th
25th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
90th
25th
< 25th

Rate
2.1

1.42
1.16
1.55
1.17
2.56
2.01

1.00
1.83
1.33
1.41

1.66
1.70
8.03
0.11

9.12
1.59
1.62
2.98
1.68
2.38
1.11

1.77
1.39
1.26
2.00
1.70
2.38
1.66
1.59
1.79
1.83
2.38
1.84
1.55
1.73

Percentile
Group
75th
25th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
90th
75th
< 25th
50th
25th
25th
50th
50th
90th
< 25th
90th
50th
50th
90th
50th
90th
< 25th
50th
25th
25th
75th
50th
90th
50th
50th
50th
50th
90th
50th
25th
50th

Public Intoxication Arrests

Number
32
144
47
271
13
197
49
78
279
45
55
54
272
24
1350
357
165
546
5194
174
15
108
517
127
61
75
132

46
30
40
68
35
378
60
32

Percentile
Group
< 25th

50th
25th
75th
< 25th
50th
25th
50th
75th
< 25th
25th
25th
75th
< 25th
90th
85th
50th
90th
90th
50th
< 25th
50th
90th
50th
25th
25th
50th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
85th
25th
< 25th

Rate
0.87
1.16
0.98
3.19
0.34
4.67
1.54
3.56
8.64
1.58
0.43
1.40
3.59
0.65
2.74
.23
3.54
4.16
5.98
3.70
1.43
2.99
4.25
8.8
0.87
5.17
2.78
1.36
2.32
1.29
2.31

3.56
2.69
243
2.21

2.30

Percentile
Group
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th

50th
< 25th
85th
< 25th
75th
90th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
75th
< 25th
50th
50th
50th
75th
90th
75th
< 25th
50th
75th
50th
< 25th
85th
50th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
25th
75th
50th
50th
25th
25th

continued on next page
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APPENDIX 11B - Part 1 (continued)

Alcohol-Related Fatal Auto Accidents Alcohol-Related Collisions Public Intoxication Arrests
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile

County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group
Putnam & 50th 0.08 75th 50 25th 1.35 25th 91 50th 2.46 50th
Randolph 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 22 < 25th 0.82 < 25th 94 50th 3.50 50th
Ripley 1 25th 0.03 25th 85 25th 1.20 < 25th 79 50th 2.71 50th
Rush 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 18 < 25th 0.99 < 25th 84 50th 4.63 85th
Saint Joseph ) 85th 0.02 25th 409 90th 1.53 25th 207 75th 0.77 < 25th
Scott © 85th 0.21 90th 91 50th 3.83 90th 90 50th 3.79 75th
Shelby & 50th 0.07 50th 46 25th 1.05 < 25th 110 50th 2.50 50th
Spencer 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 25 < 25th 1.22 < 25th 47 25th 2.30 25th
Starke 1 25th 0.04 50th 52 50th 2.26 90th 60 25th 2.61 50th
Steuben 10 90th 0.29 90th 69 50th 2.03 75th 58 25th 1.56 < 25th
Sullivan 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 7 < 25th 0.32 < 25th 42 < 25th 1.91 25th
Switzerland 1 25th 0.10 75th 20 < 25th 2.09 75th 22 < 25th 2.30 25th
Tippecanoe 10 90th 0.07 50th 340 90th 2.22 85th 945 90th 6.18 90th
Tipton 2 50th 0.12 85th 24 < 25th 1.44 25th 26 < 25th 1.56 < 25th
Union 1 25th 0.14 85th 8 < 25th 1.10 < 25th 46 25th 6.33 90th
Vanderburgh © 85th 0.03 25th 352 90th 2.02 75th 925 90th 5.31 90th
Vermillion 1 25th 0.06 50th 23 < 25th 1.39 25th 96 50th 5.79 90th
Vigo & 50th 0.03 25th 203 85th 1.96 75th 341 85th 3.29 50th
Wabash 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 40 25th 1.16 < 25th 85 50th 2.47 50th
Warren 1 25th 0.1 75th 13 < 25th 1.48 25th 20 < 25th 2.27 25th
Warrick 1 25th 0.02 25th 76 50th 1.36 25th 54 25th 0.97 < 25th
Washington 1 25th 0.04 50th 32 25th 1.14 < 25th 68 25th 2.43 50th
Wayne & 50th 0.04 50th 150 75th 2.14 85th 509 90th 7.25 90th
Wells 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 28 < 25th 1.00 < 25th 39 < 25th 1.39 < 25th
White 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 44 25th 1.76 50th 128 50th 5.12 85th
Whitley 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 42 25th 1.31 25th 51 25th 1.59 25th
Total 267 0.04 11,718 1.87 20,701 3.30
Minimum 0 0 7 0 2 0
Maximum 23 0 2,585 9 5,194 9
Mean 2.90 0.06 127.37 1.77 225.01 2.79
Standard Deviation  3.57 0.07 294.81 1.18 580.41 1.64

Source: Indiana State Police, 2007; National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11B - Part 2

Part 2: Alcohol Abuse Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population), Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana
County (Vehicle Crash Records System, 2006; Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

DUI Arrests Liquor Law Violation Arrests Overall Alcohol Rating
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Alcohol Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group  Priority Score = Group
Adams 185 50th 5.44 25th 76 25th 2.24 25th 2 25th
Allen 3267 90th 9.50 90th 642 90th 1.87 25th 15 90th
Bartholomew 310 50th 4.24 < 25th 239 75th 3.27 50th 12 85th
Benton 52 < 25th 5.66 25th 26 < 25th 2.83 50th 5 25th
Blackford 58] < 25th 3.85 < 25th 29 < 25th 2.1 25th 0 < 25th
Boone 291 50th 5.69 25th 152 50th 2.97 50th 2 25th
Brown 70 < 25th 4.57 25th 9 < 25th 0.59 < 25th 3 25th
Carroll 126 25th 6.16 50th 45 < 25th 2.20 25th 4 25th
Cass 204 50th 5.02 25th 147 50th 3.62 75th 11 85th
Clark 729 85th 7.20 75th 217 75th 2.14 25th 15 90th
Clay 154 25th 5.63 25th 51 25th 1.86 25th 1 < 25th
Clinton 112 < 25th 3.26 < 25th 320 75th 9.32 90th 10 75th
Crawford 70 < 25th 6.23 50th 20 < 25th 1.78 < 25th 3 25th
Daviess 253 50th 8.32 90th 102 50th 3.3 75th 6 50th
Dearborn 321 50th 6.57 75th 114 50th 2.33 25th 4 25th
Decatur 176 25th 7.01 75th 73 25th 2.91 50th 12 85th
DeKalb 252 50th 6.04 50th 89 50th 2.13 25th 2 25th
Delaware 457 75th 3.86 < 25th 57 25th 0.48 < 25th 9 50th
Dubois 198 50th 4.83 25th 123 50th 3.00 50th 4 25th
Elkhart 918 90th 4.75 25th 670 90th 3.47 75th 1 85th
Fayette 121 25th 4.83 25th 209 75th 8.34 90th 1 < 25th
Floyd 702 75th 9.76 90th 115 50th 1.60 < 25th 12 85th
Fountain 75 < 25th 4.22 < 25th 85| < 25th 1.97 25th 0 < 25th
Franklin 88 < 25th 4.08 < 25th 109 50th 5.06 90th 0 < 25th
Fulton 132 25th 6.38 50th 57 25th 2.75 50th 6 50th
Gibson 152 25th 4.54 < 25th 77 25th 2.30 25th 0 < 25th
Grant 381 75th 5.30 25th 72 25th 1.00 < 25th 9 50th
Greene 143 25th 4.25 < 25th 58 25th 1.72 < 25th 4 25th
Hamilton 1351 90th 5.80 50th 617 90th 2.65 50th 8 50th
Hancock 583 75th 9.52 90th 39 < 25th 0.64 < 25th 2 25th

continued on next page

Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher percentile group indicates a more severe problem.
Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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APPENDIX 11B - Part 2 (continued)

DUI Arrests Liquor Law Violation Arrests Overall Alcohol Rating
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Alcohol Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group  Priority Score  Group
Harrison 138 25th 3.77 < 25th 18 < 25th 0.49 < 25th 6 50th
Hendricks 834 85th 6.72 75th 417 85th 3.36 75th 3 25th
Henry 88 < 25th 1.83 < 25th 358 85th 7.45 90th 5 25th
Howard 316 50th 3.71 < 25th 179 75th 2.10 25th 7 50th
Huntington 128 25th 3.34 < 25th 36 < 25th 0.94 < 25th 0 < 25th
Jackson 275 50th 6.52 75th 178 75th 4.22 85th 11 85th
Jasper 169 25th 5.31 25th 101 50th 3.18 50th 9 50th
Jay 150 25th 6.84 75th 80 25th 3.65 75th 3 25th
Jefferson 221 50th 6.84 75th 76 25th 2.35 25th 10 75th
Jennings 88 < 25th 3.08 < 25th 51 25th 1.79 < 25th 1 < 25th
Johnson 456 75th 3.59 < 25th 733 90th 5.78 90th 6 50th
Knox 169 25th 4.37 < 25th 323 75th 8.36 90th 6 50th
Kosciusko 393 75th 5.19 25th 186 75th 2.45 50th 13 90th
LaGrange 113 < 25th 3.08 < 25th 79 25th 215 25th 16 90th
Lake 3685 90th 7.47 85th 1793 90th 3.63 75th 7 50th
LaPorte 851 85th 7.71 85th 387 85th &5 75th 20 90th
Lawrence 196 50th 4.20 < 25th 60 25th 1.29 < 25th 6 50th
Madison 990 90th 7.54 85th 327 75th 2.49 50th 11 85th
Marion 3701 90th 4.26 < 25th 450 90th 0.52 < 25th 20 90th
Marshall 588 75th 11.39 90th 150 50th 3.19 50th 7 50th
Martin 38 < 25th 3.61 < 25th 13 < 25th 1.24 < 25th 4 25th
Miami 232 50th 6.42 50th 105 50th 2.90 50th 2 25th
Monroe 602 75th 4.95 25th 1345 90th 11.05 90th 12 85th
Montgomery 228 50th 5.98 50th 71 25th 1.86 25th 7 50th
Morgan 321 50th 4.60 25th 283 75th 4.05 85th 4 25th
Newton 138 25th 9.52 90th 1 < 25th 0.07 < 25th 10 75th
Noble 345 50th 7.25 75th 93 50th 1.96 25th 6 50th
Ohio 31 < 25th 5.27 25th 13 < 25th 2.21 25th 4 25th
Orange 123 25th 6.20 50th 36 < 25th 1.82 < 25th 2 25th
Owen 121 25th 5.22 25th 50 25th 2.16 25th 8 50th
Parke 107 < 25th 6.17 50th 31 < 25th 1.79 < 25th 2 25th
Perry 149 25th 7.80 85th 86 50th 4.50 90th 9 50th
Pike 82 < 25th 6.30 50th 31 < 25th 2.38 25th 11 85th

continued on next page
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DUI Arrests Liquor Law Violation Arrests Overall Alcohol Rating

Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Alcohol Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group  Priority Score  Group
Porter 784 85th 5.03 25th 597 90th 3.83 85th 10 75th
Posey 139 25th 5.12 25th 59 25th 217 25th 1 < 25th
Pulaski 86 < 25th 6.19 50th 25 < 25th 1.80 < 25th 2 25th
Putnam 194 50th 5.24 25th 72 25th 1.95 25th 5 25th
Randolph 173 25th 6.44 75th 101 50th 3.76 75th 2 25th
Ripley 185 50th 6.35 50th 72 25th 2.47 50th 2 25th
Rush 115 < 25th 6.34 50th 46 < 25th 2.54 50th 4 25th
Saint Joseph 1036 90th 3.87 < 25th 532 90th 1.99 25th 9 50th
Scott 134 25th 5.65 25th 61 25th 2.57 50th 15 90th
Shelby 283 50th 6.44 75th 118 50th 2.69 50th 4 25th
Spencer 126 25th 6.17 50th 37 < 25th 1.81 < 25th 0 < 25th
Starke 142 25th 6.17 50th 71 25th 3.08 50th 7 50th
Steuben 147 25th 4.34 < 25th 167 50th 4.93 90th 11 85th
Sullivan 122 25th B 25th 60 25th 273 50th 0 < 25th
Switzerland 59 < 25th 6.17 50th 17 < 25th 1.78 < 25th 4 25th
Tippecanoe 957 90th 6.26 50th 1093 90th 7.15 90th 20 90th
Tipton 102 < 25th 6.11 50th 42 < 25th 2.52 50th 4 25th
Union 88 < 25th 12.11 90th 11 < 25th 1.51 < 25th 7 50th
Vanderburgh 1093 90th 6.28 50th 102 50th 0.59 < 25th 17 90th
Vermillion 105 < 25th 6.33 50th 27 < 25th 1.63 < 25th 6 50th
Vigo 663 75th 6.39 50th 368 85th BI55 75th 10 75th
Wabash 195 50th 5.68 25th 92 50th 2.68 50th 2 25th
Warren 55 < 25th 6.24 50th 16 < 25th 1.82 < 25th 2 25th
Warrick 213 50th 3.82 < 25th 103 50th 1.85 25th 1 < 25th
Washington 245 50th 8.74 90th 74 25th 2.64 50th 2 25th
Wayne 871 90th 12.41 90th 162 50th 2.31 25th 15 90th
Wells 68 < 25th 242 < 25th 78 25th 2.77 50th 0 < 25th
White 291 50th 11.65 90th 96 50th 3.84 85th 5 25th
Whitley 162 25th 5.04 25th 91 50th 2.83 50th 0 < 25th
Total 36,772 5.86 17,119 2.73 588
Minimum 31 2 1 0 0
Maximum 3,701 12 1,793 11 20
Mean 399.70 5.90 186.08 2.84 6.39
Standard Deviation 647.84 2.01 283.35 1.88 5.07

Source: Indiana State Police, 2007; National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11C - Part 1

Part 1: Cocaine Use Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population), Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana County

(Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County
Adams
Allen
Bartholomew
Benton
Blackford
Boone
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
DeKalb
Delaware
Dubois
Elkhart
Fayette
Floyd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton
Gibson
Grant
Greene
Hamilton
Hancock
Harrison

Number

11

417

57
4
3

24

107
12
117

22
11
18
11
17
81

65
10

Cocaine Possession Arrests
Percentile

Group
50th
90th
75th

< 25th

< 25th
50th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
85th
25th
50th
< 25th
25th
50th
50th
50th
90th
50th
90th
< 25th
50th
50th
50th
50th
50th
85th
25th
85th
25th
25th

Rate
0.32
1.21

0.78
0.44
0.22
0.47
0.07
0.44
0.05
0.84
0.29
0.44
0.53
0.26
0.45
0.64
0.36
0.90
0.29
0.61

0.24
0.31

0.62
0.83
0.53
0.51

1.13
0.27
0.28
0.16
0.22

Percentile

Group
25th
90th
85th
50th

< 25th
50th

< 25th
50th
< 25th
90th
25th
50th
50th
< 25th
50th
75th
25th
90th
25th
75th
< 25th
25th
75th
85th
50th
50th
90th
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th

Number
7
171
11
3
1
16
0
5
16
47
5
50
4
10
15
15
11
29
8
26
14
93
7
4
8
10
45
3
43
0
0

Cocaine Sale Arrests
Percentile

Group
25th
90th
50th

< 25th

< 25th
50th
< 25th
25th
50th
85th
25th
85th
25th
50th
50th
50th
50th
75th
50th
75th
50th
90th
25th
25th
50th
50th
85th
< 25th
75th
< 25th
< 25th

Rate
0.21
0.50
0.15
0.33
0.07
0.31
0.00
0.24
0.39
0.46
0.18
1.46
0.36
0.33
0.31
0.60
0.26
0.24
0.20
0.13
0.56
1.29
0.39
0.19
0.39
0.30
0.63
0.09
0.18
0.00
0.00

Percentile
Group

25th
75th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
25th
75th
75th
25th
90th
50th
50th
50th
85th
25th
25th
25th
< 25th
85th
90th
75th
25th
75th
50th
90th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
< 25th

Overall Cocaine Rating
Cocaine Percentile
Priority Score  Group
1 25th
90th
75th
25th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
25th
50th
90th
< 25th
85th
25th
25th
50th
75th
25th
85th
25th
75th
50th
85th
75th
50th
75th
50th
90th
< 25th
75th
< 25th
< 25th
continued on next page
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Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher percentile group indicates a more severe problem.

Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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Cocaine Possession Arrests Cocaine Sale Arrests Overall Cocaine Rating

Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Cocaine Percentile

County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Priority Score Group
Hendricks 48 75th 0.39 25th 28 75th 0.23 25th 4 50th
Henry 6 < 25th 0.12 < 25th 3 < 25th 0.06 < 25th 0 < 25th
Howard 102 90th 1.20 90th 86 90th 1.01 90th 16 90th
Huntington 1 < 25th 0.03 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Jackson 12 50th 0.28 < 25th 17 50th 0.40 75th 4 50th
Jasper 11 50th 0.35 25th 9 50th 0.28 50th 3 50th
Jay 8 25th 0.37 25th 6 25th 0.27 25th 0 < 25th
Jefferson 16 50th 0.50 50th 7 25th 0.22 25th 2 25th
Jennings 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 2 < 25th 0.07 < 25th 0 < 25th
Johnson 44 75th 0.35 25th 22 75th 0.17 < 25th 4 50th
Knox 24 50th 0.62 75th 22 75th 0.57 85th 8 75th
Kosciusko 33 75th 0.44 50th 22 75th 0.29 50th 6 75th
LaGrange 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Lake 306 90th 0.62 75th 309 90th 0.63 90th 14 90th
LaPorte 38 75th 0.34 25th 85 90th 0.77 90th 10 85th
Lawrence 4 < 25th 0.09 < 25th 3 < 25th 0.06 < 25th 0 < 25th
Madison 62 85th 0.47 50th 7 25th 0.05 < 25th 4 50th
Marion 1853 90th 213 90th 644 90th 0.74 90th 16 90th
Marshall 27 50th 0.57 75th 14 50th 0.30 50th 5 75th
Martin 2 < 25th 0.19 < 25th 1 < 25th 0.10 < 25th 0 < 25th
Miami 19 50th 0.53 50th 13 50th 0.36 50th 4 50th
Monroe 25 50th 0.21 < 25th 29 75th 0.24 25th 3 50th
Montgomery 26 50th 0.68 85th 8 50th 0.21 25th 5 75th
Morgan 36 75th 0.52 50th 53 85th 0.76 90th 10 85th
Newton 9 25th 0.62 75th 4 25th 0.28 50th 3 50th
Noble 27 50th 0.57 75th 12 50th 0.25 25th 4 50th
Ohio 2 < 25th 0.34 25th 2 < 25th 0.34 50th 1 25th
Orange 10 25th 0.50 50th 7 25th 0.35 50th 2 25th
Owen 10 25th 0.43 25th 6 25th 0.26 25th 0 < 25th
Parke 9 25th 0.52 50th 6 25th 0.35 50th 2 25th
Perry 6 < 25th 0.31 25th 5 25th 0.26 25th 0 < 25th
Pike 7 < 25th 0.54 50th B 25th 0.38 75th 3 50th
Porter 55 75th 0.35 25th 5 25th 0.03 < 25th 2 25th
Posey 8 25th 0.29 25th 6 25th 0.22 25th 0 < 25th
Pulaski 7 < 25th 0.50 50th 5 25th 0.36 50th 2 25th

continued on next page
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APPENDIX 11C - Part 1 (continued)

Cocaine Possession Arrests Cocaine Sale Arrests Overall Cocaine Rating
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Cocaine Percentile

County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Priority Score Group
Putnam 41 75th 1.11 90th 14 50th 0.38 75th 9 85th
Randolph 12 50th 0.45 50th 8 50th 0.30 50th 4 50th
Ripley 15 50th 0.52 50th 10 50th 0.34 50th 4 50th
Rush 9 25th 0.50 50th 4 25th 0.22 25th 1 25th
Saint Joseph 312 90th 1.16 90th 95 90th 0.35 50th 13 90th
Scott 9 25th 0.38 25th 6 25th 0.25 25th 0 < 25th
Shelby 16 50th 0.36 25th 15 50th 0.34 50th 3 50th
Spencer 10 25th 0.49 50th 7 25th 0.34 50th 2 25th
Starke 2 < 25th 0.09 < 25th 1 < 25th 0.04 < 25th 0 < 25th
Steuben 1 50th 0.32 25th 25 75th 0.74 90th 7 75th
Sullivan 10 25th 0.45 50th 7 25th 0.32 50th 2 25th
Switzerland 5 < 25th 0.52 50th &) < 25th 0.31 50th 2 25th
Tippecanoe 174 90th 1.14 90th 57 90th 0.37 75th 14 90th
Tipton 14 50th 0.84 90th 9 50th 0.54 85th 9 85th
Union & < 25th 0.41 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Vanderburgh 109 90th 0.63 75th 92 90th 0.53 85th 13 90th
Vermillion 8 25th 0.48 50th 3 < 25th 0.18 25th 1 25th
Vigo 31 75th 0.30 25th 22 75th 0.21 25th 4 50th
Wabash 9 25th 0.26 < 25th 6 25th 0.17 < 25th 0 < 25th
Warren 4 < 25th 0.45 50th &) < 25th 0.34 50th 2 25th
Warrick 7 < 25th 0.13 < 25th 8 50th 0.14 < 25th 1 25th
Washington 1 50th 0.39 25th 7 25th 0.25 25th 1 25th
Wayne 137 90th 1.95 90th 74 90th 1.05 90th 16 90th
Wells 1 < 25th 0.04 < 25th 1 < 25th 0.04 < 25th 0 < 25th
White 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 4 25th 0.16 < 25th 0 < 25th
Whitley 10 25th 0.31 25th 6 25th 0.19 25th 0 < 25th
Total 5,020 0.80 2,617 0.42 384
Minimum 0 0.00 0 0.00 0
Maximum 1,853 2.13 644 1.46 16
Mean 54.57 0.48 28.45 0.32 417
Standard Deviation 200.84 0.36 76.74 0.26 4.47

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11C - Part 2

Part 2: Methamphetamine Use Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population), Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by
Indiana County (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

Methamphetamine Possession Arrests Methamphetamine Sale Arrests Overall Methamph. Rating
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile = Methamph. Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group  Priority Score  Group
Adams 11 25th 0.32 25th 3 50th 0.09 50th 2 25th
Allen 7 25th 0.02 < 25th 1 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Bartholomew 136 90th 1.86 90th 21 90th 0.29 90th 16 90th
Benton 3 < 25th 0.33 25th 1 25th 0.11 50th 1 25th
Blackford 10 25th 0.73 85th 6 75th 0.44 90th 9 85th
Boone 15 50th 0.29 25th 4 50th 0.08 25th 2 25th
Brown 6 25th 0.39 50th 6 75th 0.39 90th 7 75th
Carroll 6 25th 0.29 25th 1 25th 0.05 25th 0 < 25th
Cass 8 25th 0.20 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Clark 44 85th 0.43 50th 15 90th 0.15 75th 10 90th
Clay 25 75th 0.91 90th 4 50th 0.15 75th 9 85th
Clinton 10 25th 0.29 25th 2 25th 0.06 25th 0 < 25th
Crawford 6 25th 0.53 50th 1 25th 0.09 50th 2 25th
Daviess 59 90th 1.94 90th 7 75th 0.23 85th 13 90th
Dearborn 12 50th 0.25 25th 6 75th 0.12 50th 4 50th
Decatur 15 50th 0.60 75th 2 25th 0.08 25th 3 50th
DeKalb 16 50th 0.38 50th 3 50th 0.07 25th 3 50th
Delaware 34 75th 0.29 25th 2 25th 0.02 < 25th 2 25th
Dubois 32 75th 0.78 90th 4 50th 0.10 50th 8 85th
Elkhart 105 90th 0.54 50th 16 90th 0.08 25th 9 85th
Fayette 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Floyd 46 90th 0.64 75th 6 75th 0.08 25th 8 85th
Fountain 6 25th 0.34 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Franklin 7 25th 0.32 25th 7 75th 0.32 90th 6 50th
Fulton 11 25th 0.53 50th 2 25th 0.10 50th 2 25th
Gibson 7 25th 0.21 25th 2 25th 0.06 25th 0 < 25th
Grant 55 90th 0.76 85th 5 50th 0.07 25th 8 85th
Greene 22 50th 0.65 75th 1 25th 0.03 < 25th 3 50th
Hamilton 106 90th 0.45 50th 12 85th 0.05 25th 8 85th
Hancock 14 50th 0.23 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 1 25th

continued on next page

Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher percentile group indicates a more severe problem.
Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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APPENDIX 11C - Part 2 (continued)

Methamphetamine Possession Arrests Methamphetamine Sale Arrests Overall Methamph. Rating
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Methamph. Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Priority Score  Group
Harrison 8 25th 0.22 25th 2 25th 0.05 25th 0 < 25th
Hendricks 30 75th 0.24 25th 8 75th 0.06 25th 4 50th
Henry 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Howard 1 < 25th 0.01 < 25th ) 50th 0.06 25th 1 25th
Huntington 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Jackson 35 85th 0.83 90th 6 75th 0.14 75th 11 90th
Jasper 5] < 25th 0.16 < 25th 3 50th 0.09 50th 2 25th
Jay 9 25th 0.41 50th 2 25th 0.09 50th 2 25th
Jefferson 17 50th 0.53 50th 9 85th 0.28 90th 9 85th
Jennings 2 < 25th 0.07 < 25th ) 50th 0.18 85th 4 50th
Johnson 6 25th 0.05 < 25th 2 25th 0.02 < 25th 0 < 25th
Knox 18 50th 0.47 50th 2 25th 0.05 25th 2 25th
Kosciusko 35 85th 0.46 50th 8 75th 0.11 50th 7 75th
LaGrange 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Lake 40 85th 0.08 < 25th 21 90th 0.04 < 25th 7 75th
LaPorte 11 25th 0.10 < 25th B 50th 0.03 < 25th 1 25th
Lawrence 16 50th 0.34 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 1 25th
Madison 27 75th 0.21 25th 9 85th 0.07 25th 5 50th
Marion 13 50th 0.01 < 25th 43 90th 0.05 25th 5 50th
Marshall 35 85th 0.74 85th 4 50th 0.09 50th 8 85th
Martin 2 < 25th 0.19 25th 3 50th 0.29 90th 5 50th
Miami 19 50th 0.53 50th 4 50th 0.11 50th 4 50th
Monroe 22 50th 0.18 25th 1 25th 0.01 < 25th 1 25th
Montgomery 13 50th 0.34 25th B 50th 0.08 25th 2 25th
Morgan 10 25th 0.14 < 25th 5] 50th 0.07 25th 1 25th
Newton 2 < 25th 0.14 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Noble 19 50th 0.40 50th 4 50th 0.08 25th 3 50th
Ohio 1 < 25th 0.17 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Orange 11 25th 0.55 50th 2 25th 0.10 50th 2 25th
Owen ) < 25th 0.22 25th 2 25th 0.09 50th 1 25th
Parke 10 25th 0.58 75th 2 25th 0.12 50th 3 50th
Perry 12 50th 0.63 75th B 50th 0.16 75th 6 50th
Pike 7 25th 0.54 50th 2 25th 0.15 75th 3 50th

continued on next page
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Methamphetamine Possession Arrests Methamphetamine Sale Arrests Overall Methamph. Rating

Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Methamph. Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Priority Score = Group
Porter 22 50th 0.14 < 25th 9 85th 0.06 25th 4 50th
Posey 19 50th 0.70 75th ) 50th 0.18 85th 7 75th
Pulaski 8 25th 0.58 75th 2 25th 0.14 75th 4 50th
Putnam 17 50th 0.46 50th 15 90th 0.41 90th 10 90th
Randolph 16 50th 0.60 75th 3 50th 0.11 50th 5 50th
Ripley 16 50th 0.55 50th B 50th 0.10 50th 4 50th
Rush 16 50th 0.88 90th 3 50th 0.17 75th 8 85th
Saint Joseph 30 75th 0.11 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 2 25th
Scott 24 75th 1.01 90th 3 50th 0.13 50th 8 85th
Shelby 17 50th 0.39 50th 7 75th 0.16 75th 6 50th
Spencer 12 50th 0.59 75th 3 50th 0.15 75th 6 50th
Starke 2 < 25th 0.09 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Steuben 3 < 25th 0.09 < 25th 10 85th 0.29 90th 7 75th
Sullivan 6 25th 0.27 25th 2 25th 0.09 50th 1 25th
Switzerland 5] < 25th 0.52 50th 1 25th 0.10 50th 2 25th
Tippecanoe 127 90th 0.83 90th 20 90th 0.13 50th 13 90th
Tipton 4 < 25th 0.24 25th 1 25th 0.06 25th 0 < 25th
Union 1 < 25th 0.14 < 25th 1 25th 0.14 75th 2 25th
Vanderburgh 135 90th 0.78 90th 108 90th 0.62 90th 16 90th
Vermillion ) < 25th 0.30 25th 1 25th 0.06 25th 0 < 25th
Vigo 104 90th 1.00 90th 27 90th 0.26 85th 15 90th
Wabash 21 50th 0.61 75th B 50th 0.09 50th 5 50th
Warren 5] < 25th 0.57 50th 1 25th 0.11 50th 2 25th
Warrick 73 90th 1.31 90th 28 90th 0.50 90th 16 90th
Washington 4 < 25th 0.14 < 25th 2 25th 0.07 25th 0 < 25th
Wayne 46 90th 0.66 75th 15 90th 0.21 85th 13 90th
Wells 2 < 25th 0.07 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
White 14 50th 0.56 50th B 50th 0.12 50th 4 50th
Whitley ) < 25th 0.16 < 25th 2 25th 0.06 25th 0 < 25th
Total 2,034 0.32 581 0.09 396
Minimum 0 0.00 0 0.00 0
Maximum 136 1.94 108 0.62 16
Mean 2211 0.43 6.32 0.11 4.30
Standard Deviation = 29.46 0.35 12.81 0.1 4.26

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11D - Part 1

Part 1: Marijuana Use Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population), Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana County

(Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County
Adams
Allen
Bartholomew
Benton
Blackford
Boone
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
DeKalb
Delaware
Dubois
Elkhart
Fayette
Floyd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton
Gibson
Grant
Greene
Hamilton
Hancock
Harrison

Marijuana Possession Arrests

Percentile

Number Group
51 25th
1,052 90th
303 85th

18 < 25th
69 50th
102 50th

30 < 25th

32 < 25th
76 50th
180 75th
64 25th
131 50th

21 < 25th
84 50th
99 50th
69 50th
92 50th
157 75th
86 50th
500 90th
69 50th
319 85th
43 25th
73 50th
46 25th
60 25th
245 75th
61 25th
553 90th
119 50th

35 < 25th

Rate
1.50
3.06
4.15
1.96
5.01
2.00
1.96
1.57
1.87
1.78
2.34
3.82
1.87
2.76
2.03
2.75
2.20
1.33
2.10
2.59
2.75
443
242
3.39
2.22
1.79
3.41
1.81
2.37
1.94
0.96

Percentile
Group
< 25th

75th
90th
25th
90th
25th
25th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
50th
90th
25th
75th
25th
75th
50th
< 25th
50th
50th
75th
90th
50th
85th
50th
25th
85th
25th
50th
25th
< 25th

Number
4
23
5
2
0
13

1
4
1

44

Marijuana Sale Arrests

Percentile
Group
25th
75th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
85th
25th
50th
< 25th
50th
50th
< 25th
50th
50th
25th
50th
85th
85th
25th
25th
25th
50th
75th
25th
90th
25th
< 25th

Rate
0.12
0.07
0.07
0.22
0.00
0.25
0.07
0.20
0.02
0.43
0.15
0.38
0.18
0.30
0.25
0.12
0.29
0.07
0.12
0.04
1.60
0.43
0.28
0.19
0.29
0.21
0.19
0.12
0.19
0.10
0.05

Percentile
Group
25th
< 25th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
50th
< 25th
75th
25th
75th
25th
75th
50th
25th
75th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
90th
75th
50th
50th
75th
50th
50th
25th
50th
< 25th
< 25th

Overall Marijuana Rating
Marijuana Percentile
Priority Score  Group
0 < 25th
85th
75th
25th
50th
50th
< 25th
25th
25th
75th
25th
85th
< 25th
50th
50th
50th
50th
50th
25th
50th
90th
90th
25th
50th
50th
25th
85th
< 25th
90th
25th
< 25th
continued on next page

ONWOAOTWWOoOOO W -2 N -2 =220 Wwo -~ N o

=
oml\)wo’l’\)l\)o

o =3

Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher percentile group indicates a more severe problem.

Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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Marijuana Possession Arrests Marijuana Sale Arrests Overall Marijuana Rating

Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Marijuana Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Priority Score  Group
Hendricks 239 75th 1.92 25th 84 90th 0.68 85th 9 85th
Henry 40 25th 0.83 < 25th 69 90th 1.44 90th 8 85th
Howard 342 85th 4.02 90th 7 50th 0.08 < 25th 8 85th
Huntington 24 < 25th 0.63 < 25th 1 < 25th 0.03 < 25th 0 < 25th
Jackson 156 75th 3.70 90th 11 50th 0.26 50th 8 85th
Jasper 40 25th 1.26 < 25th 24 75th 0.75 90th 6 50th
Jay 46 25th 2.10 50th 4 25th 0.18 25th 1 25th
Jefferson 74 50th 2.29 50th 5) 25th 0.15 25th 2 25th
Jennings 22 < 25th 0.77 < 25th 65 90th 2.28 90th 8 85th
Johnson 419 90th 3.30 85th 30 85th 0.24 50th 11 90th
Knox 43 25th 1.1 < 25th 38 85th 0.98 90th 7 75th
Kosciusko 162 75th 2.14 50th 14 75th 0.18 25th 5 50th
LaGrange 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 < 25th
Lake 825 90th 1.67 < 25th 445 90th 0.90 90th 12 90th
LaPorte 225 75th 2.04 25th 13 50th 0.12 25th 3 50th
Lawrence 84 50th 1.80 25th 8 50th 0.17 25th 2 25th
Madison 275 75th 2.09 50th 16 75th 0.12 25th 5 50th
Marion 2,354 90th 2.71 75th 247 90th 0.28 50th 11 90th
Marshall 115 50th 2.45 50th 9 50th 0.19 50th 4 50th
Martin 13 < 25th 1.24 < 25th 1 < 25th 0.10 < 25th 0 < 25th
Miami 82 50th 2.27 50th 11 50th 0.30 75th 5 50th
Monroe 290 75th 2.38 50th 11 50th 0.09 < 25th 4 50th
Montgomery 106 50th 2.78 75th 7 50th 0.18 25th 4 50th
Morgan 145 50th 2.08 50th 81 90th 1.16 90th 10 90th
Newton 23 < 25th 1.59 < 25th 14 75th 0.97 90th 6 50th
Noble 128 50th 2.69 50th 8 50th 0.17 25th 3 50th
Ohio 9 < 25th 1.53 < 25th 1 < 25th 0.17 25th 0 < 25th
Orange 37 25th 1.87 25th 4 25th 0.20 50th 1 25th
Owen 36 < 25th 1.55 < 25th 4 25th 0.17 25th 0 < 25th
Parke 32 < 25th 1.84 25th 3 < 25th 0.17 25th 0 < 25th
Perry 35 < 25th 1.83 25th 3 < 25th 0.16 25th 0 < 25th
Pike 27 < 25th 2.08 50th 3 < 25th 0.23 50th 2 25th
Porter 387 90th 2.48 50th 14 75th 0.09 < 25th 7 75th
Posey 44 25th 1.62 < 25th 4 25th 0.15 25th 0 < 25th
Pulaski 26 < 25th 1.87 25th 3 < 25th 0.22 50th 1 25th

continued on next page
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APPENDIX 11D - Part 1 (continued)

Marijuana Possession Arrests Marijuana Sale Arrests Overall Marijuana Rating
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Marijuana Percentile

County Number Group Rate Group Number Group Rate Group Priority Score  Group
Putnam 74 50th 2.00 25th 16 75th 0.43 75th ) 50th
Randolph 80 50th 2.98 75th 6 25th 0.22 50th 4 50th
Ripley 62 25th 2.13 50th 7 50th 0.24 50th 3 50th
Rush 54 25th 2.98 75th 8] < 25th 0.17 25th 2 25th
Saint Joseph 653 90th 2.44 50th 53 90th 0.20 50th 10 90th
Scott 56 25th 2.36 50th 7 50th 0.29 75th 4 50th
Shelby 129 50th 2.94 75th 21 75th 0.48 85th 8 85th
Spencer 38 25th 1.86 25th 4 25th 0.20 50th 1 25th
Starke 22 < 25th 0.96 < 25th 2 < 25th 0.09 < 25th 0 < 25th
Steuben 65 25th 1.92 25th 4 25th 0.12 25th 0 < 25th
Sullivan 41 25th 1.87 25th ) 25th 0.23 50th 1 25th
Switzerland 18 < 25th 1.88 25th 2 < 25th 0.21 50th 1 25th
Tippecanoe 710 90th 4.64 90th 88 90th 0.58 85th 15 90th
Tipton 58 25th 3.48 85th 5 25th 0.30 75th 5 50th
Union 30 < 25th 4.13 90th 6 25th 0.83 90th 8 85th
Vanderburgh 614 90th BI58) 90th 138 90th 0.79 90th 16 90th
Vermillion 37 25th 2.23 50th 3 < 25th 0.18 25th 1 25th
Vigo 248 75th 2.39 50th 16 75th 0.15 25th 5 50th
Wabash 47 25th 1.37 < 25th 9 50th 0.26 50th 2 25th
Warren 16 < 25th 1.82 25th 2 < 25th 0.23 50th 1 25th
Warrick 84 50th 1.51 < 25th 8 50th 0.14 25th 2 25th
Washington 44 25th 1.57 < 25th 3 < 25th 0.11 < 25th 0 < 25th
Wayne 316 85th 4.50 90th 24 75th 0.34 75th 11 90th
Wells 25 < 25th 0.89 < 25th 5 25th 0.18 25th 0 < 25th
White 35 < 25th 1.40 < 25th 14 75th 0.56 85th ) 50th
Whitley 58 25th 1.81 25th 4 25th 0.12 25th 0 < 25th
Total 15,358 2.45 2,053 0.33 386
Minimum 0 0.00 0 0.00 0
Maximum 2,354 5.01 445 2.28 16
Mean 166.93 2.24 22.32 0.31 4.20
Standard Deviation 299.26 0.93 55.54 0.36 3.87

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11D - Part 2

Part 2: Prescription Drug Abuse Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population), Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana
County (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County
Adams
Allen
Bartholomew
Benton
Blackford
Boone
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
DeKalb
Delaware
Dubois
Elkhart
Fayette
Floyd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton
Gibson
Grant
Greene
Hamilton
Hancock

Prescription Drugs (Rx) Possession Arrests

Number
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5
11

Percentile
Group
25th
75th
25th
75th
25th
25th
50th
25th
25th
< 25th
25th
50th
25th
50th
50th
50th
90th
50th
< 25th
75th
25th
25th
85th
50th
90th
< 25th
25th
25th
25th
50th

Rate
0.06
1.52
0.24
0.13
0.19
0.05
0.21

0.17
0.10
0.06
0.17
0.24
0.09
0.56
0.39
0.23
1.07
0.25
0.06
0.15
0.20
0.33
0.45
0.31

0.52
0.00
0.12
0.18
0.18
0.25

Percentile
Group
< 25th

90th
50th
25th
50th
< 25th
50th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
25th
50th
< 25th
75th
50th
50th
90th
50th
< 25th
25th
50th
50th
75th
50th
75th
< 25th
25th
25th
25th
50th

Number
0
68
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Rx Sale Arrests

Percentile
Group
25th
90th
25th
50th
25th
25th
50th
25th
25th
50th
25th
75th
25th
25th
50th
50th
75th
50th
25th
90th
50th
25th
75th
25th
90th
25th
25th
25th
50th
50th

Rate
0.00
0.16
0.01
0.54
0.00
0.02
0.26
0.05
0.00
0.02
0.04
0.20
0.00
0.03
0.08
0.20
0.24
0.02
0.00
0.23
0.20
0.01
0.39
0.00
1.69
0.03
0.00
0.03
0.01
0.03

Percentile
Group
25th
50th
25th
85th
25th
25th
75th
50th
25th
25th
25th
50th
25th
25th
50th
50th
75th
25th
25th
75th
50th
25th
75th
25th
90th
25th
25th
25th
25th
25th

Overall Rx Rating
Rx Percentile

Priority Score ~ Group
25th
90th
25th
75th
25th
25th
50th
25th
25th
25th
25th
50th
25th
50th
50th
50th
90th
50th
25th
75th
50th
25th
75th
25th
90th
25th
25th
25th
25th
50th
continued on next page
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Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher percentile group indicates a more severe problem.

Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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County
Harrison
Hendricks
Henry
Howard
Huntington
Jackson
Jasper
Jay
Jefferson
Jennings
Johnson
Knox
Kosciusko
LaGrange
Lake
LaPorte
Lawrence
Madison
Marion
Marshall
Martin
Miami
Monroe
Montgomery
Morgan
Newton
Noble
Ohio
Orange
Owen
Parke
Perry
Pike

APPENDIX 11D - Part 2 (continued)

Prescription Drugs (Rx) Possession Arrests

Number
0
19
18

Percentile
Group
< 25th

50th
50th
75th
< 25th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
90th
75th
25th
90th
< 25th
75th
25th
50th
75th
50th
75th
< 25th
50th
75th
75th
90th
85th
50th
< 25th
50th
25th
85th

Rate
0.00
0.55
0.59
0.13
0.04
0.00
0.06
0.06
0.10
0.09
0.00
1.17
0.50
0.16
1.26
0.10
0.44
0.09
0.33
0.80
0.13
0.21
0.00
0.13
0.52
0.69
0.57
0.52
0.30
0.10
0.32
0.18
0.80

Percentile
Group
< 25th

75th
85th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th
< 25th
90th
75th
25th
90th
< 25th
75th
< 25th
50th
90th
25th
50th
< 25th
25th
75th
85th
85th
75th
50th
< 25th
50th
25th
90th

Number
0

—
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Rx Sale Arrests
Percentile

Group Rate
25th 0.00
75th 0.06
50th 0.10
25th 0.01
25th 0.00
50th 0.14
50th 0.09
25th 0.00
25th 0.00
25th 0.00
25th 0.00
90th 2.98
25th 0.00
50th 0.08
25th 0.00
25th 0.01
50th 0.06
25th 0.01
75th 0.01
90th 0.47
50th 0.48
90th 0.61
25th 0.00
50th 0.08
90th 0.34
50th 0.41
90th 1.75
75th 2.04
50th 0.10
25th 0.00
50th 0.17
25th 0.05
85th 1.23

Percentile
Group
25th
50th
50th
25th
25th
50th
50th
25th
25th
25th
25th
90th
25th
50th
25th
25th
50th
25th
25th
85th
85th
85th
25th
50th
75th
75th
90th
90th
50th
25th
50th
50th
90th

Overall Rx Rating

Rx
Priority Score
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continued on next page

Percentile
Group
25th
75th
75th
25th
25th
25th
25th
25th
25th
25th
25th
90th
50th
25th
75th
25th
75th
25th
50th
90th
50th
85th
25th
50th
85th
75th
90th
90th
50th
25th
50th
25th
90th
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County
Porter
Posey
Pulaski
Putnam
Randolph
Ripley
Rush

Saint Joseph
Scott
Shelby
Spencer
Starke
Steuben
Sullivan
Switzerland
Tippecanoe
Tipton
Union
Vanderburgh
Vermillion
Vigo
Wabash
Warren
Warrick
Washington
Wayne
Wells
White
Whitley

Total
Minimum
Maximum
Mean

Standard Deviation

Prescription Drugs (Rx) Possession Arrests

Percentile
Number Group
5] 25th
1 < 25th
5] 25th
7 50th
92 90th
103 90th
1 < 25th
30 75th
0 < 25th
B 25th
4 25th
8 50th
81 85th
4 25th
1 < 25th
160 90th
22 75th
20 50th
2 25th
85 90th
6 25th
30 75th
2 25th
) 25th
1 < 25th
2 25th
8 50th
4 25th
185 90th
2,620
0
498
28.48

64.80

Rate
0.23
0.14
0.18
0.19
0.72
0.78
0.17
0.30
0.00
0.12
0.15
0.29
0.78
0.21

0.07
0.47
0.46
0.41

0.06
0.32
0.19
0.79
0.15
0.22
0.1

0.15
0.24
0.07
1.06

0.42
0.00
1.52
0.31
0.30

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.

Percentile
Group
50th
25th
25th
50th
85th
90th
25th
50th
< 25th
25th
25th
50th
90th
50th
< 25th
75th
75th
50th
< 25th
50th
50th
90th
25th
50th
25th
25th
50th
< 25th
90th

Number

0
0
3
2
37
13
1
8

w = O

—
—
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45
746
115

8.11
17.39

Rx Sale Arrests
Percentile
Group Rate
25th 0.00
25th 0.00
50th 0.22
50th 0.05
90th 1.38
85th 0.45
25th 0.06
75th 0.03
85th 0.55
25th 0.00
25th 0.05
50th 0.13
75th 0.32
25th 0.00
25th 0.00
85th 0.1
85th 0.84
50th 0.69
25th 0.00
75th 0.66
50th 0.03
25th 0.00
25th 0.1
50th 0.05
25th 0.00
25th 0.00
50th 0.14
25th 0.00
90th 1.40
0.12
0.00
2.98
0.25
0.50

Percentile
Group
25th
25th
75th
50th
90th
75th
50th
25th
85th
25th
50th
50th
75th
25th
25th
50th
90th
90th
25th
90th
25th
25th
50th
50th
25th
25th
50th
25th
90th

Overall Rx Rating

Rx
Priority Score
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16
4.24
465

Percentile
Group
25th
25th
50th
50th
90th
90th
25th
50th
75th
25th
25th
50th
90th
25th
25th
85th
90th
75th
25th
90th
25th
75th
25th
50th
25th
25th
50th
25th
90th



APPENDIX 11E - PART 1

Part 1: Overall Drug Abuse Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population),

Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana County (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

County
Adams
Allen
Bartholomew
Benton
Blackford
Boone
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
DeKalb
Delaware
Dubois
Elkhart
Fayette
Floyd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton
Gibson
Grant
Greene
Hamilton
Hancock
Harrison
Hendricks
Henry
Howard
Huntington
Jackson
Jasper
Jay
Jefferson
Jennings
Johnson
Knox
Kosciusko
LaGrange
Lake
LaPorte

Drug Possession and Sale/
Manufacture Arrests

Percentile
Number Group
97 25th
1,847 90th
626 85th
35 < 25th
91 25th
200 50th
44 < 25th
67 < 25th
148 50th
452 75th
119 25th
257 50th
46 < 25th
199 50th
193 50th
130 25th
175 50th
343 75th
160 50th
805 90th
222 50th
716 90th
77 < 25th
118 25th
96 25th
123 25th
451 75th
119 25th
909 90th
153 50th
65 < 25th
490 75th
154 50th
644 85th
38 < 25th
269 50th
104 25th
83 25th
142 50th
109 25th
653 90th
207 50th
311 50th
95 25th
2,239 90th
382 75th

Rate
2.85
5.37
8.57
3.81
6.61
3.91
2.87
3.28
3.64
4.46
4.35
7.48
4.10
6.54
3.95
5.18
4.19
2.90
3.90
417
8.85
9.95
4.33
5.47
4.64
3.97
6.27
3.53
3.90
2.50
1.78
3.95
3.20
7.57
0.99
6.38
3.27
3.79
4.40
3.82
5,15
5.36
4.10
2.59
4.54
3.46

Percentile
Group
< 25th

75th
90th
25th
90th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
25th
50th
50th
90th
50th
85th
25th
75th
50th
< 25th
25th
50th
90th
90th
50th
75th
50th
25th
85th
25th
25th
< 25th
< 25th
25th
< 25th
90th
< 25th
85th
< 25th
25th
50th
25th
75th
75th
50th
< 25th
50th
< 25th

Overall Drug Possession/

Sale Rating

Drug Arrest
Priority Percentile
Score Group
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25th
95th
95th
25th
75th
50th
25th
25th
50th
75th
50th
95th
50th
75th
50th
50th
50th
50th
50th
95th
95th
95th
50th
50th
50th
25th
95th
25th
75th
50th
25th
50th
50th
95th
25th
75th
25th
25th
50th
25th
95th
75th
50th
25th
95th
50th
continued on next page

Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher
percentile group indicates a more severe problem. Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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continued from previous page

Drug Possession and Sale/ Overall Drug Possession/
Manufacture Arrests Sale Rating
Drug Arrest
Percentile Percentile Priority Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Score Group
Lawrence 137 50th 2.94 < 25th 1 50th
Madison 583 85th 4.44 50th 4 75th
Marion 5,735 90th 6.60 90th 8 95th
Marshall 288 50th 4.96 50th 2 50th
Martin 26 < 25th 2.47 < 25th 0 25th
Miami 170 50th 4.70 50th 2 50th
Monroe 440 75th 3.62 25th 2 50th
Montgomery 202 50th 5.30 75th & 75th
Morgan 405 75th 5.80 85th 5 95th
Newton 53 < 25th 3.65 25th 0 25th
Noble 235 50th 4.94 50th 2 50th
Ohio 18 < 25th 3.06 < 25th 0 25th
Orange 81 25th 4.09 25th 0 25th
Owen 72 < 25th 3.10 < 25th 0 25th
Parke 71 < 25th 4.09 25th 0 25th
Perry 74 < 25th 3.87 25th 0 25th
Pike 58 < 25th 4.46 50th 1 50th
Porter 517 75th 3.32 < 25th 2 50th
Posey 94 25th 3.46 < 25th 0 25th
Pulaski 57 < 25th 4.10 50th 1 50th
Putnam 189 50th 5.11 50th 2 50th
Randolph 137 50th 5.10 50th 2 50th
Ripley 130 25th 4.46 50th 1 50th
Rush 95 25th 5.24 75th 2 50th
Saint Joseph 1,237 90th 4.62 50th 5 95th
Scott 115 25th 4.85 50th 1 50th
Shelby 218 50th 4.96 50th 2 50th
Spencer 84 25th 4.1 50th 1 50th
Starke 63 < 25th 2.74 < 25th 0 25th
Steuben 130 25th 3.83 25th 0 25th
Sullivan 81 25th 3.68 25th 0 25th
Switzerland 39 < 25th 4.08 25th 0 25th
Tippecanoe 1,267 90th 8.29 90th 8 95th
Tipton 96 25th 5.75 75th 2 50th
Union 42 < 25th 5.78 75th 2 50th
Vanderburgh 1,426 90th 8.19 90th 8 95th
Vermillion 62 < 25th 3.74 25th 0 25th
Vigo 544 75th 5.24 75th 4 75th
Wabash 104 25th 3.03 < 25th 0 25th
Warren 36 < 25th 4.09 25th 0 25th
Warrick 220 50th 3.94 25th 1 50th
Washington 84 25th 3.00 < 25th 0 25th
Wayne 632 85th 9.01 90th 7 95th
Wells 34 < 25th 1.21 < 25th 0 25th
White 71 < 25th 2.84 < 25th 0 25th
Whitley 94 25th 2.93 < 25th 0 25th
Total 31,504 5.02 188
Minimum 18 0.99 0
Maximum 5,735 9.95 8
Mean 342.43 4.49 2.04
Standard Deviation 685.44 1.66 2.30

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11E PART 2

Part 2: Overall Drug Abuse Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population),
Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana County (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

Overall Property

Property Crime Arrests Crime Rating
Property Crime
Percentile Percentile Priority Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Score Group
Adams 118 25th 3.47 25th 0 25th
Allen 2,587 90th 7.52 90th 8 90th
Bartholomew 443 75th 6.06 75th 4 75th
Benton 36 < 25th 3.92 25th 0 25th
Blackford 75 < 25th 5.45 50th 1 50th
Boone 211 50th 4.13 25th 1 50th
Brown 2 < 25th 0.13 < 25th 0 25th
Carroll 77 < 25th 3.77 25th 0 25th
Cass 197 50th 4.85 50th 2 50th
Clark 781 85th 7.71 90th 7 90th
Clay 76 < 25th 2.78 < 25th 0 25th
Clinton 122 25th 8. 25th 0 25th
Crawford 52 < 25th 4.63 50th 1 50th
Daviess 144 50th 4.73 50th 2 50th
Dearborn 168 50th 3.44 25th 1 50th
Decatur 133 50th 5.30 50th 2 50th
DeKalb 190 50th 4.55 25th 1 50th
Delaware 491 75th 4.15 25th 2 50th
Dubois 232 50th 5.66 75th 3 75th
Elkhart 956 90th 4.95 50th 5 85th
Fayette 160 50th 6.38 85th 4 75th
Floyd 762 85th 10.59 90th 7 90th
Fountain 57 < 25th 3.21 25th 0 25th
Franklin 18 < 25th 0.83 < 25th 0 25th
Fulton 112 25th 5.41 50th 1 50th
Gibson 115 25th 3.44 25th 0 25th
Grant 595 75th 8.27 90th 6 90th
Greene 101 25th 3.00 < 25th 0 25th
Hamilton 669 85th 2.87 < 25th 3 75th
Hancock 179 50th 2.92 < 25th 1 50th
Harrison 58 < 25th 1.59 < 25th 0 25th
Hendricks 584 75th 4.70 50th 3 75th
Henry 216 50th 4.49 25th 1 50th
Howard 497 75th 5.84 75th 4 75th
Huntington 118 25th 3.08 < 25th 0 25th
Jackson 136 50th 3.22 25th 1 50th
Jasper 95 25th 2.99 < 25th 0 25th
Jay 132 25th 6.02 75th 2 50th
Jefferson 195 50th 6.04 75th 3 75th
Jennings 62 < 25th 2.17 < 25th 0 25th
Johnson 823 90th 6.48 85th 7 90th
Knox 137 50th 3.54 25th 1 50th
Kosciusko 477 75th 6.30 85th 5 85th
LaGrange 120 25th 3.27 25th 0 25th
Lake 2,763 90th 5.60 75th 6 90th
LaPorte 609 75th 5.52 50th 3 75th

continued on next page

Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and < 25th percentile. Belonging to a higher
percentile group indicates a more severe problem. Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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continued from previous page
Overall Property

Property Crime Arrests Crime Rating
Property Crime
Percentile Percentile Priority Percentile
County Number Group Rate Group Score Group
Lawrence 98 25th 210 < 25th 0 25th
Madison 675 85th 5.14 50th 4 75th
Marion 5,021 90th 5.78 75th 6 90th
Marshall 341 50th 7.26 90th ) 85th
Martin 30 < 25th 2.85 < 25th 0 25th
Miami 200 50th 5158 50th 2 50th
Monroe 369 75th 3.03 < 25th 2 50th
Montgomery 183 50th 4.80 50th 2 50th
Morgan 297 50th 4.25 25th 1 50th
Newton 40 < 25th 2.76 < 25th 0 25th
Noble 248 50th 5.21 50th 2 50th
Ohio 17 < 25th 2.89 < 25th 0 25th
Orange 92 25th 4.64 50th 1 50th
Owen 65 < 25th 2.80 < 25th 0 25th
Parke 80 25th 4.61 50th 1 50th
Perry 107 25th 5.60 75th 2 50th
Pike 67 < 25th 6.1B 50th 1 50th
Porter 538 75th 3.45 25th 2 50th
Posey 82 25th 3.02 < 25th 0 25th
Pulaski 64 < 25th 4.60 50th 1 50th
Putnam 147 50th 3.97 25th 1 50th
Randolph 129 25th 4.81 50th 1 50th
Ripley 151 50th 5.19 50th 2 50th
Rush 82 25th 4.52 25th 0 25th
Saint Joseph 1,620 90th 6.05 75th 6 90th
Scott 220 50th 9.27 90th ) 85th
Shelby 155 50th 3.53 25th 1 50th
Spencer 94 25th 4.60 50th 1 50th
Starke 92 25th 3.99 25th 0 25th
Steuben 241 50th 7.1 90th 5) 85th
Sullivan 82 25th 3.73 25th 0 25th
Switzerland 44 < 25th 4.60 50th 1 50th
Tippecanoe 1,113 90th 7.28 90th 8 90th
Tipton 79 25th 4.73 50th 1 50th
Union 37 < 25th 5.09 50th 1 50th
Vanderburgh 1,183 90th 6.79 85th 7 90th
Vermillion 52 < 25th 3.13 25th 0 25th
Vigo 797 90th 7.68 90th 8 90th
Wabash 102 25th 2.97 < 25th 0 25th
Warren 41 < 25th 4.65 50th 1 50th
Warrick 116 25th 2.08 < 25th 0 25th
Washington 67 < 25th 2.39 < 25th 0 25th
Wayne 912 90th 13.00 90th 8 90th
Wells 64 < 25th 2.28 < 25th 0 25th
White 21 < 25th 0.84 < 25th 0 25th
Whitley 93 25th 2.89 < 25th 0 25th
Total 33,229 5.30 187
Minimum 2 0.13 0
Maximum 5,021 13.00 8
Mean 361.18 4.58 2.03
Standard Deviation 676.12 2.02 2.39

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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APPENDIX 11F

Youth Substance Use Indicators by Number, Rate (All Rates Are Annual Rates per 1,000 Population),
Percentile Group, and Priority Score, by Indiana County (Uniform Crime Reports, 2005)

Runaway Arrests Overall Runaway
(Juveniles Only) Rating
Runaway
Percentile Percentile Priority Percentile

County Number Group Rate Group Score Group
Adams 8 < 25th 0.78 < 25th 0 25th
Allen 247 90th 2.63 50th 5 85th
Bartholomew 92 85th 4.85 75th 5 85th
Benton 6 < 25th 2.56 50th 1 50th
Blackford 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 25th
Boone 32 50th 2.35 50th 2 50th
Brown 19 50th 5.98 85th 4 75th
Carroll 10 25th 2.01 50th 1 50th
Cass 65 75th 6.33 90th 6 85th
Clark 70 75th 2.91 50th 3 75th
Clay 15 25th 2.26 50th 1 50th
Clinton 7 < 25th 0.77 < 25th 0 25th
Crawford 5 < 25th 1.85 25th 0 25th
Daviess 20 50th 2.35 50th 2 50th
Dearborn 25 50th 2.05 50th 2 50th
Decatur 9 25th 1.38 < 25th 0 25th
DeKalb 17 50th 1.54 25th 1 50th
Delaware 24 50th 0.98 < 25th 1 50th
Dubois 21 50th 2.01 50th 2 50th
Elkhart 298 90th 5.40 85th 7 90th
Fayette 31 50th 5.33 85th 4 75th
Floyd 31 50th 1.78 25th 1 50th
Fountain 3 < 25th 0.70 < 25th 0 25th
Franklin 1 < 25th 0.17 < 25th 0 25th
Fulton 13 25th 2.59 50th 1 50th
Gibson 19 50th 2.41 50th 2 50th
Grant 115 85th 7.22 90th 7 90th
Greene 9 25th 1.14 < 25th 0 25th
Hamilton 104 85th 1.50 25th 3 75th
Hancock 22 50th 1.42 < 25th 1 50th
Harrison 11 25th 1.27 < 25th 0 25th
Hendricks 46 75th 1.41 < 25th 2 50th
Henry 73 75th 6.67 90th 6 85th
Howard 118 90th 5.59 85th 7 90th
Huntington 17 50th 1.83 25th 1 50th
Jackson 36 50th 3.42 75th 3 75th
Jasper 12 25th 1.50 25th 0 25th
Jay 8 < 25th 1.40 < 25th 0 25th
Jefferson 36 50th 4.86 75th 3 75th
Jennings 9 25th 1.19 < 25th 0 25th
Johnson 82 75th 2.46 50th 3 75th
Knox 28 50th 3.40 75th 3 75th
Kosciusko 31 50th 1.54 25th 1 50th
LaGrange 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 25th
Lake 274 90th 213 50th 5 85th
LaPorte 248 90th 9.59 90th 8 90th

continued on next page

Notes: Measures were arranged in percentile groups: 90th, 85th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and <25th percentile. Belonging to a higher
percentile group indicates a more severe problem. Higher priority scores indicate a more severe problem.
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continued from previous page

Runaway Arrests Overall Runaway
(Juveniles Only) Rating
Runaway
Percentile Percentile Priority Percentile

County Number Group Rate Group Score Group
Lawrence 16 25th 1.49 25th 0 25th
Madison 214 90th 7.10 90th 8 90th
Marion 67 75th 0.29 < 25th 2 50th
Marshall 32 50th 2.57 50th 2 50th
Martin 3 < 25th 1.26 < 25th 0 25th
Miami 23 50th 2.65 50th 2 50th
Monroe 48 75th 2.28 50th 8 75th
Montgomery 14 25th 1.49 25th 0 25th
Morgan 26 50th 1.48 25th 1 50th
Newton 2 < 25th 0.59 < 25th 0 25th
Noble 86 85th 6.55 90th 7 90th
Ohio 3 < 25th 2.33 50th 1 50th
Orange 8 < 25th 1.65 25th 0 25th
Owen 11 25th 2.04 50th 1 50th
Parke 7 < 25th 1.89 25th 0 25th
Perry 14 25th 3.54 75th 2 50th
Pike 7 < 25th 2.39 50th 1 50th
Porter 27 50th 0.73 < 25th 1 50th
Posey 11 25th 1.68 25th 0 25th
Pulaski 6 < 25th 1.80 25th 0 25th
Putnam 14 25th 1.72 25th 0 25th
Randolph 14 25th 2.20 50th 1 50th
Ripley 16 25th 217 50th 1 50th
Rush 19 50th 4.16 75th B 75th
Saint Joseph 706 90th 10.41 90th 8 90th
Scott 11 25th 1.87 25th 0 25th
Shelby 42 75th 3.82 75th 4 75th
Spencer 9 25th 1.81 25th 0 25th
Starke 17 50th 2.90 50th 2 50th
Steuben 28 50th 3.45 75th B 75th
Sullivan 13 25th 2.83 50th 1 50th
Switzerland 4 < 25th 1.72 25th 0 25th
Tippecanoe 203 90th 6.29 90th 8 90th
Tipton 6 < 25th 1.57 25th 0 25th
Union 0 < 25th 0.00 < 25th 0 25th
Vanderburgh 384 90th 9.69 90th 8 90th
Vermillion 15 25th 3.96 75th 2 50th
Vigo 182 90th 7.84 90th 8 90th
Wabash 7 < 25th 0.92 < 25th 0 25th
Warren 4 < 25th 1.93 25th 0 25th
Warrick 2 < 25th 0.14 < 25th 0 25th
Washington 10 25th 1.45 25th 0 25th
Wayne 40 75th 2.48 50th S 75th
Wells 9 25th 1.29 < 25th 0 25th
White 1 < 25th 0.17 < 25th 0 25th
Whitley 16 25th 2.00 25th 0 25th
Total 4,764 0.76 187
Minimum 0 0.00 0
Maximum 706 10.41 8
Mean 51.78 2.70 2.03
Standard Deviation 100.15 2.21 2.46

Source: National Archive of Criminal Justice Data, n.d.
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Map 11.1  Indiana Total Drug Possession and Sale/Manufacture Arrest Rates, by County, 2005 (Uniform Crime
Reports, 2005)
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ADD
ADHD
ARDI
ATOD

BRFSS
CcbC
CHD
COPD
CSAP
DOE
DEA
DMHA
EPIC
ETS
FARS
FSSA

GAC
HBV
HCV
ICD-10

ICPSR

IDU
IPRC
ISDH
ISP

ITPC

IYTS
MTF

Appendix I:

Attention Deficit Disorder
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
Alcohol-Related Disease Impact database

Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by
Indiana Children and Adolescents Survey

Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Coronary Heart Disease

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Center for Substance Abuse and Prevention
U.S. Department of Education

U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency

Division of Mental Health and Addiction

El Paso Intelligence Center

Environmental Tobacco Smoke

Fatality Analysis Reporting System

U.S. Family and Social Services
Administration

Governor’s Advisory Council
Hepatitis B Virus infection
Hepatitis C Virus infection

International Classification of Diseases, 10th
Revision

Inter-University Consortium for Political and
Social Research

Injection Drug User

Indiana Prevention Resource Center
Indiana State Department of Health
Indiana State Police

Indiana Tobacco Prevention and Cessation
Agency

Indiana Youth Tobacco Survey

Monitoring the Future Survey

Indiana University Center for Health Policy

Acronyms

NCHS National Center for Health Statistics

NCI National Cancer Institute

NCLSS National Clandestine Laboratory Seizure
System

NDIC National Drug Intelligence Center

NHTSA  National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

NIDA National Institute on Drug Abuse

NIH National Institutes of Health

NSDUH  National Survey on Drug Use and Health

NVSS National Vital Statistics System

NYTS National Youth Tobacco Survey

OAS Office of Applied Studies

ONDCP U.S. Office of National Drug Control Policy

SAMMEC Smoking-Attributable Mortality, Morbidity, and
Economic Costs

SAMHSA U.S. Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration

SEDS State Epidemiological Data System

SEOW State Epidemiology and Outcomes
Workgroup

SIDS Sudden Infant Death Syndrome

SPF SIG Strategic Prevention Framework State
Incentive Grant

SPSS Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

STD Sexually Transmitted Disease

TEDS Treatment Episode Data Set

UCR Uniform Crime Reports

USDHHS U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services

WHO World Health Organization

YRBSS  Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System
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