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Mission

To mobilize and unite the residents of Porter Coptmiprevent
and reduce the negative consequences of substanse a

The goals of the SPF-SIG for Porter County are asflows:

= Create a centralized data center within Porter Gotlnat tracks
trends and produces outcome information on ourtstfo

= Bring about community-wide awareness and change.

» Prevent and reduce the negative consequencessifiaab abuse
on both individuals and the community.

= Ongoing evaluation of prevention efforts to conénmprovement.
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Executive Summary
Introduction

A unified coalition of Porter County citizens recoguizihat to acquire the needed state and
federal government assistance, a data driven assessthésghavioral health needs was
necessary to support the community requests. Porter Cogriyed a grant entitled the Indiana
Strategic Prevention Framework State Incentive GIBRE(SIG) in 2006 to prevent the negative
effects of substance abuse in the community. Thiseighird Porter County Report from this
grant. It begins with a presentation of informatidiow@ the community and then turns to the
consumption and consequences of various substances incltoloag:co, marijuana, heroin,
cocaine, amphetamines, methamphetamines, inhalants, M@bt&tasy), over the counter drugs,
Ritalin and Adderall, sedatives/benzoids, and tranquiflizer

Chapter 1: A Demographic Profile

Population Characteristics. The population of Porter County is 158,169. The mediansage i
37.2 years, 76.1% are over 18 and 11.4% are over 65. Most (93188bxHamselves white,
6.2% “Hispanic or Latino,” and 2.4% consider themselvescBlar African American.” Porter
County is substantially less diverse than the na®a whole.

Education Characteristics. Porter County residents are well educated. Of ressdaver 25,
91.1% have at least a high school degree, 21.6% have soegecblit without a degree, 15.7%
have a bachelor's degree, 24.7% have a bachelor's degtegher, and only 8.9% have not
attained at least a high school degree.

Mobility. The population is relatively stable with 86% of thedeats living in the same house
as they did a year ago.

Employment Status. Unemployment is on the rise. Prior to the recemnemic downturn,
roughly two-thirds (66.9%) of the population over 16 years olewvire the labor force and only
4.3% of this population was considered officially unemptbye Current estimates put
unemployment at 10% in most areas of the County.

Occupation. Nearly one-third (31.5%) of all employed persons work ianagement,
professional and other related occupations, 24.6% of entplegresons work in sales and office
occupations, 16% in service occupations, 15.5% are employeddaqtion, transportation, and
material moving occupations, and 12.3% in construction, dxiracmaintenance and repair
occupations.

Household Income and Benefits.The County is wealthier than most other counties irstae,
but wide disparities in wealth exist. The median houlseimzome in Porter County is $59,245,
which compared to the same figure at the state level of $4MmaRds Porter County one of the
wealthier counties in the state. There is a digpamitthe distribution of household income:
22.1% of households earn $50,000 to $74,999, 10.2% (6,124) householssdnan $14,999.
Another 9.4% (5,751) households earn between $15,000 and $24,999




Family Income and Benefits. The median family income in Porter County is $70,038 and f
the state it is $57,602. A quarter of the families in @ounty earn between $50,000 and
$74,999, and 18.5%, or 7,879 families, earn between $75,000 and $99,999 camIétween
$100,000 and $149,000, 11.7% of families, or more specifically, 4990idfapearn less than
$24,999, and 5.7% (2,427 families) earn less than $15,000.

Poverty. Poverty levels are generally low, but much higher ragngouth. Of all families in
Porter County, 6.7% live under the poverty threshold and 9fi%e andividuals live in poverty.
Poverty figures vary, however, by age and types of livimgngements. Of families with female
head of household and no husband present, 26.5% live bedopoverty line. This percentage
increases to 33.8% for such families with children youtlgan 5 and 37.7% for those families
with children under 18 years old. The rate of povertythoise younger than 18 is 14.9%. For
those individuals age 18 to 64, the poverty rate is 8.6%s decreases to 5.4% of those 65 or
older.

Selected Monthly Home Owner Costs as a Percentage of Houskhtncome. Affordable
housing is a problem for many renters. Affordable housimgfined as paying less than 30% of
your income for housing. Almost one-third (32.2%) of owpecupied households with a
mortgage in Porter County pay less than 20% of their iecfomhousing, 12.5% of households
have housing costs between 20 and 24.9%, 5.8% of househaddsofasing costs greater than
30.0% and less than 35.0% of their monthly income, and 13%edfduseholds in this category
pay more than 35% of household income for housing.

Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Incom@f renting households, 39.6% spend more
than 35.0% of their monthly income for housing, 6.7% haveihgusts below 35% but still
over 30%, 12.1% have costs between 25 and 30%, 11.4% hasebetseen 20 and 24.9%,
12.9% have costs between 15 and 19.9%, and 13% have costs under 15%

Porter County Strengths. The top strength of the community in the eyes of thalipus the
schools; this is followed by reference to the people andlies, and the sense of community and
neighborhoods. Location, beaches, shopping, employrbemig rural yet close to Chicago,
being clean, and a good place to raise a family also extéigh marks.

Porter County Strengths by Sex. Overall the rankings are quite similar. There isralémcy
for males to view employment and the police as gre&imngths than females. At the same time
females are more likely to see shopping and the cleaslimethe community as more important.

Porter County Strengths by Income.Overall the view of the strengths of the community are
quite similar. Differences do occur over locationhmhose persons in the middle range of
income ranking it lower than the other groups. Persorswer income categories are more

likely to rank “familiarity” and the environment as stremgtmore so than persons in higher
income categories. On the other hand, persons in theshigiceme categories are more likely

to say that Porter County is a good place to raise emldrAlso, a greater percentage (20
percentage points difference) of those that make $75,000 yeperank schools as a strengths
when compared to those that earn less than $34,000.




Issues in Porter County. Far and above the most important issue is employrfa@iawed by
issues related to substance abuse, health care, @ohepls, housing and transportation.
Important for the concern of this report is that citgdave listed substance abuse as the second
most pressing issue in the County.

Issues in Porter Countyby Sex. Overall the rankings are quite similar except foew fssues.
Women are more likely to see the schools, teen pregnand child care as more important
issues than do males. Males are more likely to seesslike housing and mental health to be
more important than do females. Substance abuse rermainsiinber 2 issue for both males and
females.

Issues in_Porter Countyby Income. Employment is still the number 1 issues for all ¢hre
groups, 20.4% of persons making under $34,000 rank it as number 1ofl0fdse making
between 34,000 and $75,000 rank it 1, and 12.4% of those making raor®75,000 rank it 1.
Obviously persons in the lower income bracket are much rmoneerned about this issue.
Substance abuse drops down to number 3 for the two loa@me brackets and it is replaced by
health care. Health care is number 5 for the higimesime bracket, and substance abuse
remains number 2. Schools are the third most imposné for the $75,000+ group, but drops
to 6th and & respectively for the next two lower income brackets.

Perceptions of the Quality of Life in Porter County. Most persons (41.6%) rate the
community good, 26.0% say very good, and 14.1% rate the ooityras excellent. A total of
14.4% of the community rank it is fair and 2.3% say the quatfitife is poor.

Perceptions of the Quality of Life in Porter County by Sex.Males tend to outnumber females
in their evaluation of the community as good, fair, gubr, while females evaluate the
community in considerably more favorable terms.

Perceptions of the Quality of Life in Porter County by Incone. Of persons making more
than $75,000, 21.6% evaluate the quality of life as excedlempared to 12.5% of those in the
$35-74,000 bracket and 10.9% in the under $35,000 category. Sin8lad9s of persons in the
highest income bracket evaluate the quality of life esy\good, while 28.3% and 16.5%
evaluate it very good in the next two lower incomeckess. Conversely, 19.4% of those in the
lowest income category only evaluate the quality ofdsefair, compared to 11.8% and 8.1% of
the next two highest income categories respectivelyspibe the variability by income, most
persons evaluate the community to be at least good, butan't ignore the discrepancies
generated by the differences in wealth.

Participation in_After School Activities: Camps or Programs. Porter County students
overall participate at about the same rates as oiéhgse activities, and exceed state averages
for Afternoons Rock in '8 grade, for the Youth Leadership Program thahd 13 %rades,
SADD and STAND in #, 9", 10", and 11" grades, and participate more in 2+ camps"in@",

11", and 1% grades. While the patterns are very mixed, there i® saritence of increased
participation in 2009 in these activities by Porter Counigents.




Participation in Organized Family Events. 18.8% of §' grade Porter County students never
participate in organized family events and that numbereasws to 22.3% for T2graders.
Similarly, the frequency of such events declines as glaags increases. Comparing Porter
County to state averages is not easy because ofafliffes in some areas, but overall the pattern
is for Porter County students to be less involved in orgdriamily events.

Crime Risks in _Porter County. Porter County is well below the national risk figuresaill
categories. Our total crime index, which combines al @ather indices, is 46. The highest
figure is 60 for property crimes. The Porter County figuaéso are well below the state as a
whole. However, there exist in the community arebsre the crime index runs as high as 167
when the national norm is 100 and these areas are idédntif

Education. While levels of education are high, there are seweals in the County where there
are substantial portions of the population over 25 withe high school degree and these are
identified.

Poverty. While the county is wealthy, there are areas of0benty where there are substantial
levels of poverty and these are identified.

Family Structure. Areas where there are high divorce rates and higibers of single parent
families are identified.

Neighborhood. Data is presenting mapping areas of the county withhigeest housing
vacancy rates.

Chapter 2: Alcohol

Consumption of Alcohol ATOD

« Daily Use of Alcohol Very few students in"6through &' grade report the daily use of
alcohol. In the 8 grade, 3.2% say they drink daily and that figure gradually isesetn
4.1% of 13" graders who report daily drinking. The figures for 2009 are géyer
higher, except for the"™7and 13" grade, but they are not large enough to suggest any
change in the patterns of consumption.

 Monthly Use of Alcohol Monthly consumption of alcohol increases for every
consumption level as grade levels increase. While 89%"ofgéaders in 2009 report
never consuming alcohol in the past month, only 49.2% &f draders report not
consuming alcohol during the same span of time. Whileetlage slight differences
between 2008 and 2009 that suggest some earlier use in 2009, bselasdater grades,
these do not seem to indicate any major shifts or $tend

* Annual Consumption_of Alcohol Similar to patterns on monthly consumption of
alcohol, the percentage of students in 2009 who report songwalcohol in the past year
increases as their grade level increases. MBsgyréders (82.1%) report never using
alcohol in the past year, but that figure declines to @886 of 12" graders who report
never consuming alcohol in the past 12 months. Again theredifferences between
2008 and 2009, but there are not any major trends or pattetngdicate significant
changes.
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Lifetime _Consumption _of Alcohol. Lifetime consumption of alcohol increases across
grade levels. In 2009 almost three-quarters (74.8%)"ofréde students report never
consuming alcohol in their lifetime. The percentage ditopd3.5% of 12 graders who
report never consuming alcohol in their lifetime. Oagain we find differences between
2008 and 2009, but none are large enough or consistent enough tet suggenajor
changes or trends.

Binge Drinking. While 92% of & graders report not binge drinking in the past two
weeks, the percentage drops to 78% Biggaders and 66.6% of iyraders. Turning
this around, by the time Porter County students reaciZReyrade, almost one-third
(30.5%) of them report binge drinking in the past two wedkshere is one slight
tendency in all the tables so far it is for curréhigvaders to consume at a bit higher rates
than last year's class, and thé"Ifzaders in some areas to consume a bit less.

State and Porter County Comparisons ATOD Data

Monthly Drinking. There is still no significant difference at th& grade level, there is
now a significant difference at thé" yrade. There continues to be a significant
difference for every other grade in 2009 and also theréifices for 2009 are consistently
greater than in 2008.

Annual Drinking. There are no differences in th8 grade, but in the™7grade there is
now a significant difference. Porter County still exds state averages in tHetBrough
12" grades and the magnitude of the difference is larger in 20&&ry grade except'8
Lifetime Drinking. For 2009 there is now a difference at the gfade, but still no
difference at the ®grade. In grades 8 through 12 Porter County students exeged st
averages and the magnitude of the difference has increas2d09 to the extent that in
the 11" and 13' grade Porter County students exceed state averages bgtam
percentage points.

Binge Drinking. In most grades Porter County students exceed statmyaseior binge
drinking, and in most grades the magnitude of the diffesehese increased over the
2008 figures.

College Student Survey

Monthly Use of Alcohol. 70% of the students did drink in the past month. A total of
42.4% of them drank between 1-5 times and almost one-388b) drank between 6 —
19 times. Only 5.1% drank 20-40 times in the past month while 8ra%k more than

40 times.

Binge Drinking. 60.3% reported not binge drinking, however 17.9% said they had don
it at least once in the past two weeks and 10. 9% saychtet done in twice. A total of
8.9% said they did it 3-5 times in the past two weeks and s&@&othey had done it
between 6 and 9 times.

Risk Factors ATOD Data

Perception of Risk. As grade levels increase, the perception of risk involuethe
consumption of alcohol goes down. While there are nlot &f differences between
Porter County students and state averages, there identgnfor Porter County students

to perceive less risk in the use of alcohol.

Perception of Peer Approval. Many students in Porter County either see their peers as
approving or not disproving the consumption of alcohol andp#reeption of approval
increases and disapproval decreases as students advgnaderevels. In addition, we
see that overall there is a tendency for Porter Countlests to perceive their peers as
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being more approving and less strongly disapproving of the usécahol than their
cohorts throughout the state.

Perception of Parental Approval. Most students do not see their parents as approving
of the consumption of alcohol. However, a negativessage to youth against the
consumption of alcohol has not been internalized byyalith in Porter County. In
particular, there is a tendency for the perceptiontadng disapproval to decline as
students get older. There are not many substantiareliftes between state and Porter
County students on parental approval.

Afterschool Activities without Adult Supervision. Overall, Porter County students
spend a good deal of time after school without adult sup@nvésd they do so more than
other students across the state. At the same timesrRaptnty students appear to spend
more time overall at home with adult supervision tharstlents across the rest of the
state.

Participation_in_Organized Family Events. Around 20% of Porter County students
never participate in organized family events and thatb@urmncreases with grade level.
Comparing Porter County to state averages is not easyse of differences in some
areas, but overall the pattern is for Porter County stsd& be less involved in
organized family events.

Risk Factors: College Student Survey

Perceived Risk of Occasional and Binge Drinking.50.4% of college students surveyed
saw no risk in occasional drinking, 40.9% saw only a slight 5.6% saw a moderate
risk, and 3.2% saw a great risk. As to binge drinking, 4.4%rgawsk, 20.7% saw a
slight risk, 43.8% saw a moderate risk, and 31.1% saw arigleat

Friends _and Occasional Drinking College students generally see their friends as
approving of occasional drinking. In fact, 21.7% see theinds as strongly approving
and another 58.6% see their friends as approving.

Friends and Binge Drinking. 7.2% see their friends as strongly approving and 28.4%
see their friends as approving. Overall college studm@sheir friends as disapproving
of binge drinking more than approving with 26.8% perceiving theirndse as
disapproving and 20% as strongly disapproving.

Family and Occasional Drinking. Most (57.2%) see their families as approving, with
7.8% seeing their families as strongly approving, and 49.4%gséleeir families as
approving. Only 17.7% see their families as strongly disajipyp 13.6% disapproving,
and 11.5% claim they don’t know their families view on eomaal drinking.

Family and Binge Drinking. Overwhelmingly (83.9%) college students see their
families as disapproving of binge drinking with 50.2% seeing tla@nilies as strongly
disapproving, and 33.7% seeing their families as approving.

Outlets, Expenditures, and lllegal SalesPorter County has a slightly lower per capita
rate for alcohol sale outlets than the entire staethe same time, residents of Porter
County spend more money on alcohol than does the avkeoagehold in Indiana and in
the nation. The high rates of expenditures on alcal®lcombined with the fact that
44% of retall outlets tested sold alcohol to minors in 2009.

Consequences of Alcohol Consumption

In 2009 there were 449 arrests for public intoxication, 15@ Wwetween 18-25.
In 2009 there were 951 arrests for DUI, 288 were between 18-25
In 2009 there were 1322 referrals to adult probation fohalo@lated issues.
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In 2008 there were 330 referrals to juvenile probation footadl related issues.

in 2007 Porter County had the highest rate of alcohol ceteaéfic accidents among the
17 most populous counties in the state.

In 2009 the Porter County Coroner’s Office reported 18 alcaated deaths, down
from 25 last year.

In 2008 there were 231 emergency room treatments at Psgital for alcohol, 47
were between 18-25.

In 2008 there were 619 treatments for alcohol relate@ssatiPorter-Starke Services, 70
were between 18-25.

Between 2003-2006 there were $6,793,299 in charges at Porter Hiosateohol
related treatments.

Chapter 3: Tobacco

Cigarette Use ATOD Data

The Daily Use of Cigarettes. There is a steady increase with grade level in tineben

of students who smoke cigarettes daily. Only 1.1%"ofiders report the daily use of
cigarettes, while 17.7% of Tayraders report using cigarettes on a daily basis. Atsalmo
every grade level 2009 figures exceed those of 2008.

Monthly Use of Cigarettes. The percentage of students who never used cigarettes in
the past month in thé"ggrade is 95.8% and that number drops to 73.1% f8mgt&ders.

In all grades except™@and 11", there is an increased level of cigarette use in 2009.

The Annual Use of Cigarettes The percentage of persons not smoking in the past year
drops from 93.6% in the"Bgrade to 60.9% in the T2yrade. Except for the Tayrade,
students in 2009 report more smoking on an annual basigtRa08.

Lifetime Use of Cigarettes. 91.1% of & graders have never smoked cigarettes in their
lifetimes and that figure drops to 50.4% of students in tHe grade. The use of
cigarettes increases for all levels of use and a@teker bit when students get to high
school and increases through thé& fpade:

Porter and State ComparisonsPorter County students exceed state averages in lifetime
use at the 8 and 11" grades. Other areas where Porter County students estzed
averages include annual usage By ®", 10", and 1¥ graders, and monthly use by 8
and 18" graders. Overall the responses in 2009 indicate that Resterty students are
exceeding others across the state by larger amountstBaas.

College Age Student Survey

Life Time Use. When asked about lifetime use, 63.7% said never, 16.8%nsayar
twice, 3.4% say occasionally, 14.9% report smoking reguiariize past, and only 1.1%
report smoking regularly now.

Monthly and Annual Use. 87.4% report not have smoked in the past month, 2.3%
report smoking a few times, 7.7% report smoking a pack aashaly2.3% report smoking

at least a pack and half a day. In terms of annual isigoK3.6% did not smoke in the
past year, 21.1% report smoking a few times, 3.4% report smm@kpack a day, 1.9%
report smoking more than a pack and a half per day.

Risk Factors ATOD Data

Perceived Risk of Smoking.Those students in 2009 thinking there is no risk in smoking
1+ packs of cigarettes per day decreases from 8.1% irf"tiyea6le to 2.2% in the 12




grade. Those seeing it as a great risk increases from 40.8% &' grade to 52.5% in
the 12" grade. Overall, as the grade level increases theréeisdency for the perception
of risk to increase. The patterns in 2009 are quite sit@l2008, but there seems to be a
tendency for the perception of a greater risk to deahr2909.

» Perceived Peer Approval of Cigarette Smoking. The perception of their peers as
strongly approving remains relatively low and constant theitpercentage who see their
peers approving increases from 1.5% in tHegfade to 8.7% in the f2grade. Those
who don’t know what their peers think rises from 11.9% &dhgrade to 13.6% in the
12" grade. Those who perceive their peers as disapprovirepses from 13.5% in the
6" grade to 22.1% in the f2grade. At the same time, those who see their peers a
strongly disapproving declines from 60.1% in tHegsade to 45.8% in the T2grade.
The data for 2008 and 2009 are quite similar except that #pgrears to be a tendency
for the perception of peer disapproval to decline a £0D0O.

» Perceived Parental Approval of Smoking. By the time they reach the tflz‘jrade only
1.7% of students perceive their parents as approving and 1.&%hee parents as
strongly approving. The percentage of students who do not kvitat their parents
think increases from 3.8% in th&' grade to 5.1% in the TZgrade. The proportion of
students who perceive their parents as disapproving insréase 3.7% in the ® grade
to 12.0% in the 12 grade. There is not much difference between the 2009 and 2008
data, except that the perception of strong parental dsegipteclines in 2009, and at the
same time, there is a tendency for the perceptionrehps approval to decline as well.

College Student Survey

» Perceived Risk of SmokingMost persons (73.4%) see a very great risk while 20.6% see
a moderate risk. Only 4.0% see a slight risk and 2.0%cseskn

» Perceived Family and Friends Approval of Smoking Most perceive their friends as
disapproving with almost two-thirds (62.0%) of them seeingr tire@nds as strongly
disapproving. The perception that their families wouldgisove is even stronger, with
85.2% reporting that their families would strongly disapproivthem smoking 1 + pack
of cigarettes per day.

Cigars: ATOD Data

« Daily Use of Cigars. Only .3% of &' grade students report daily use of cigars and that
number slowly increases to 4.6% in thd'itade and 4.1% in fgrade. Overall there
is not a lot of difference between reported use in 20@B2099. If anything, there
seems to be a bit more use in 2009 at the upper grades.

» The Monthly Use of Cigars. Overall there is not a lot of regular use of cigafstotal
of 93.9% of 6' graders report not using cigars in the past month andighaé drops to
74.4% for 1% graders. The difference between 2008 and 2009 depends ongséniteh
you look at.

« The Annual Use of Cigars. The percentage of'6graders who have never used cigars is
93.9% and it is 61.1% for yraders. Overall patterns of use in 2009 are quitdasimi
to 2008, with perhaps a slight decrease in use in 2009.

» Lifetime Use of Cigars. Overall, the use of cigars increases with grade .leves
indicated, 96.6% of®graders report never using cigars and that figure drops 18656.
when you look at 12 grade students. Overall the patterns of lifetime ns2009 are
quite similar to those in 2008.




Pipes:

State and Porter County Comparisons. There are no differences for daily use. Sixth
graders in 2009 were .2 of a percentage point below the astatages in annual use.
Students in the"7 8", and §' grade were not above the averages on any use. Students in
the 14" grade exceed state averages by 4.9 points in lifetime nestadents in the 1
grade exceeded the state average by 2.2 percentage poiatstiynase. Students in the
12" grade exceeded state average by 3.4 points in annual uge3gmuints in monthly
use.

Tobacco, Hookah, Water-pipes: ATOD Data

The Monthly Use of Pipes. Overall there is not a lot of heavy use of pipes amon
students. For example, 92.8% ¥ graders report never using and the number drops to
75.8% of 13' graders. While the overall patterns of use between 2008G0%lare quite
similar, there seems to be an increased use of pip&E0B, especially at thé"&hrough

11" grades.

Annual Use of a Pipe. Most (94.1%) & graders have not used a pipe in the past year
and that number drops to 60.1% among @ipaders. With the exception of graders,
reported annual use of pipes in 2009 is substantially gréateréported use in 2008.
Lifetime Use of a Pipe. 97.7% of & graders say they have never used a pipe and 59.4%
of 12" graders say they have never used a pipe. With the @écept6" graders,
reported lifetime annual use of pipes is substantially great2009 than in 2008.

State and Porter County Comparisons. While there does not appear to be a lot of use
of pipes by students in Porter County, use patterns gbneraieed levels of use across
the rest of the state in most grades. The data gleaticate substantial increases in
reported use of pipes compared to 2008 and relative to statagas, particularly for
annual and lifetime use.

Smokeless Tobacco: ATOD Data

Daily Use of Smokeless TobaccdNo 6" and only .1% of 7 and &' graders, 1.6% of™®
graders, 3.0% of 10 and 2.9% of 1 graders report using smokeless tobacco daily.
The percentage increases in thd' igade where 4.6% report using smokeless tobacco
daily. The reported figures for 2009 and quite similar ta¢haf 2008.

The Monthly Use of Smokeless TobaccoMost students in Porter County do not use
smokeless tobacco. The highest rate of use is amdhgragers and even at that level
only 10.6% report actually using smokeless tobacco. Witrexieption of & graders,
reported use in 2009 exceeds reported monthly use of smokelessdateported in
2008.

Annual Use of Smokeless Tobacco96.0% of & graders have never used smokeless
tobacco and that figure drops to 78.9% fof geaders. Overall there is a greater amount
of reported use of smokeless tobacco by Porter Countyrgtuiie2009 than in 2008.
Lifetime Use of Smokeless TobaccoMost Porter County students have never used
smokeless tobacco. While lifetime usage increases saag@sles, even by the time
students reach the 12jrade, 81.9% say they have never used smokeless tobacan. Whe
looking at overall use of smokeless tobacco, withetkeeption of & graders, reported
use in 2009 tends to exceed reported use in 2008.

State_and Porter County Comparisons. Generally there are no differences or Porter
County students are below state averages until you @t grade where Porter County
students exceed state averages in lifetime use and arseudh the 19 and 11" grades
Porter County students exceed state averages in allateas of use. In the #2jrade
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differences are reduced and in lifetime and annual use Rowterty students are below
state averages, and exceed state averages by only .1%npoionthly use. The data
indicate a substantial increase in reported use of smekidbacco by Porter County
students, particularly in thé"910", and 11 grades.

Chapter 4: Marijuana

Patterns of Consumption: ATOD Data

» Daily Use of Marijuana. The percentage of reported 2009 use goes up by grade from
.2% of students in théggrade, .7% in the™grade, 2.7% in the"Bgyrade, 5.4% in the'd
grade, 6.5% in the f0grade, 8.4% in the Yigrade, and 7.5% in the 12jrade. This
represents an increase in every grade exd®ptér the responses in 2008.

* Monthly Use of Marijuana. The number of students reporting that they had nes us
marijuana in 2009 dropped gradually across grades from 93.8% 6\ irade to 70.8%
in the 12" grade. While there is a good deal of similarity in theeuas of use between
2008 and 2009, overall there appears to be an increase of use in 2009.

« Annual Use of Marijuana. Of 8" graders, 93.2% report not having used marijuana in
the past year, but that figure drops substantially to 576%2" graders. There are
similarities in the patterns of use, but overall th@ppears to be an increase in 2009 over
the 2008 data.

» Lifetime Use of Marijuana. Lifetime consumption of marijuana goes up quite
substantially as they get older. By the time studenthrdee &' grade, almost a third of
them (30%) have tried marijuana and many of them multiples. There are similar
patterns between the 2008 and 2009 results, but overallisheemaencrease in 2009 in the
reported lifetime use of marijuana.

» Comparison to State. In more instances than not, Porter County studentedxstate
averages in both 2008 and 2009. For lifetime use Porter Cstudgnts exceed state
averages in 2009 in thd"89", 11" and 13" grades, but not in thé"s7" or 10" grades.
The differences in these grades represent a substartiahse over 2008. For annual
use, Porter County students exceed state averages in grh@ear® with the exception
of the 10" grade these are substantial increases over 2008. Fdhlynose, Porter
County students exceed state averages in grades 8-11, @ftigttaele difference is new
for 2009, and the other differences represent increags2008. For daily use, Porter
County students exceed state averages only very slightiheif” grade and in contrast
to 2008, they no longer exceed state average &am@ 10" grade.

College Student Survey

* Monthly Use of Marijuana. 88.7% said they had not used marijuana in the past month,
7.8% said they had used it between 1-5 times, and 3.1%hsgidhad used it between 6-
19 times. Less than 1% said they had used marijuana hare0 times in the previous
month.

Risk Factors: ATOD Data

» Perceived Risk of Marijuana Use. For the risk of occasional usé marijuana, there are
two clear trends. As students go up in grades, the pageeotf students perceiving no
risk goes up and the perception of a great risk declines.péreption of the severity of
risk appears to decline compared to the 2008 data. When @sctmnthe perceived risk
of the reqular useof marijuana the pattern is quite similar, but withe onotable
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difference: the percentage of students who perceive reggdaof marijuana as having no
risk does rise a bit in high school, but overall remajonge steady. There are some
differences between the 2008 and 2009 results, with the ppierceof greater risk
declining in 2009.

Perceptions of Peer Approval. As to occasionalise of marijuana we see a gradual but
steady increase in the perception that occasional umapi®ved by ones’ peers, and a
decrease in the perception that ones’ peers disappraaxasional use. The results are
quite similar to 2008, but one difference is the substhdecline in the perception of
peer disapproval at thd"@nd 7" grade levels. When it comes to the perception df the
peer's approval of the regularse there is a sense that their peer's would be less
approving of regular use. Overall the patterns in 2009 are guitilar to 2008, but there
is an increase in the perception of approval and a decliribeirperception of peer
disapproval, particularly amond'@nd 7' graders.

Perceptions of Parental Approval. Most students perceive that their parents would not
approve of the occasional usémarijuana. While the view that their parents appraive
occasional use increases overall, it reaches its hitghes in the 12 grade at 4.1%. The
percentage of students reporting that they think their pavenikl disapprove increases
across grades levels, but the percentage believinghdiatparents strongly disapprove
actually declines, but still, 76.2% of i2yraders believe their parents would strongly
disapprove of occasional use of marijuana. Compar20Q@8, there is a tendency for the
perception of strong parental disapproval to decline in 20@Paastight tendency for the
perception of parental approval to increase. Wheantes to the perception of parental
approval of _regular useof marijuana, the pattern is quite similar and again,
overwhelmingly, students see their parents as not approvinthe regular use of
marijuana. There is a decrease in the perceptionhémtparents disapprove from 2008.

Risk Factors: College Student Survey Data

Perceived Risk of Smoking Marijuana As to occasional use, 14.7% see no risk, 40.2%
see a slight risk, 30.3% see a moderate risk and 14.7%gseataisk. When it comes to
regular use of marijuana, 3.2% of the college age studeatso risk, 18.7% see a slight
risk, 35.1% see a moderate risk, and 43.0% see a great risk.

Perception of Friends’ Approval of Occasional and Regular se of Marijuana. 1.6%
see their friends as strongly approving, 15.2% see themds as approving, 12% don't
know, 31.6% see their friends as disapproving, and 39.6% sedrifeds as strongly
disapproving of the occasional use of marijuana. Wheontes to the perception of
their friends approval of the regular use of marijuana,s&% their friends as strongly
approving, 5.2% see their friends as approving, 6.8% don't ki@x3:2%, see their
friends as disapproving, and 62.8% see their friends agg$trdisapproving.

Perception of Family Approval of Occasional and Reqular use d¥larijuana. With
reference to the occasional use, .4 % see theiriémrak strongly approving, .8% see
their families as approving, 2.9% don’t know, 11.6% see thaenly as disapproving,
and 84.3% see their families as strongly disapproving oéthasional use of marijuana.
When it comes to the perception of their families’ appt of the regular use of
marijuana, .4% see their families as strongly approvidgp see their families as
approving, 2.1% don’'t know, 6.6%, see their families aaptisoving, and 90.5% see
their families as strongly disapproving.
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Consequences of Marijuana Consumption

In 2009 there were 429 arrests for marijuana relatedsgfeand 259 were of persons
between 18-25.

In 2009 393 persons on probation tested positive for THC.

In 2009 the Porter County Coroner’s Office reported 1 orang related death, down
from 3 last year.

In 2008 there were 108 emergency room treatments at Ptrsgpital for marijuana, 47
were between 18-25.

In 2008 there were 219 treatments for marijuana relatedssguPorter-Starke Services,
86 were between 18-25.

Chapter 5: Heroin

Patterns of Consumption: ATOD Data

Monthly Use of Heroin. Most students have not used heroin in the past month009
only .3% of students in the™6grade report using heroin and the highest number is
recorded in the T2grade where a total of 1.9% report using heroin in the pastmand
most of those have used it 1-5 times. In every gradel the reported use in 2009 is
greater than reported use in 2008.

Annual Use of Heroin. There is not a lot of reported use and most students mat
used heroin in the past year. There is, however, a grattrebse with students in
higher grades reporting more use. For example, .5%udésts in the B grade report
use and this figure increases to 3.5% fof feaders. In every grade level the reported
use in 2009 is greater than reported use in 2008.

Lifetime Use of Heroin. In 2009, 98.6% of B graders report never having used heroin
and 95.9% of 19 graders report never having used heroin. In every gradé tes
reported use in 2009 is greater than reported use in 2008.

Comparisons to State. Heroin use by Porter County students is essentiallgdah®ee as
patterns of use across the state. The only excetatithis is in annual use wher& #@nd

8" grade students report a .7 and .9 percentage point higheategban state averages.
Both of these figures are statistically significant.

Consequences of Heroin Use

In 2008 128 persons were treated in emergency rooms for hetaiad issues at Porter
Hospital, 40 were between 18-24.

In 2009 409 tests came back positive for opiates at the adbétpo department.

There were 7 heroin related deaths in Porter County in 2009.

In 2008 at Porter-Starke Services there were 144 treatifiogriieroin related issues and
35 were between 18-25.

In 2008 266 treatments for methadone were provided and in gheé finonths of 2009
there were 211.

In 2007 Porter County had th& Biighest (of counties in the state with a population of
more than 100,000) number of persons treated at stateid¢acdr with state or federal
money involved for heroin use and dependence.
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Chapter 6: Cocaine

Cocaine Use: ATOD Data

Monthly Use of Cocaine. There is not a lot of use of cocaine at any gradel iev2009.
The highest level of use is in the™grade where a total of 2.9% report having used
cocaine in the past month. While there are some diffegrtbe overall pattern is for
more reported consumption in 2009 than in 2008, especially Byahdl 12" grade
students.

Annual Use of Cocaine. While 95.2% of & graders report never using cocaine during
the past year, the number decreases to 87%'bfjflers who report no use of cocaine.
In comparing 2008 and 2009 there is somewhat of a mixed patfeanything, the 2009
report indicates a greater use among students at the highelevels and in higher
grades.

Lifetime Use of Cocaine. Almost all (99.2%) 8 grade students report never using
cocaine, and this drops to 94.7% d&f aders and 90.9% of $2graders. With the
exception of 19 graders, reported lifetime use of cocaine is great2d@®® than in 2008.
Comparison to State. There only are significant differences with staterages on life
time use in the ™ grade and annual use in tHB @ade. These are grades where there
were no differences in 2008. However, overall, theltedor 2009 indicate a reduction
in the number of grades — there were 7 in 2008 -- where Rooienty students report
exceeding state averages.

College Student Survey

Monthly Use of Cocaine.College age students in Porter County do not report much
regular use of cocaine. In fact, only 1 person reparsgtj cocaine in the past month.

Risk Factors: ATOD Data

Perceived Risk. Students’ perception of greater risk increased as thexdnm higher
grades with 43.4% of'Bgrade students perceiving a “great” risk of occasional arse,
58.1% of 13' graders perceiving a great risk associated with occasiosalfusimilar
pattern exists for the perception of the risk of reguie where 7% of'Sgraders report
no risk and that figure drops to 1.9% ofMgraders. A comparable pattern occurs in the
perception of great risk which increases across the gfadesth occasional and regular
use of cocaine. There is a tendency for the percepfigneat risk and no risk both to
decline in 2009.

Perceived Peer Approval. Students perceive their peers as disapproving of the use of
cocaine. For example, 66.1% &f grade students believe that their peers would strongly
disapprove of occasional cocaine use and this number sesréa 71.4% of 12graders
who believe their peers would strongly disapprove. mambers increase slightly for
perception of peer disapproval when students were asked edmgular cocaine use.
While the figures for 2008 and 2009 are quite comparable, thererappdze a tendency
for students in 2009 to perceive their peers as disapproviogaaine use at a slightly
higher rate.

Perceived Parental Approval. 1.6% of &' grade students reported that their parents
would strongly approve of occasional cocaine use, 2.6%rtexpthat they did not know

if their parents would approve, and 83.4% report strong rdigapproval. Less than
2% (1.9%) of 12 graders report a perception of strong parental approvatazsional
use and 84.1% of Y2graders report strong parental disapproval. A very sipagtern

XV



is evident for perceived parental approval of regular iseeaine. The 2008 and 2009
patterns are quite similar, but there is a tendencgttatents in 2009 to see less parental
disapproval than in 2008.

Risk Factors: College Student Survey Data

» Perception of Risk When considering occasional use of cocaine, 2.4% otdhege
age students see no risk, 4.7% see a slight risk, 24.9%sedeaate risk, and 68% see a
great risk. When asked about regular use, 2.4% see no @%k,ske a slight risk, 4.4%
see a moderate risk, and 92.2% see a great risk.

» Perception of Friends’ Approval of Occasional and Reqular se of Cocaine Most
don’t see their friends as approving of occasional W¥8ben it comes to regular use the
figures are quite similar, but the perception of approsdess and the perception of
disapproval is more.

» Perception of Family Approval of Occasional and Reqular use ofocaine. With
reference to occasional use, .3 % see their familstrasgly approving, none see their
families as approving, 1.0% don’t know, 3.8% see their farad disapproving, and
94.8% see their family as strongly disapproving of theasiomal use of cocaine. When
it comes to the perception of their families’ approvialh@ regular use of cocaine, none
see their families as strongly approving or approving, 1.09%'t #aow, 2.4%, see their
families as disapproving, and 96.2% see their familiesrasgly disapproving.

Consequences of Cocaine Use.

* In 2008 87 persons were treated at Porter emergency rooowctine related issues and
17 of them were between 18-24.

* In 2009 there were 3 cocaine related deaths reported bytbadr’s Office.

* In 2009 there were 77 cocaine related arrests and 25 ef were persons between 18-
25.

* In 2008 Porter-Starke provided 114 treatments for cocainedeissues and 13 of these
were between 18-25.

Chapter 7
Other Drugs: Amphetamines, Methamphetamines, Inhalantsasnd MDMA

Amphetamine Use: ATOD Data

« Monthly Use of Amphetamines Only .2% of &' graders report amphetamine use, 2.1%
of 8" graders, 4.3% of dgraders, and 4.2% of $2yraders report usage in the past
month. With the exception of thd'@nd 18" grade, this represents a slight increase over
2008.

* Annual Use of AmphetaminesOnly .2% of g graders have used amphetamines in the
past year. At the'®grade level, that figure increases to 6.0%, and ther6,®.5%,
and 8.2% in the 1 11", and 12 grades respectively. With the exception of tfe 6
grade, this is an increase at every grade level frorAQB8 report.

* Annual Use of Amphetamines.Less than 1% of”Bgraders report using amphetamines
in their lifetime and this number jumps to 8.1% in tfeggade, 11,1% in the fagrade,
14.7% in the 11 grade, and 12.0% in the "Lgrade. This represents an increase over
reported use in 2008 with especially large increases in thard®d 11" grades.

» Comparisons to State Usage PatternsPorter County Youth exceed state averages for
lifetime use in the 7, 8", 10" 11" and 1% grades. For annual use they exceed state
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averages in every grade froM} through 18, For monthly use Porter County students
exceed state averages in tH& 80", and 13' grades. This represents a substantial
increase over the 2008 report, where figures exceedingastatages were present only

in the 10" — 12" grades for lifetime and annual use.

Consumption Patterns for Methamphetamines: ATOD Data

Monthly Use of Methamphetamines Most students say they have not used meth in the
past month. The highest reported usage is Bygtaders and only 1.6% of them say they
have used it in the past month. While the numberseanyasategory are very small, the
figures for 2009 exceed the 2008 data in every grade except.the 6

Annual Use of Methamphetaminesin no grade level does the reported use reach 3% of
the students. With the exception of tHeahd 12 grades, the 2009 numbers do exceed
those in 2008.

Lifetime Use of Methamphetamines Once again, the reported patterns of use are quite
low, but in every grade the 2009 figures exceed those in 2008.

Comparisons to State Usage Patterndn 2008 there were no statistically significant
differences between Porter County students and statages reported in the ATOD
survey for methamphetamines. In 2009 there was only aatffferof .5 percentage
points for monthly use by"8grade students.

Consumption Patterns for Inhalants: ATOD Data

Monthly Use of Inhalants While usage is not very high, there is almost a cuealr
relationship relative to grade level. Use begins lowthn8" grade (2.0%), peaks in the
10" grade (4.2%), and then drops back down in tH& dgrade to 2.8%. Compared to
2008 the results are different from grade to grade but evérahything, there is a slight
increase in reported use in 2009.

Annual Use of Inhalants Somewhat similar to the data on monthly use, reported us
begins low in the B grade (3.5%), peaks in the middle grades where the repoedd us
the 8", 9" and 18 grades is 8.7%, 7.1%, and 7.6% respectively, and then dooyps al

bit, but not as low as thé"@rade, to 5.7% reported use in thd' titade, and 6.1% use in
the 12" grade. With the exception of'@nd 13" grade, reported use in 2009 exceeds
reported use in 2008.

Lifetime Use of Inhalants Similar to other patterns of use, it begins lowerhie €"
grade (4.3%), raises to 11.5% in tﬁ'égi‘ade and then, rather than dropping off, remains
quite stable through the high school years at 11.8% i®trgrade, 12.5% in both 10
and 11" grade, and then drops to 11.7% in th& geade. With the exception of th& 6
grade, 2009 reported use exceeds reported use in 2008.

Comparisons to State Usage Patternsin contrast to 2008, local students exceed state
averages more frequently in 2009. For example, PortertZ@&@tndents exceed state
averages in lifetime use in th& §rade, the 1"l grade, and the f2grade. In annual use
Porter County students exceed state averages in"tlyga8le and the 2grade. And
similarly, for monthly use Porter County students edcstate averages in thé grade
and the 19 grade.

Consumption Patterns for Methylenedioxymethamphetamine (MIMMA or “Ecstasy”):
ATOD Data

Monthly use of MDMA. There is not a lot of reported use of MDMA by studemtihie
past month. Less than 1% df &nd 7" graders report using MDMA in the past month
and by 18 grade use peaks at 5.7% and then drops down a bit to 3.0% anth4.1%
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and 123" grades respectively. In every grade except thgr@de, this represents a slight
increase over figures reported in 2008.

Annual use of MDMA. Somewhat similar to the data on monthly use, redarse is
below 1% for & graders and 1.1% for‘h7graders. This figure increases to 3.2% f8r 8
graders, 6.6% in the fgrade, 7.3% in the fgrade, and 9.1% in the ®@rade. With
the exception of the®and 13" grades, the 2009 figures exceed those in 2008 for annual
use.

Lifetime use of MDMA. As before it begins low in thé"&rade (.4%), raises to 3.9% in
the 8" grade and gradually increases until it reaches 13.6% iaZhgrade. With the
exception of the Bgrade, the 2009 figures exceed those in 2008 for lifetime use.
Comparisons to State Usage Patternsin 2009 there are no differences at tfie®', or

gn grade levels for daily, monthly, annual, or lifetime .useémall differences begin to
emerge in the ®grade for annual and lifetime use and then they swell@oand 4.7
percentage points for lifetime and annual use respegtivelFor lifetime use the
differences drop down to 4 points for"lgraders, but then jumps to 5.9 points o 12
graders. For annual use the differences fdt add 12" graders are 3.8 and 3.6 points
respectively. Thus, the data indicate that local stisdeeem not to vary from state
patterns in more regular use (monthly), but local higleststudents seem to consume at
a much greater rate at the annual and lifetime levédsive to other youth across the
state.

College Age Student Survey

Amphetamines, Methamphetamines, Inhalants, and MDMANot one person
indicated that they had consumed, amphetamines, metetanuhes, inhalants, or
ecstasy in the past month.

Consequences of “Other” Drug Use.

In 2008 219 offenses were referred to juvenile probation ag d¥lated without any
reference to a specific drug.
In 2009 there were 501 arrests for other drugs not considetied pmevious categories.

Chapter 8
Other Drugs Il: Over the Counter Drugs, Ritalin and Adderall,
Sedatives, Benzoids, and other Tranquilizers

Over the Counter Drugs: ATOD Data

Monthly use of Over the Counter Drugs.1.9% of 6" graders report use of OCDs, 4.1%
of 7" graders, 6.5% of'Bgraders, 7.3% of'®graders, 7.4% of ftyraders, and 7.9% of
11" graders report OCD use. For™graders the number drops a bit to 6.7%. In every
grade except the"6grade this represents a slight increase over reportdd R668.

Annual use of Over the Counter Drugs. 2.6% of &' graders, 6.1% of"7 graders,
10.6% of & graders, 11.1% of'®graders, 12.2% of i0graders, and 12.5% of 1
graders report annual use. In thd Rade the percentage declines a bit to 10.0%. With
the exception of the"6and 13' grade, reported use in 2009 is slightly higher than in
2008.

Lifetime use of Over the Counter Drugs. In the 6" grade, 3.9% report use of OCDs
and that percentage gradually increases and in"thgatle it reaches 12.8%. Reported
use then jumps to 15.6% in th8 grade, 16.9% in fgrade, 19.2% in the TMgrade. It
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then declines a bit to 17.4% in theth]@'ade. With the exception of th& grade, where

it is identical, reported use in 2009 is slightly highentima2008.

Comparison to State. Beginning in the 7 grade for lifetime, annual, and monthly use,
Porter County youth exceed state averages in every categbrthe lone exception of
annual use for i'?graders. This is a significant increase in the degreehioh Porter
County youth exceed state averages.

Consequences

Between 2004 and 2008, there were only 7 admissions for getith Porter-Starke for
the use of over the counter drugs and there were no edgogatments in 2008.

Porter County ranks fout of the 1Zounties over 100,000 in population in the state
with a rate of treatment for the use of prescriptiaugdrof 47.3 per 100,000.

Consumption Patterns for Ritalin and Adderall: ATOD Data

Monthly use of Ritalin_ and Adderall. There is not a lot of reported monthly use of
Ritalin or Adderall in the 6 through &' grades. Students in high school, however, use
more. For example, 6.0% o‘f‘@raders report the use of Ritalin/Adderall and that figure
rises to 7.0% for 10graders, and 8.5% for Tograders. The figure drops to 6.0% for
12" graders. With the exception of th& §rade, these reported figures exceed those
reported in 2008.

Annual use of Ritalin_and Adderall Very few in the 8 or 7 grade report much
annual use. By the™8grade, 5.7% report use in the past year and that numbey nea
doubles in the @ grade to 10.0%. The number reporting use rises to 13.3%"igrade
and 15.3% in the fLgrade. It drops a bit to 12.9% in the™grade. In every grade
category these figures exceed those reported in 2008.

Lifetime use of Ritalin and Adderall. In the & grade (.9%) and thé"Grade (2.6%)
there is not much reported lifetime use. In tifegBade use jumps to 6.8% in th8 8
grade and 12.8% in thé"@rade. The number reporting jumps again to 17.9% in tfe 10
grade and continues to climb and reaches 21.3% in theyrble, but declines a bit to
18.5% in the 1% grade. Beginning in the™8grade the numbers reported in 2009
represent substantial increases over the data repor2@0&n

Comparison to State. There are no differences at th8, 8", and &' grade levels.
However, beginning with'®graders, there are differences in all levels of nsallifour
grades. The largest differences are in the lifetime amlal use in the YOgrade, 4.6
percentage points for lifetime and 4.8 points for annual U3eere continue to be large
differences in these categories in th& ahd 13' grades.

Consumption Patterns for Sedatives/Benzoids/other Tranquiers: ATOD Data

Monthly Use of Tranqguilizers. Very few é" graders (1.6%) use tranquilizers, but that
figure increases in thé"lgrade to 3.1%, to 5.6% in th& grade, 5.8% in the in the"9
grade, then drops a bit to 5.7% in thd' t@ade, rises to 7.6% in the™grade, and then
drops to 6.8% in the i'?grade. The 2009 figures report a slight increase over the
reported use in 2008.

Annual Use of Tranquilizers. 2.5% report use in théht?grade, 5.1% in the”?grade,
8.9% in the 8 grade, 10.3% in the"9grade, 13.0% in the f0grade, 13.2% in the T1
grade, and a slight decline to 12.1% in th& @ade. The reported use in 2009 exceeds
reported use in 2008 in every grade.

Lifetime Use of Tranqguilizers. 4.1% report use in théhﬁgrade, 6.2% in the”?grade,
and this figure almost doubles to 11.7% in tfeggade. In the®® grade, 14.9% report
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use, 17.5% in the f0grade, 20.2% in the fgrade, and a slight decline to 18.0% in the
12" grade. The reported use in 2009 exceeds reported use in 20@8yiyade.

« Comparison to State. There are no differences in th8 grade, but in contrast to 2008,
there emerge higher use rates among Porter Countynssuidethe 7th grade for both
annual and monthly use. Beginning in thegBade, Porter County students exceed state
use rates in all grades for monthly, annual, and lifetisee These differences represent
sizeable increases over the 2008 data.

College Age Student Survey

» Use of Other Drugs.When asked about the use of over the counter drugs,nRaéali a
group of related sedatives, benzoids, and other trangsilizardly any students reported
the use of any of these drugs in the past month. Onlytbeecourter drugs have been
used to any extent by these students in the past moiithis is a much lower rate of
reported use than reported by"igtade students in Porter County.

Consequences
* In 2008 31 patients were treated at Porter-Starke Servicgsaifguilizers.

Chapter 9: Summary and Conclusions

The following are Contributing Factors to the drug problem in Porter County
* “Low” Perception of Risk
» Perceived Peer Acceptance
* Weak Perceived Parental Disapproval
» Early Use of “Gateway” Drugs
 Community Acceptance
» Social Nature of Consumption
* Availability
* Unsupervised Activities
* Low Program Participation
» Pockets of Poverty and other Conditions
These factors contribute to the Substance abuse problerne features of which are:
* Culture of Consumption
* High Rates of Use
* High Rates Compared to Rest of State
These factors contribute to and affect the following outcomes
* School Performance
* High Rates of Treatments in Mental Health Fac#itie
* High Rates of Arrest for lllegal use of Drugs
* High Rates of Hospital Treatment
* Substance Abuse Related Deaths
* High Rates of Traffic Accidents
Implications. While certainly much needs to be done to address the vaagpexcts of the
problems outlined in this report, the preceding discussion sugpffwtconclusions reached in
last year’s report and reaffirms the suggestions madeathieh included:
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Increase the understanding of the risks involved in dmswmption of drugs and alcohol
through measurable or evidence-based prevention programd ain®® through 13
graders.

Reduce the perception that their peers approve (or do nppois@) of the consumption
of alcohol and drugs by encouraging youth to take an aatieeim prevention of use,
abuse and the additional risky behaviors that may résglt drunk driving).

Encourage strong family management to increase youthrsempigon of parental
disapproval and to offer them a support network that engesraositive afterschool
activities.

Promote early intervention by identifying and referrkaigpwn users to measurable or

evidence-based treatment for behavioral health issygeWent future relapse and/or use
of additional substances.
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LOCAL EPIDEMIOLOGY AND OUTCOMES WORKGROUP

EPIDEMIOLOGICAL PROFILE
PORTER COUNTY

INTRODUCTION

The Issue

Porter County is not unlike other communities throughoetUWhited States that have
struggled with the effects of substance abuse. The pyblasisociated with increased
heroin/opioid use triggered a community reaction and evokednaentrated social service
response. In fact, Porter County has been very proagtiteits efforts to find a solution to the
substance abuse problem. Understanding that the data-disgessment of behavioral health
needs is imperative when requesting state and federatrgoeat funding assistance, Porter
County submitted a grant application for the ‘Indianaat®gic Prevention Framework State
Incentive Grant’ (SPF-SIG) in 2006.

The History

A unified coalition of Porter County citizens recognizbdt to acquire the needed state
and federal government assistance that a data drivessassst of behavioral health needs was
necessary to support the community requests. The UnitedoMagrter County and the Porter
County Community Foundation funded tI#005 Epidemiological Report on the Health
Concerns of Northwest Indiarend this was followed by th2007 Needs Assessmerforter
County submitted a grant application entitled the Ind&atmategic Prevention Framework State
Incentive Grant (SPF-SIG) in 2006 to further support itd,gogorevent the negative effects of
substance abuse in the community. The following is anvewerof the historical development
of the SPF SIG prevention program.

In July 2005, Indiana received a grant from the U.S. Bejat of Health and Human
Services’ Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (§S#sPa part of CSAP’s Strategic
Prevention Framework State Incentive Grant (SPF-Sp@gram. The SPF-SIG program
encourages states to engage in data-based decision-makihg erea of substance abuse
prevention planning and grant makingthé Consumption and Consequences of Alcohol,
Tobacco, and Drugs in Indiana: A State Epidemiological Profile, 2007

In late 2005, Governor Mitch Daniels ordered the creatiba Governor's Advisory
Council (GAC) to assess substance abuse preventioineseand develop a strategic framework
to guide policymaking for the 21st century. The state wexpuired to establish a State
Epidemiology and Outcomes Workgroup (SEOW), which was redplerferr the provision of a
centralized community data collection system with latde epidemiological data. Analysis of
this data would allow for data-driven decision-making regardubstance abuse prevention
programming in the State of Indiana.
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In October 2006, the Governor’s Advisory Council (GA@tammended that twelve
communities with significant challenges in the area wbssance abuse prevention receive
funding to advance the objectives of the SPF-SIG PnagPorter County was selected through
the application process to be funded. As a communitylednto study 18-25 year olds
consumption of alcohol, Porter County had the respditgibof developing a Local
Epidemiology and Outcomes Workgroup (LEOW) to mobilize themunity resources which
will parallel, at the local level, the work that wascamplished by the SEOW. The SPF-SIG
framework provides a system that assures direct comntiomcitom the local level (Porter
County) to the State of Indiana, the state to CSA&h from CSAP to the federal government.

CURRENT REPORT

This is the third Porter County Report. The first }seegport was substantially hampered
by changes in personnel at a crucial period in the creatitme oeport. Those persons who took
responsibility of putting the report together did an dregljob considering the circumstances.
However, the first year problems limited significantigt only the report itself, but also the
establishment of the relationships, process, and gendrabtructure needed to continually
create future reports. It also did not serve well amitial learning experience which would be
helpful for future reports. The entire experience putssentially a year behind. In many ways,
last year’s report was the first full report put togetby the LEOW and provided many of the
learning experiences that were not gained from theyl@at’s report. This report builds on the
results and experiences of last year’s report.

This year’'s report begins with a presentation of infmiom about the community,
including information on the population, economic conditioasd views of community
members on issues and problems. The focus then turims tmhsumption and consequences of
various substances. First, there is a chapter oh@lemd this is followed by separate chapters
on tobacco, marijuana, heroin, and cocaine. A sepeahnafger includes a discussion of a series
of drugs including, amphetamines, methamphetamines, inhalmdsMDMA (ecstasy). An
additional chapter includes a discussion of anotheesar drugs including over the counter
drugs, Ritalin and Adderall, sedatives/benzoids, and trdizgud. The last chapter serves as a
summary of the results and the implications.

METHODS
The Community Research and Service Center as LEOW

In 2008, those involved with the Strategic Prevention Fraonewtate Incentive Grant
decided that the role of the Local Epidemiological andtc@mes Workgroup should be
transferred to a group with knowledge of the appropriate adkection and analysis procedures
that are necessary to adequately measure the subsharsee @oblem in Porter County. They
selected the Community Research Service Center (CREEalparaiso University because it
was specifically designed for research projects thaedeo enhance the community and had the
access to a wide array of data sets, an understandittte afommunity as a whole and the
expertise and experience needed to appropriately colldcralyze information.
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It is expected that community members will share WithCRSC information that would
benefit the coalition and their affiliated organizatamd such information will be considered and
appropriately reported at the discretion of the CRA@Hitionally, the Director of the CRSC
works with the SPF-SIG Program Director to obtain arfgrmation needed for the report or to
seek information pertaining to the nature of meaning of acpéat data set.

Additional outreach will occur in future years to comnoate the relationship between
CRSC, SPF-SIG and community organizations. It is exgethat this relationship will be
refined and enhanced based on our experiences in thespast y

The Community Research and Service Center (CRSCrreased by the Department of
Political Science at Valparaiso University in the f&ll1995. The primary goals of the CRSC
are to provide research assistance and other servigesénment, not-for-profit organizations,
and in some instances, businesses in Northwest Indiana winfleltaneously providing
opportunities for undergraduate students to act in integrgs in the process of developing and
executing applied research projects. Undergraduate studentsnly learn basic research
methods, but gain practical experience in working for aradirdg with government, business,
and other organizations in Northwest Indiana. As a sé¢arachieve these goals, the CRSC
forges partnerships with various community organizatioos fNorthwest Indiana. Over one-
hundred projects have been completed for over fifty wdliffe organizations and over 400
students have been involved in these projects. The CR8€nty has a staff consisting of a
director, Larry Baas, an associate director, JamdsaDpart time administrative assistant, Paula
Katsahnias, and five student research associates. €ititkemts are involved in projects as part
of classroom activities.

Overall Plan and Direction

The overall goal of this project is to provide a systienset of data on the consumption
and consequences of alcohol among persons in PorteryQmetiateen the ages of 18 and 25. In
addition to the data itself, the project also will depeh systematic mechanism for the continued
collection of this data in the future. It builds on the 20&& 2009 Porter County
Epidemiological Reports that recognized the need toatdienilar data on the consumption of
other drugs including tobacco, heroin, marijuana, cocaimphatamines, methamphetamines,
inhalants, and MDMA (ecstasy), over the counter drugs,aliRit and Adderall,
sedatives/benzoids, and tranquillizers.

Once the overall direction of the project was deteech and the data that was needed
was identified, various CRSC staff persons were given fepasisignments to gather and create
reports on various pieces of information. This datatiwas checked and refined by other staff
persons and eventually integrated into the larger repdigekly and sometimes daily meetings
were held to assess problems and progress and assure @ualioy.
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Data and Interpretations

Originally the plan was to make comparisons across gerate, and age for patterns of
consumption and their consequences. However, datacenwas not available in most data
sources and data on gender was only available in a fewcespuand where available
comparisons were made. When available, comparisons wee racross age groups
particularly with reference to treatment data and dataete from some of the surveys. One
problem with making comparisons was that access waavadable to the raw data in the case
of some of the survey data. When available and/or capafbbeing determined, levels of
statistical significance, p< .05, were used to determingoitance. In other cases, careful
analysis of trends and comparisons were used to detergleance and to guide suggestions
for possible interventions. A more thorough discussiorihef data used in this project is
provided below.

The Data

On each substance, as much information as was laleaileas gathered to depict patterns
of consumption and their consequences. The major soafdata are outlined in the following
section. The data gathered do allow for the creatioa picture of the pattern of uses and
consequences of the consumption of alcohol and drugssitahimunity. The data, however,
does have some serious limitations. Perhaps the mogtus limitation is the absence of more
extensive data on the consumption patterns of our targeipg18-25 year olds. This is an
elusive group. Outside of colleges and universities theynat situated in one location where
they can be easily targeted. They are difficult toeas through surveys because it is difficult to
find lists of who and where they are, and if you lo¢htam, they are the least likely to respond
to surveys. Additionally, most no longer have connectiodand phones and surveys of persons
that age on cell phones are very problematic. Neat y®re data on persons in this group will
be obtained with the addition of at least one morepecating institution of higher learning. In
addition, the plan is to do a survey of 18-25 year oldattending colleges or universities.

The following is a brief discussion of the data used.

ATOD_ Survey: Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by Indiana Childrenand
Adolescents (ATOD) Survey.Two surveys were used to determine the patterns of consumpt
The primary source is thalcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use by Indiana Children and
Adolescents (ATODipr 2009 which is conducted annually by the Indiana PreveR&source
Center to monitor patterns of alcohol, tobacco, andradhug use by Indiana’s middle and high
school students. The survey for 2009 included three ofé¢len school districts in Porter
County and a total of over 6,000 students in tA¢hBough 13' grades. While this is an excellent
data source, there is a substantial problem with the tiés year. Last year's ATOD survey
included five of the seven school districts in the Cowmtgt over 10,000 students. Because this
year’s survey included a different set of school digribe issue became, how do you make
comparisons with last years data? Several options eogi®@dered. One was to take last year’'s
ATOD survey and only include the same districts as thes.yd he problem with that is that it
has the affect of ignoring last year’s results. edand option was to simply ignore the difference
and continue as if they were comparable. After alk gear's survey still contained 6,000
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students and could possibly be considered equally as re@seof the youth in Porter County
as last year’'s survey. However, that seemed likéfaulk assumption to make. The final
decision was to simply array the 2008 and 2009 data alongaateother in the presentation of
the results, and then based on our knowledge of lassydatia, and also what last year's data
would have looked like had it been the same three dstmehke a judgment of the extent and
degree of differences. Also by presenting the data togetaers are given the opportunity to
reach their own judgment.

The College Student Survey. The ATOD survey was supplemented by the Porter County
College Age Survey, which was conducted by the Community Résead Service Center at
Valparaiso University. We have tried for the past twargdo gain the cooperation of the three
institutions of higher education in Porter County to allesvto survey students as a convenient
source of 18-25 year olds. We have not been very suckebsfuthis year we received
permission from one of the institutions to cooperate, iadications are that a second one will
join us next year. In order to gain cooperation we psechinot to divulge the name of the
institution so the institution will remain anonymous. Aidam sample of 700 student email
addresses was obtained from the institution and emggfiring the project and how the
student could participate by completing an online survey watstseeach one. The incentive
was that they could include their name in a drawing fer @fiten $50.00 Target gift cards. We
received 310 useable responses from students who were 18-2%9lgearThe questionnaire sent
to the students included many of the same types of queasaie ATOD survey.

Hospital Discharge Data.The Indiana State Department of Health collects médron on
inpatients discharged from hospitals in Indiana. Thea datludes information on principle
diagnoses and procedures, length of stay, and total chafdesdata from Porter Hospital was
extracted and used in this study. We did our own analysikeotliagnostic codes and then
grouped various drugs into categories for analysis.

Porter-Starke Services Treatments.This data includes treatment episodes for all drugs and
alcohol from 2004-2008. Data is available by age and sex ks data here was limited to
persons living in Porter Countyhe data is broken down by year, age and sex. Susan Glick
provided this data from Porter-Starke Services. Several offganizations provided data on
treatments, but they were very limited and not used. hgve were unable to obtain the data
from Porter-Starke for 2009 because of their transitioringléctronic medical records. This
data will be available next year.

Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS).TEDS is a national database maintained by the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administraf®@AMHSA) which records
information about individuals entering treatment for stabce abuse and/or dependence. For
Indiana, the TEDS data are limited to information abodividuals entering substance abuse
treatment who are 200% below the poverty level and viegpistate-funding. It does not,
therefore, include all persons treated in the County aed deerlap somewhat with data from
Porter-Starke.

Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) Data and Automated &porting Information
Exchange System (ARIES)/Vehicle Crash Record System (VCRSThe Indiana State
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Police’s ARIES/VCRS is a central repository for edlllisions reported in the state of Indiana;
the data contained in the system is provided to thdityafaalysis Reporting System (FARS).
FARS is a national database of fatal motor vehictedants.

Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) Data. DAWN data provides information on drug
and alcohol treatments at Porter Hospital Emergencgnso Data is broken down by age and
sex. Because of a change in procedures, we were not provittheitie 2009 data.

Adult Probation. Porter County Adult Probation provided information on drug afltohol
referrals and drug and alcohol tests results for probaodeil Hannon, Chief Adult Probation
Officer, provided the data. In the future we will recetike data broken down more specifically
by age, sex, and specific substance.

Juvenile Probation. Porter County Juvenile Probation provided information on dand
alcohol referrals for 2005-2008. Chris Curry helped provmedata. We were unable to obtain
the data from Porter County Juvenile Probation for 2008me to use in this year’s report.
Arrangements have been made to include the data in eaxs yeport.

Porter County Sherriff's Arrest Data. We received data from 2004-2009 on arrests for public
intoxication, DUI, marijuana, cocaine, and other drugteelarrests.

Porter County Coroner’s Reports The Porter County Coroner provided reports for the past
five years on deaths in the County. The data is not wamterpret because of the multiple
causes of most deaths. Coroner Victoria Deppe, andg Bomnling, administrative assistant in
the Coroner’s Office, provided the data and helped inteitpre

State Epidemiological Report, 2008, 2009Included statewide and some local data on drug
and alcohol use in the state. We used it for datarestarand crashes.

Indiana Youth Survey, 2009 Done by the Indiana Prevention Resource Centex.daka here
was used for the purposes of comparison to local patterns
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Chapter 1
A Demographic Profile

Issues related to substance abuse take place withiratheviork of the community. The
community provides the context in which these issuesveyake debated, and efforts to solve
them are made. An understanding of some of the baamaaleristics of our community is an
essential first step in beginning to deal collectivelthwour problems. The following provides
data on some general characteristics of Porter Counttyding population, race and ethnicity,
wealth or lack of it, educational attainment, occupatitims nature of housing, and mobility. It
also presents data on how residents of Porter County the strengths and issues in the
community and some maps indicating potential areas of risk.

Population _Characteristics. Table 1.1 displays general population characteristics of
Porter County and some comparisons to national areldaésd. The percentage of males (49.1%)
and females (50.9%) is virtually identical to the nationahdal’'he median age of 37.2 years is
slightly higher than the national median age of 36.4syeHne 120,320 people age 18 and over
in Porter County account for 76.1% of the population, whscslightly higher than the national
and state figure. Those individuals 65 years and older acdouritl.4% of the population,
which is lower than the 12.4% at the state level and1thé&% figure at the national level.
Almost all residents (98.6%) identify themselves as “oame.” A total of 93.0% of Porter
County residents label themselves white, 6.2% “HispanicLatmo,” and 2.4% consider
themselves “Black or African American.” Porter Coumgysubstantially less diverse than the
state and nation as a whole.

Table 1.1

Porter County Population Characteristics
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Characteristics (E:t?nb;[;) Percentage IN us
Total Population 158,169 -- -- --
Male 77,643 49.1% | 49.2%49.2%
Female 80,526 50.9%| 50.80%60.8%
Median Age (Years) 37.2 -- -- 36.4
Under 5 years 9,729 6.2% 6.9% 6.9%
18 and Older 120,320 76.1% | 74.9%| 75.3%
65 and Older 17,957 11.4%  12.49%2.5%
One Race 155,976 98.6% | 98.4%)| 97.9%




Table 1.1 Continued
Porter County Population Characteristics
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Characteristics (Eliltjimggsj Percentage IN U.S.
White 147,175 93.0% | 85.8%74.1%
Black or African American 3,758 24% |8.7%| 12.4%
American Indian and Alaska 334 02% | 02% 0.8%

Native

Asian 1,614 1.0% |1.3%| 4.3%

Native Hawaiian and Oth 0 0.0% | 0.0% 0.1%
Some Other Race 3,095 2.0% |2.0%| 6.2%

Two or More Races 2,193 1.4% 1.6%2.1%
Hispanic or Latino 9,838 6.2% |4.7%| 14.7%

Education Characteristics. Table 1.2 presents data on the patterns of educationgamon

Porter County and other Indiana residents. The totadbeu of individuals over 3 years old
currently enrolled in school is 43,058. Of that total, 16,938%8% are in grades 1 through 8,
which is slightly less than the state average of 42.PP6se persons in college or graduate
school make up 28.0%, and 37.4% are enrolled in high schoalding equivalency classes).
In higher education, 15.7% have a bachelor's degree, and 19a0% obtained a graduate or
professional degree creating a total of 24.7% of Porter {@a@sident’s with a bachelor’'s
degree or higher. Only 8.9% have not attained at ledsgla school degree. The state
percentage of those holding bachelors degrees or highigmisicantly less than Porter County.
The state percentage of those without a high school eléggreater (14.8%).

Table 1.2
Porter County and Indiana Education Characteristics
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Education Level (ENsutimmt:[(re) Percentage IN
School Enrollment
Population 3 years and over Enrolled in Sc 43,058 100.0% |100.0%
Nursery school, Preschool 2,482 5.8% 6.1%
Kindergarten 2,448 5.7% 5.3%




Table 1.2 Continued
Porter County and Indiana Education Characteristics
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Education Level (ENsutimmt:[(re) Percentage IN
Elementary School (grades 1-8) 16,936 39.3% 42,2%
High School (grades 9-12) 9,128 21.2% | 21.0%
College or Graduate School 12,064 28.0% 25/4%
Educational Attainment
Population 25 years and over 103,806 100.0% 100.0%
Less than 9th grade 2,635 2.5% 4.5%
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 6,646 6.4% 10.3%
High school graduate (includes equivalen 38,784 37.4% | 37.1%
Some college, no degree 22,391 21.6% 19/5%
Associate's degree 7,695 7.4% 7.0%
Bachelor's degree 16,309 15.79 13.7%
Graduate or professional degree 9,346 9.0% 7.9%
Percent high school graduate or higher| -- 91.1% 85.2%
Percent bachelor's degree or higher -- 24.7% | 21.6%

Mobility. Table 1.3 presents data on the mobility of Porter Coanty other Indiana
residents. As indicated, the population is relativedple with 86% of the residents living in the
same house as they did a year ago. A total of 7.7%suferets moved within the county, 5.9%
moved in from a different county, 2.6% came from a diffi¢ state, and .3% came from a
different country. Generally, the overall state ylape tends to be more mobile than residents of
Porter County.

Table 1.3

Porter County and Indiana Mobility
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Residence 1 Year Ago| Number Percentage IN
Population 1 year and over 156,494 100.0% 100.0%
Same House 134,605 86.0% 83.2%




Table 1.3 Continued
Porter County and Indiana Mobility
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Residence 1 Year Ago| Number Percentage IN
Different House in U.S. 21,362 13.7% 16.4%
Same County 12,086 7.7% 10.3%
Different County 9,276 5.9% 6.1%
Same State 5,208 3.3% 3.7%
Different State 4,068 2.6% 2.4%
Abroad 527 0.3% 4%

Employment Status. Table 1.4 displays data on the employment status ¢éiPGounty
and other Indiana residents that was assembled pribe teecent economic downturn. Roughly
two-thirds (66.9%) of the population over 16 years old arthe labor force. Only 4.3% of this
population is officially unemployed. The number of peopinployed in the civilian labor force

is 83,247 or 62.5%. A total of 41,292 people over 16 are not itaboe force. The armed
forces account for only 0.1% of employment.

Table 1.4
Porter County and Indiana Employment Status
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Occupational Status Number | Percentage
Population 16 years and over| 124,645 100.0%
In labor force 83,353 | 66.9%
Civilian labor force 83,247 66.8%
Employed 77,920 62.5%
Unemployed 5,327 4.3%
Armed Forces 106 0.1%
Not in labor force 41,292 33.1%

Occupation. Table 1.5 presents a breakdown of the number and percesft&gater
County residents in various occupations. A total of 31.5%lloemployed persons work in



management, professional and other related occupations, 24d% in sales and office
occupations, 16% in service occupations, and 15.5% are empiopedduction, transportation,
and material moving occupations. Construction, extractimntenance and repair occupations
account for another 12.3% of employed individuals.

Table 1.5

Porter County and Indiana Occupations
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Occupations Number | Percentage N

Civilian Employed Population 16 years and Over 77,920 100.0%00.0%
Management, Professional, and Related 24,523 31.5% 30.0%
Service 12,430,  16.0% | 15.7%

Sales and Office 19,167 | 24.6% | 24.7%

Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 148 0.29% 0.5%
Construction, Extraction, Maintenance and Rep| 9,564 12.3% 10.0%
Production, Transportation, and Material Moving 12,088 15.5%619-4%

Household Income_and Benefits. Table 1.6 presents data on household income in
Porter County and Indiana. The income is presented in 20@tionfadjusted dollars. The
median household income in Porter County is $59,245, which cethpathe same figure at the
state level ($47,034) makes Porter County one of the weatthieties in the state. Looking
only at the aggregate figures, however, masks the largdbemuof households that are not
included in that image of prosperity. The data in Table 1.6em#kis clear, but it is more vividly
demonstrated in Figure 1.1. While 22.1% of households earn $50,87@ 999, 10.2% (6,124
households) earn less than $14,999. Another 9.4% (5,751) halseawh between $15,000
and $24,999. Obviously there is a wide disparity between holgseltomes in Porter County.
The state as a whole also has sizeable income irejuhough they are less pronounced than
those of Porter County.




Number of Household

Table 1.6
Porter County and Indiana Household Income and Benefits
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Income Level Number |Percentagq IN
Less than $10,000 3,291 5.4 7.4
$10,000 to $14,999 2,933 4.8 5.7
$15,000 to $24,999 5,751 9.4 11.7
$25,000 to $34,999 6,031 9.9 12.1
$35,000 to $49,999 7,620 12.5 16.0
$50,000 to $74,999 13,482 22.1 20.7
$75,000 to $99,999 9,355 15.3 12.5

$100,000 to $149,999 8,170 13.4 9.5
$150,000 to $199,999 2,409 3.9 2.5
$200,000 or more 1,982 3.2 2.0

Figure 1.1

Porter County Household Income and Benefits in 2007 Inflation-4justed Dollars
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007
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Family Income and Benefits. Table 1.7 displays the breakdown of income and benefits
for families in Porter County and Indiana. The mediamily income in Porter County is
$70,038 and for the state it is $57,602. Again looking at the adgrégares, Porter County is
one of the wealthiest counties in the state. Simdathé distribution of household income, the
distribution of family income in the county is relatiyeinequal. This is represented graphically
in Figure 1.2. A quarter of the families in the Countynelaetween $50,000 and $74,999, and
18.5%, (7,879 families) earn between $75,000 and $99,999, and 16.9% earenb$100,000
and $149,000 a year. However, 11.7% of Porter County far(lj@80 families) earn less than
$24,999. Additionally, 5.7% (2,427 families) earn less than $15,00@ugh less pronounced
at the state level, an income disparity still exis®ver 39% of Indiana citizens reside in either
the $50,000 to 74,000 or the $75,000-$99,999 income brackets. In compa6s8ib of
Indiana residents earn below $34,999 per year.

Table 1.7

Porter County and Indiana Family Income and Benefits
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Income Level Number [Percentag¢ N
Less than $10,000 1,402 3.3% | 4%
$10,000 to $14,999 1,025 | 2.4% | 3-0%
$15,000 to $24,999 2,563 6.0% | 8:3%
$25,000 to $34,999 2,831 | 6.6% | 10.5%
$35,000 to $49,999 5187 | 12.2% | 15:8%
$50,000 to $74,999 10,469 | 24.6% | 23.6%
$75,000 to $99,999 7,879 | 185% | 15.8%

$100,000 to $149,999 7,209 | 16.9% | 12.5%
$150,000 to $199,999 2,343 5.5% | 3:3%
$200,000 or more 1,680 | 3.9% | 2.7%




Figure 1.2
Family Income and Benefits in 2007 Inflation-Adjused Dollars
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007
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Poverty. Table 1.8 presents statistics on the rates of powerforter County and
Indiana. As indicated, 6.7% of all families in Poi@aunty live under the poverty threshold and
9.7% of the individuals live in poverty. Again this datapigor to the current economic
downturn. Statewide, 8.9% of all families and 12% of irdlnals live in poverty. Poverty
figures vary, however, by age and types of living arrangemefgsindicated in Table 1.8, over
a quarter (26.5%) of families with female head of housebhatl no husband present live below
the poverty line. This percentage increases to 33.8%uichn families with children younger
than 5, and 37.7% for those families with children underd&s/old. The rate of poverty for
those younger than 18 is 14.9%. For those individuals age @48, tihve poverty rate is 8.6%.
This decreases to 5.4% of those 65 or older. At the Eeel, a larger percentage of people and
families are in poverty in each category.



Table 1.8

Percentage of Population Living Below the Poverty Line, Porter Gunty and Indiana
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Type of Relationship Percentage IN

All Families 6.7% 8.9%

With Related Children under 18 years 12.2% 14.3%

With Related Children under 5 years only

4.39 --
Married Couple Families 2.8% 3.7%
With Related Children under 18 years 4.3% 5.3%
With Related Children under 5 years only 9.4% --

Families with Female Householder, no Husband Present 26.5% 30.0%

With Related Children under 18 years 37.7% 38.2%

With Related Children under 5 years only

33.8%
All People 9.7% 12.5%
Under 18 years 14.9% 17.3%

Related Children under 18 years 14.5% 16.8%

Related Children under 5 years only

16.5% --
Related Children 5 to 17 years 13.8% --
18 Years and Over 8.1% 10.8%
18 to 64 years 8.6% 11.4%
65 Years and Over 5.4% 8.0%
People in Families 7.4% --
Unrelated Individuals 15 years and over 21.7% --




Housing Structure Age. The ages of housing structures in a community give an
indication of the patterns of development that haveiwed and potential problems with existing
housing. As Table 1.9 shows, housing construction has eccunrspurts across time. For
example, almost a fourth of the housing stock in P&taity was constructed in the 1970s, a
time when there was an influx of new jobs relatethtosteel industry. Economic growth in the
90’s also saw a considerable expansion of the housing s@gckhe other hand, during both the
60’s and the 80’s there was relatively slow expansioth@housing market. Data like this also
give an indication of potential problems with the quabfyhousing. For example, structures
built prior to 1979 account for 58.1% of housing. These howses all constructed prior to the
banning of the use of lead paint in this country and mone likaly still have the potential of
causing a variety of lead hazard related problems, primariliye physical and emotional health
of young children. Overall, Porter County residents inhaditer homes than the other Indiana
citizens. Housing structures built from 1939 or earlieodlgh 1959 represent 38.1% of homes
in Indiana. In Porter County, only 22.5% of houses wark during the same period.

Table 1.9

Year Housing Structure was Built, Porter County and Indiana
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Age of Housing | Number |Percentage N
Built 2005 or Later| 1,147 1.8% | 1.5%
Built 2000 to 2004| 6,052 | 9.4% | 8.6%
Built 1990 to 1999| 12,090  18.7%| 14.6%
Built 1980 to 1989| 7,752 | 12.0% | 10.3%
Built 1970 to 1979 14,712  22.8%| 14.8%
Built 1960 to 1969 8,226 | 12.8% | 11.9%
Built 1950 to 1959|  6,701|  10.4%| 12.2%
Built 1940 to 1949| 2441 | 3.8% | 6:5%

Built 1939 or Earlier 5,383 8.3% | 19:4%
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Selected Monthly Home Owner Costs as a Percentage of Househlnicome. One of
the major expenses for any family or household is tis¢ abhousing. Generally affordable
housing is defined as housing costs that are below 30&teohousehold or family income.
Table 1.10 shows what percentage of the monthly incomerebps with mortgages goes to pay
for housing. Most Porter County residents in this cate¢jee in what would be considered
affordable housing. Of owner occupied households with ggage in Porter County, 44.9%
pay less than 20% of their income for housing. A totdl©4% of households have housing
costs between 20 and 24.9% and only 8% of households facadncasts from 30.0% to 35.0%
of their monthly income. A total of 18.1% of the houseébkah this category pay more than 35%
of household income for housing. The state as a wdgte/s a similar amount of people in this
situation who reside in affordable housing.

Table 1.10
Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household émee, Porter County
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

Percentage of Income Estimate | Percentage IN

Owner-occupied Units 47,049 -- --

Housing Unit with a Mortgage 33,738 - -

Less than 20.0 Percent 15,150 32.2% 30.6%
20.0 to 24.9 Percent 5,880 12.5% 12.6%
25.0 to 29.9 Percent 3,910 8.3% 8.5%
30.0 to 34.9 Percent 2,720 5.8% 5.4%

35.0 Percent or More 6,105 13.0% 3.4%

Not Computed 18 -- --

Housing Unit without a Mortgage | 13,266 -- --

Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Incomélable 1.11 displays data on the
percentage of income devoted to rent payments. Again tosteess of 30% of income are
said to be the threshold of affordable housing. You sgeita different picture on affordable
housing when the issue turns to those who rent. For d&aBf6% of renting households spend
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more than 35.0% of their monthly income for housing. AaD6.7% have housing costs below
35% but still over 30%. Another 12.1% have costs betweem@53@%, 11.4% have costs

between 20 and 24.9%, 12.9% have costs between 15 and 19.9% ahdvE3€6sts under 15%.

Porter County is quite similar to state figures excepenhighest percentage category.

Table 1.11

Porter County Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income
US Census Bureau Estimates, 2005-2007

% of Income for Housing| Estimate |Percentagg IN

Renter-Occupied Units | 13,975 -- --

Less than 15.0 percent| 1,823 13.0% |13.6%

15.0 to 19.9 Percent 1,797 12.9% 13.2%

20.0 to 24.9 percent 1,596 11.4% |12.1%

25.0 to 29.9 percent 1,688 12.1% | 10.3%

30.0 to 34.9 percent 931 6.7% 7.8%

35.0 percent or more 5,539 39.6% | 35.4%
Not Computed 601 -- --

Strengths and Issues in the Community

In addition to a look at the demographic profile of thenownity, it is important to
examine public perceptions of the community in termst®fstrengths, issues and how the
quality of life overall is viewed. In 2007 the Porter Coudtyited Way and the Porter County
Community Foundation commissioned a survey of Porter t9darhelp better understand some
of these issues. Some of the results from thateguave presented below. It should be noted
that some of the tables result from an independetysis®f the survey data presented.

Porter County Strengths. Table 1.12 presents data from the survey on how persons
perceived the strengths of the community. The data mexsencludes the listing of the top
three strengths and then the total of those threat i$hthe total column is simply the result of
the total percentage of persons who saw this as othe ¢dp three strengths in the community.
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Table 1.12
Community Views of Porter County Strengths
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

- Top Strength Second Third
Strength ReTs(;)t(&)l:\((jg)nts) (% Strength (% Strength (%
Respondents)| Respondents) | Respondents)
Schools 24.1% 10.6% 8.6% 4.9%
People/Family 18.0% 5.9% 8.0% 4.1%
Community/Neighborhood 11.4% 6.0% 2.8% 2.6%
Location 9.6% 5.6% 2.4% 1.6%
Beaches 8.6% 4.3% 2.3% 2.0%
Shopping 7.8% 2.1% 3.1% 2.6%
Employment 7.2% 2.6% 2.8% 1.8%
Parks 6.3% 1.9% 2.8% 1.6%
Rural 5.7% 3.3% 1.5% 0.9%
Close to Chicago 4.5% 2.0% 1.6% 0.9%
Clean 4.0% 2.1% 1.4% 0.5%
Good to Raise a Family 3.4% 1.8% 1.1% 0.5%
Familiarity 3.1% 2.4% 0.4% 0.3%
Development 3.1% 0.8% 1.4% 0.9%
Economy 2.6% 1.4% 0.3% 0.9%
Environment 2.5% 1.0% 0.6% 0.9%
Cost of Living 2.4% 1.3% 0.5% 0.6%
Police 2.4% 1.3% 1.0% 0.1%
Low Crime 2.2% 1.3% 0.5% 0.4%
Area 2.0% 0.5% 0.9% 0.6%
Business 1.7% 0.5% 0.9% 0.3%
Other 40.9% 15.6% 15.4% 9.9%
Unsure/Not Available - 26.0% 40.0% 61.3%
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Clearly the top strength of the community in the eyieb® public is the schools; this is followed

by reference to the people and families and then thee sehesommunity and neighborhoods.

Location, beaches, shopping, employment, being ruratigee to Chicago, being clean, and a
good place to raise a family also receive high marks.

Porter County Strengths by Sex. Table 1.13 takes a closer look at the evaluation of the
strengths in the community by controlling for sex to if@eales and females view the strengths
of the community the same. Because of the amount taf idaolved, the comparisons in this
table are only of the totals and the top ranked stren@trerall, the rankings are quite similar.
There is a tendency for males to view employment dedpblice as greater strengths than
females. At the same time, females are more likelgee shopping and the cleanliness of the
community as more important.

Table 1.13

Community View of Porter County Strengths by Sex
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

Total (% Respondents) Top Strength (% Respondents)
Strength Male Rank | Female | Rank| Male | Rank | Female| Rank
Schools 20.6% 1 27.5% 1 9.3% 1 11.9% 1

17.8% 2 7.2% 2 4.6% 3
Location 11.1% 8.3% 5 7.2% 2 4.1% 4
Beaches 9.8% 7.2% 3] 4.9% 4 3.6% 5

People/Family 18.2% 2
3
4
Comm/Neighborhood| 9.0% 5 13.6% 3 4.4% 5 7.5% 2
6
7
8
9

Employment 8.5% 5.8% 9 2.8% 7 2.4% 9
Rural 6.4% 4.8% 10 3.6% 6 2.9% 8
Parks 5.9% 6.5% 7 1.3% 13 2.49 9

Close to Chicago 4.6% 4.4% 11 2.6% 8 1.5% 12
Raise a Family 3.4% 10 3.4% 12 2.1% 10 1.5% 12
Shopping 3.1% 11 12.4% 4 0.8% 18 3.4% 6

Development 3.1% 11 3.0% 14 1.0% 15 0.5% 19

Police 3.1% 11 1.7% 19 2.1% 10 0.5% 19
Familiarity 2.6% 15 3.4% 12 2.6% 8 2.2% 11

Economy 2.6% 15 2.5% 17 1.3% 13 1.5% 12
Low Crime 2.6% 15 1.7% 19 1.5% 12 1.0% 17
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Table 1.13

Community View of Porter County Strengths by Sex Continued
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

Total (% Respondents) Top Strength (% Respondents)
Strength Male Rank | Female | Rank| Male Rank | Female| Rank
Environment 2.1% 17 3.0% 14 0.5% 19 1.5% 12
Area 2.1% 17 2.0% 18 0.5% 19 0.5% 19
Clean 1.8% 19 6.1% 8 1.0% 15 3.2% 7
Business 1.8% 19 1.4% 21 0.3% 21 0.7% 18
Cost of Living 1.8% 19 3.0% 14 1.0% 15 1.5% 12
Other 41.6% -- 40.1% - 14.4% -- 16.8% -
Unsure/Not Available - -- -- -- 27.8% -- 24.3% --

Porter County Strengths by Income.To look even closer at the views of the strengths
of the community and how they may differ among variguips, the sample was broken down
by income with one group including those with family incorbetow $34,000, a second group
of those earning between $34,000-$75,000, and a third group of thmiseg more than
$75,000. These data are presented in Table 1.14. Overalljetheof the strengths of the
community is quite similar. Differences do occur othex view of “location” as a strength, with
those persons in the middle range of income rankingméridhan the other groups. Persons in
lower income categories are more likely to rank “faanily” and the “environment” as strengths
more so than persons in higher income categories. Oathiee hand, persons in the highest
income categories are more likely to say that Porter §aara good place to raise children.
Also, a greater percentage (20 percentage points difererichose that make $75,000+ per
year rank schools as a strengths when compared totttaissarn less than $34,000.

Table 1.14

Community View of Porter County Strengths by Annual Pre-TaxIncome
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

Total (% Respondents)
Under $35- $75,000
Strength $34.000 Rank 74.000 Rank + Rank
People/Families 18.7% 1 19.3% 2 16.2% 2
Schools 15.1% 2 27.7% 1 35.7% 1
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Table 1.14 Continued

Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

Community View of Porter County Strengths by Annual Pre-Taxincome Continued

Total (% Respondents)

Strength $%T§éo Rank 7523500 Rank $75+’000 Rank
Location 9.5% 3 9.0% 7 11.3% 4
Comm/Neighborhood | 8.4% 4 12.9% 3 13.5% 3
Shopping 7.0% 5 9.7% 5 7.6% 8
Beaches 6.4% 6 11.1% 4 9.7% 5
Familiarity 5.3% 7 1.1% 21 2.1% 18
Employment 4.3% 8 9.7% 5 8.7% 6
Parks 4.3% 8 8.9% 9 6.5% 0
Close to Chicago 4.0% 10 5.1% 10 4.9% 12
Rural 3.2% 11 9.0% 7 5.3% 11
Environment 3.2% 11 1.5% 19 3.2% 16
Good to Raise a Family] 2.9% 13 1.5% 19 7.5% 9
Clean 2.8% 14 2.2% 14 8.6% 7
Area 2.8% 14 1.8% 17 1.0% 21
Development 2.2% 16 2.2% 14 4.9% 12
Police 2.2% 16 2.1% 16 2.1% 18
Cost of Living 1.8% 18 2.6% 13 3.7% 15
Business 1.8% 18 1.8% 17 1.6% 20
Economy 0.0% 20 4.0% 11 4.8% 14
Low Crime 0.0% 20 2.8% 12 3.2% 16
Other 32.4% -- 47.3% -- 44.9% --
Unsure/NA -- -- -- -- -- --

16



Issues in_Porter County. Porter County residents also were asked to listnthst
important issues in the community. The responses sagthestion are presented in Table 1.15.
Far and above the most important issue is employmdiawx by issues related to substance
abuse, health care, crime, schools, housing andotvetasions. Important for the concern of this
report is that citizens have listed substances abuseeasettond most pressing issue in the
County. In contrast to this, a recent survey of they Gf Valparaiso by the Community
Research and Service Cent€rty Survey, 2009indicated that residents ranked substance abuse
as a problem much lower than in this study. Issues dekmteinfrastructure and drainage
problems were ranked higher.

Table 1.15
Top Issues for Citizens in Porter County
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

Issues % Respondents
Employment 14.0%
Substance Abuse 6.9%
Health Care 6.4%
Crime 5.4%
Schools 4.9%
Housing 4.8%
Transportation 2.5%
Youth Concerns 1.6%
Senior Citizen Concerns 1.4%
Poverty 0.9%
Mental Health 0.6%
Teen Pregnancy 0.5%
Child Care 0.3%
Domestic Violence 0.3%
Child Abuse 0.1%
Other 13.4%
Unsure/Not Available 15.9%
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Issues in Porter Countyby Sex. Responses to the question about the most important
issues in the community when controlled for sex areeptesl in Table 1.16. Overall the
rankings are quite similar except for a few issues. eXample, women are more likely to see
the schools, teen pregnancy, and child care as more anpas$ues than do males. On the other
hand, males are more likely to see issues like housidgrental health to be more important
than do females. Substance abuse remains the issiengdbe second most references for
both males and females.

Table 1.16

Top Issues for Citizens in Porter County by Sex
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

% Respondents

Issue Male | Rank| Female | Rank
Employment 16.2%| 1 119% | 1
Substance Abuse 7.2% 2 6.6% 2
Health Care 6.7% | 3 6.1% 3

Crime 5.4% 4 5.4% 5
Housing 5.4% | 4 4.1% 6
Schools 3.6% 6 6.1% 3

Transportation 23% | 7 2.7% 7
Senior Citizen Issues | 1.8% 8 1.0% 9

Youth Concerns 1.3%| 9 1.9% 8
Poverty 1.3% 9 0.5% 10
Mental Health 1.0% | 11 0.2% 13

Teen Pregnancy 0.5% | 12 0.5% 10

Domestic Violence 0.3% | 13 0.2% 13

Child Care 0.0% | 14 0.5% 10

Child Abuse 0.0% | 14 0.2% 13
Other 12.6%| -- 14.1% --

Unsure/NA 15.2%| -- 16.5% | --
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Issues in Porter Countyby Income. When the rankings of the most important issues are
broken down by the same three income categories usegr eadi once again see a good deal of
similarity. However, we also see some importantedghces among income groups as to the
most important issues. For example, employmentligigti number 1 issue for all three groups,
but note that 20.4% of persons making under $34,000 rank itnaisend., 10% of those making
between 34,000 and $75,000 rank it 1, and 12.4% of those making mor&%5,000 rank it
number 1. Obviously, a greater number of persons in therlamcome bracket are more
concerned about this issue. Substance abuse drops dowmber 3 for the two lower income
brackets and it is replaced by health care. Heal#hisasxumber 5 for the highest income bracket
and substance abuse remains number 2. Schools arkirthenbst important issue for the
$75,000+ group, but drops td"@nd &' respectively for the next two lower income brackets
Lower income brackets are more concerned about seitiven issues and the highest income
bracket is more concerned about domestic violence. Tadsus income groups do share much
in common when it comes to the importance of issugshiey also diverge in certain areas.

Table 1.17

Top Issues of Citizens in Porter County by Annual Pre-&x Income
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

% Respondents
Issue Under $34,00Q0 Rank | $35-74,000 Rank | $75,000+ Rank
Employment 20.4% 1 10.0% 1 12.4% 1
Health Care 6.0% 2 9.0% 2 4.3% 5
Substance Abuse 5.6% 3 5.7% 5 8.6% 2
Schools 4.9% 4 3.6% 6 6.5% 3
Housing 4.2% 5 6.5% 3 4.3% 5
Crime 3.9% 6 6.1% 4 5.4% 4
Transportation 2.8% 7 2.5% 7 2.2% 7
Senior Citizen Concerns 2.5% 8 1.1% 9 0.0% 13
Youth Concerns 1.1% 9 2.2% 8 2.2% 7
Poverty 0.7% 10 1.1% 9 0.5% 9
Mental Health 0.7% 10 0.7% 11 0.5% 9
Teen Pregnancy 0.4% 12 0.7% 11 0.5% 9
Child Abuse 0.4% 12 0.0% 15 0.0% 13
Domestic Violence 0.0% 14 0.4% 14 0.5% 9
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Table 1.17 Continued
Top Issues of Citizens in Porter County by Annual Pre-&x Income
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007

% Respondents
Issue Under $34,000 Rank $35-74,000 Rank$75,000+| Rank
Child Care 0.0% 14 0.7% 11 0.0% 13
Other 14.4% -- 12.5% -- 14.6% --
Unsure 17.3% -- 16.5% -- 11.9% --

Perceptions of the Quality of Life in Porter County. Citizens also were asked to
rate the overall quality of life in Porter County by matit on a scale as to whether it was poor,
fair, good, very good, or excellent. The responsesisajtrestion are presented in Figure 1.3. As
indicated, most persons (41.6%) rate the community good%@8ay very good, and 14.1% rate
the community as excellent. A total of 14.4% of the samity only rank it is fair and 2.3% say
the quality of life is poor.

Perceptions of the Quality of Life in Porter County by Sex.Figure 1.4 presents the
evaluations of the quality of life in Porter County wleemtrolled for sex. As indicated there are
some similarities, but also important differencesr &@mple, males tend to outnumber females
in their evaluation of the community as good, fair, gabr, while females evaluate the
community in considerably more favorable terms. In paldic 30.7% of females rate the
community as very good compared to 21.1% of males. So wWiele are some similarities,
males and females do diverge in their overall evaloaifdhe quality of life in the community.
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Perceptions of the Quality of Life in Porter County by Incone. The evaluations of
the quality of life by residents of Porter County werekien down by income and the results are
presented in Figure 1.5. As indicated, there is a good tleatiability. As income goes up, the
evaluation of the quality of life goes up accordingly. Erample, 21.6% of persons making
more than $75,000 evaluate the quality of life as excetlentpared to 12.5% of those in the
$35-74,000 bracket and 10.9% in the under $35,000 category. Sin8lad9s of persons in the
highest income bracket evaluate the quality of life esy\good, while 28.3% and 16.5%
evaluate it very good in the next two lower incomeckess. Conversely, 19.4% of those in the
lowest income category only evaluate the quality ofdiefair, compared to 11.8% and 8.1% of
the next two highest income categories respectivelyspibe the variability by income, most
persons evaluate the community to be at least good, éutannot ignore the discrepancies
generated by the differences in wealth.

Figure 1.5
Quiality of Life by Income
Porter County Needs Assessment Survey, 2007
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Other Risk Factors

The previous material presents a picture of various espé®orter County. There are
other factors in the community that affect the use aftadl and drugs. Research indicates that
participation by youth in various activities does impaceirthiendency to abuse various
substances. The following presents data on the extevihitdh Porter County youth participate
in various activities and how these relate to youthenrést of the state.

Participation_in_After_School Activities: Camps or Programs. Data on student
participation in camps or after school programs is pteseim Table 1.18. For comparative
purposes state averages are also included in the tableshdtied numbers are responses from
Porter County students and directly below these numbershe state averages. What is
immediately apparent is the general lack of partiogmain these programs across all grade
levels. Porter County students overall participatebautithe same rates as others in these
activities, and exceed state averages for Afternoons Ro&k grade, for the Youth Leadership
Program in 8 and 13 grades, SADD and STAND in"7 9" 10" and 11 grades, and
participate more in 2 or more camps i) 0", 11", and 12" grades. While the patterns are very
mixed, there is some evidence of increased participation in RO@8se activities by Porter
County students.

Table 1.18
Participation in a Camp or Program: Porter County and State Arerages
ATOD, 2009;Indiana Youth Survey, 2009
(Porter County figures are shaded)

Grade
S 6" 7" g" 9" 10" 11" | 12th
No Participation in 76.4 | 751 | 785 | 817 | 82.4 | 817 | 83.7
Camps 737 | 770| 80.1| 816 829 816 835
Afternoons RO.CK. in | 9.8 3.4 2.2 1.6 0.6 0.7 0.2
Indiana 8.0 5.2 3.8 2.1 1.3 9 6
Youth Leadership 5.5 72 | 144 | 1.7 7.5 9.8 9.3
Programs 8.8 10.2 | 10.3 9.6 9.0 10.0 8.4

SADD,STAND.or | 70 | 127 | 37 | 75 | 83 | 73 | 57
other prevention
programs 8.1 6.2 4.7 5.5 5.6 5.8 5.9
of camps 15 1.4 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.7 1.5
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Participation in Organized Family Events. Data on student participation in organized
family events is presented in Table 1.19. For compargtinposes, state averages are also
included in the table. The shaded numbers are responsesPfyder County students and
directly below these numbers are the state averagssindicated, 18.8% of'6grade Porter
County students never participate in organized family evamd that number increases to 22.3%
for 12" graders. Similarly, the frequency of such events decla® grade level increases.
Comparing Porter County to state averages is not eagyseof differences in some areas, but
overall the pattern is for Porter County students tasligitly less involved in organized family
events. For example, 22.3% of Porter County @ieade students report never participating in
organized family events compared to 20.9% at the staté Bimilarly, 11.1% of Porter County
students report participating in family activities 3+ tinpes week compared to 13.7% at the
state level. These figures are quite similar to timskee 2008 ATOD study.

Table 1.19
Participation in Organized Family Events:
Porter County and State Averages
ATOD, 2009; Indiana Youth Survey, 2009
Porter County figures are shaded

[ Grade
articipation
6th 7h gh gh 10" 11" 12th
18.8 17.5 22.7 21.6 21.3 20.4 22.3
Never

17.9 18.2 20.5 20.2 20.8 20.6 20.9
36.3 39.5 41.2 42.7 46.9 47.6 47.2
38.4 41.0 41.5 43.1 43.6 44.4 45.8
20.5 20.3 18.0 18.0 17.2 16.4 16.8
19.0 18.8 18.4 18.1 17.8 17.8 17.3
18.8 18.2 15.7 15.8 12.5 14.0 111
20.1 18.2 16.5 15.7 15.1 14.3 13.7

Once per Week

Twice per Week

L4

3+ Times per Week

Risk Factors in Specific areas of the County

Data in the previous sections have been descriptive @bnef the entire County and
how it relates to the rest of the state. The datharfollowing sections builds on that and also
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looks more specifically at areas where there appebe tugher risks because of various factors
such as crime, education, poverty, family, and conditiotee neighborhood. Maps are used to
demonstrate specific areas that might be consideredikigh

Crime Risks in Porter County. The following reports on patterns of crime in Porter
County including the types of crime, the risk of crimegd how the County compares to the state
and the nation. Also included are maps and specifiditosawhere the risks of crimes are
substantially higher than other places. The data ibleT4.20 is based on the Applied
Geographic Solutions (AGS) Crime Risk Index which compé#nescrime rate in a particular
location to the crime rate at the national levEhe figure at the national level is set at 100 and so
a figure of 200 would indicate that the location is twacelikely to have that particular crime
committed there as at the national level. The indeone of risk, based on the probability of
having a particular crime committed in that area. Thia dames from the Indiana Prevention
Resource CenteR{sk and Protective Factor Data, 2009)

As indicated, Porter County is well below the nagiorisk figures in all categories. Our
total crime index, which combines all the other indices46. The highest figure is 60 for
property crimes. The Porter County figures also ar¢ beddw the state as a whole. The data
indicates that we rank 3439", and 24" out of 99 counties in the state on our total crime index,
the personal crime index, and the property crime indepetsvely. When the personal and
property crime indices are broken down more specificBltrter County is below, and in most
cases, substantially below, the national figures andsthie figures in every category. When
compared to other counties, Porter County generally ranksst close to the upper third of the
counties in Indiana, and particularly ranks high (loweme rates) in overall property crimes
(34), robbery (18), motor vehicle theft (13), and burglad) (

To examine more closely the areas of Porter Countgrevithere are higher rates of
crime, Figure 1.6 plots the areas of the County by the rmaigbf the crime rate. The data is
divided up by bloc groups. The US Census Bureau divides argasensus tracts, then
subdivides the tracts in blocs and then combines bldosbioc groups. In Figure 1.6 the top
crime areas in the County are located. As indicatek, trime index scores range from a low of
88, almost the national average, to 167 substantially htgherthe national averages. With the
exception of one area in the far south of the Coungyrelkt of the high crime areas are located
in the northern part of the County, generally in the &m@tarea, but also in the Chesterton area.
Also of note is that two high schools in the Countyitée and Chesterton, are both just south
of some of the highest crime areas in the County.

Education. A person’s level of education does not “cause” substabose, but lower
levels of education are interrelated with other vargmblet lead to various lifestyles, attitudes,
and conditions that do affect rates of substance ablsgure 1.7 maps the areas of Porter
County with varying percentages of persons 25 and above whmtdbame a high school
education. The areas where there is the darkest greeatgslibat from 13.2% to 17.8% of the
population in those areas are persons 25 or above who thavet high school education or its
equivalent.
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Table 1.20
Crime in Porter County: A Comparison to State and Nation
Risk and Protective Factor Data, IPRC, 2009

Level of Crime Porter Indiana U.S.

Total Crime Index 46 89 100

Personal Crime Index 29 72 100

Property Crime Index 60 93 100
RANK, Total Crime Index 34 31
RANK, Personal Crime Index 39 28
RANK, Property Crime Index 24 31

Personal Crime Index 29 72 100

Murder 28 94 100

Rape 39 83 100

Robbery 17 70 100

Assault 38 72 100

Property Crimes Index 60 93 100

Burglary 45 88 100

Larceny 82 97 100

Motor Vehicle Theft 44 76 100
RANK, Personal Crime Index 39 28
RANK, Murder 46 21
RANK, Rape 35 35
RANK, Robbery 18 25
RANK, Assault 40 29
RANK, Property Crime Index 24 31
RANK, Burglary 34 29
RANK, Larceny 24 30
RANK, MVT 13 28

Year 2007 2007
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Poverty. Poverty and substance abuse are related. Thenslaip is complicated and
does not relate simply to the absence of income. Bowveduces options available to people,
creates other problems, conditions, attitudes, and \iésstthat relate in various ways to
substance abuse. Areas where poverty exists creatdigplotsks for alcohol and drug abuse.
Figure 1.8 maps the areas of Porter County where thertharhighest percentage of families
living in poverty. Those areas with the darkest greeicate areas where the percentage of
families in poverty runs from 7.7% to 19%. Figure 1.9 mapsiteas in the County where there
are families with children in poverty. The darkest greeas indicate where rates of poverty for
persons in these categories run from 12.2% to 29.5%.

Family Structure. Like poverty and education, family structure and famdpftict may
not directly cause substance abuse, but research shawchildren in single-parent families are
more likely to encounter a variety of problems which inous ways affect tendencies towards
substance abuse. These problems include: having health andrexthptoblems, dropping out
of school, becoming heads of single-parent families baml poorer as adults. Figures 1.10 and
1.11 map the areas where there are single moms in posenbining issues of family structure
and poverty. Figure 1.12 maps the area of the Countytiethighest divorce rates. Areas that
are the darkest green indicate where the divorce eatghe highest with the darkest areas
indicating rates of between 14.5% and 20%. Figure 1.13 mags afesingle parent families.
The darkest green colors indicate areas where the 526 1% of the families are single parent.

Neighborhood. The quality of the neighborhood in which one lives camsipportive of
a healthy lifestyle or can create risk factors. Qukcator of the status of a neighborhood is the
number of vacant buildings. Higher rates of vacantgrofelate to deteriorating neighborhoods.
Figure 1.14 maps the areas of the county with the highesinlgouscancy rates. The darkest
green areas indicate vacancy rates running from 9.1 to 36.3%.
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Figure 1.6
Top BGs Total Crime Index

Porter BGs | Total Crime | RANK for
Index Total Crime
Index

181270504023 167 1
181270511021 153 2
181270504021 129 3
181270505013 104 4
181270502024 92 5
181270502021 88 6
181270504031 88 6

Total Crime Index (Index for U.S. Rate is 100)
(AGS, 2008 Omnibus, 2009)

B sie ()
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0 st 73 (18)
[ 38to 59 (18)
[ 1810 38 (23)
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Figure 1.7

Block Groups with Lower Education

Porter BGs | Ed Attainment | RANK for Ed
(Ages 254 Attainment
LessThanHS | (Ages 25+)
Diploma (%9 | Less Than HS
(2008) Diplone. (%9
(2008)
181270501022 178 1
181270505013 169 2
181270506023 167 3
181270501023 163 4
181270505022 139 5
181270506042 133 6
181270505012 132 7
181270505032 132 7

Highest Educational Attainment (Ages 24+) Less Than High School
(AGS, 2008 Omnibus, 2003)

B 132t0178 (8)
B oto132 (7
O 96teit (7
O 670 86 (19

)
)
)
0 15t 67 (30)
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Figure 1.8
Families in Poverty — Top BGs

Families in Poverty (As Percent of All Families), 2008 est
Porter Courty by BG (Clartag, 2008 Updates, 2009)
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Figure 1.9
Families w/ Children in Poverty - Top BGs

Porter BGS 18127051008
181270505022 o
181270509002
181270511013
181270505011 Farnilies wf Children in Poverty (Percent of All Fam wf Ch), 2008 est

Parter Courty by BG (Clartas, 2008 Updates, 2009)

181270507022 | | g pyz0095 o
181270505032 E 3 0122 (6

6109 (14)
181270505042 | g 5 ¢
181270510041 | |0 0 o3 @
181270505012
181270505023
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Figure 1.10
Single Moms in Poverty - Top BGs

181270501021 ¢

Porter BGS
181270501021
181270501023
181270502012
181270502021
181270502022
181270502023
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181270504022
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181270507021
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181270508002
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Figure 1.11
Single Moms in Poverty — Top BGs
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Figure 1.12

Divorced Top 10 BGs
Divorced| RANKfor

Porter BGs 9 Divorced (%9
181270505013 191 1
181270502023 17.7 2
181270503003 175 3
181270505022 175 3
181270502012 16.7 3
181270508002 154 0
181270510041 148 7
181270507013 145 8

Divorced: Adults (age 15+) Currently Divorced (Percent)
Porter Caunty by Block Group (AGS, 2008 Omnibus, 2009)

B 145020 (8
B 13 to145 (10)
0 10 te13 (14)
[] 59t010 (24)
[] 1 to 58 (15)
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Figure 1.13
Top BGs for Single Parent Families

Porter BGs Single Parent | RANK for Single
Families (%) | Parent Families
(%)

181270505022 147

181270508003 60.4

181270502012 511

181270509001 56.4

181270509002 54.9

181270502022 543

~N | oSO o B> WP

181270504032 o4

Single Farent Families (as Percent of All Families), 2008 ast.
Parter Courty by BG (AGS, 2008 Omnius, 2009)
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Figure 1.14

Vacant Housing Top BGs
PorterBGs | Vacant Housing | RANK for Vacant
(%) Housing (%)
181270501021 36.3 1
181270503001 185 2
181270504032 1 3
181270504011 114 4
181270506021 10.7 5
181270508003 10.1 6
181270508001 9.1 7

Boie®: O
B7tud
Bst7 @
O4ws g5
02 4 (7

Vacant Housing (Percent, 2008 est
(A0S, 2008 Omaibus, 2009)
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Chapter 2
Alcohol

Introduction

In this section we examine the consumption and consequericie use of alcohol.
First, patterns of consumption are examined by lookirtheatlata reported in the Porter County
ATOD survey and The College Age Student Survey. Secoocéltain risk factors are examined.
Thirdly, data on the consequences of alcohol consumpt®examined by looking at treatments
at the hospital, mental health facilities, arreatsidents, and data on alcohol related deaths from
the office of the Porter County Coroner.

Consumption Patterns: The ATOD Survey

The following data is taken from tH#009 Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Survey
referred to generally as the ATOD Survey. In somédeftables that follow, data is also included
from the 2008 ATOD Survey for comparative purposes. The 20@%owewas distributed to
Porter County students in grades 6-12 during the spring of 2009. The 2668nweas
distributed to Porter County students in grades 6-12 duringptireg of 2008 A total of 10,924
surveys were collected, and 10,260 of these were usealded8r A total of 6839 surveys were
collected, and 6252 of these were useable for 2009. The Winttss data have already been
discussed in the introduction. The number of resporexegrpde averaged close to 1,500 with a
high of 1,697 ¥ grade responses and a low of 1,043 responses frBrgraders for the 2008
data. Forthe 2009 data, the average was around 890 studezastarade with a high of 1,028
for 9" graders and a low of 583 for"igraders. It is important to emphasize that datalig o
available for these two years and we do not have anyraege data across time. In addition, it
is important to emphasize that the data is crossosedtand not longitudinal. Keep this in mind
when comparisons are made across different grades.

The questions concerning the consumption of alcohol asheult daily use, monthly use,
annual use, lifetime use, and binge drinking. The followingime@resents the responses to
guestions related to these issues.

Daily Use of Alcohol. The response of students to a question asking abouti#filgiuse
of alcohol is presented in Table 2.1. As indicated2@09 very few students il"@hrough &'

Table 2.1
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Daily Use ofléohol
ATOD, 2008, 2009

th th th th 10" 11 12h
6 Grade | 7" Grade | 8" Grade | 9" Grade Grade Grade Grade
2008 2 .8 1.6 2.9 3.2 3.3 5.2
2009 4 4 2.2 3.2 4.1 4.0 4.1
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grade report the daily use of alcohol. In tffeg@ade, 3.2% say they drink daily and that figure
gradually increases to 4.1% ofigraders who report daily drinking. The figures for 2009 are
generally higher, except for th& and 13' grade, but they are not large enough to suggest any
change in the patterns of consumption.

Monthly Use of Alcohol. The data in Table 2.2 indicate that monthly consumption of

alcohol increases for every consumption level as gleadss increase. While 89% of @raders

in 2009 report never consuming alcohol in the past mamtly, 49.2% of 12 graders report not
consuming alcohol during the same span of time. The pageof students who report drinking
alcohol 1 to 5 times in the past month increases from 4088 graders to 16.6% of'&yraders

to 29% of12" graders. Similar increases are seeall other consumption levels. In the 6-19
times category, consumption increases from 0.994'afr&ders to 10.6% of raders. While
there are slight differences between 2008 and 2009 that ssgpgestearlier use in 2009 but less
use in later grades, these do not seem to indicate ajoy shifts or trends.

Table 2.2
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Alcohol
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) | 91.8| 85.8| 74.0 69.1 651 585 499

Never (2009) | 89.0 80.4| 73.6 67.5| 59.8  53.8 | 49.2

1-5 Times (2008)| 5.3 | 85| 17.6f 20.3 225 27/6 284

1-5 Times (2009)| 4.9 | 11.1 16.6| 18.5| 23.9| 28.2 | 29.0

6-19 Times (2008) 0.5 | 1.7 | 33| 5.2/ 6.0 7.2 11,8

6-19 Times (2009) .9 16 30| 54 | 6.6 | 84  10.6

20-40 Times (2008) 0.1 | 05| 06| 19 22 21 4.0

20-40 Times (2009 .4 2 .8 18 25| 22 | 21

40+ Times (2008) 0.2 | 03| 1.0 1.0 10 1.1 1.2

40+ Times (2009) 5 14 15| 16 17 21

Total (2008) 6.1 | 11.0 225 284 31.f 38,0 454

Total (2009) 6.2 | 134 | 21.8 | 27.2 | 34.6 | 40.5 | 43.8
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Annual Consumption of Alcohol. Table 2.3 presents data on the reported annual
consumption of alcohol among Porter County students.iléinio patterns on monthly
consumption of alcohol, the percentage of students in 20@9rgport consuming alcohol in the
past year increases as their grade level increases. Blagaders (82.1%) report never using
alcohol in the past year, but that figure declines to @aip of 12" graders who report never
consuming alcohol in the past 12 months. While only 10.2%"o§raders report consuming
alcohol 1-5 times in the past year, 26.8% of students™igr&de or higher report drinking
alcohol at that level in the past year. Less than 1008 graders report consuming alcohol 20
or more times in the past 12 months, but the percenthgtudents reporting that level of
consumption increases to almost 20% df g§eaders. Again there are differences between 2008
and 2009, but there are not any major trends or patternsdicte significant changes.

Table 2.3

Percentage of Porter County Students’ Reporting Annual Usef Alcohol
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 83.1| 75.4| 56.3 49.6 417 37,6 305
Never (2009) 82.1| 68.7 | 57.8 | 48.7| 46.8 | 36.5| 29.0

1-5 Times (2008) 129 | 15.2 26.8 27.2 278 273 26|2

1-5 Times (2009) 10.2 | 17.3| 23.0| 240 | 252 | 245 | 26.8

6-19 Times (2008) 1.8 3.9 85| 1053 133 158 151

6-19 Times (2009) 19 | 5.2 | 79 | 123 | 134 | 16.9 | 18.7

Oy

20-40 Times (2008) 0.2 1.2 3.5 4.8 7.3 8.6 11.

20-40 Times (2009) g 18 | 33 | 55| 6.8 8.2 8.2

40+ Times (2008) 0.4 1.2 2.1 5.3 6.7 8.7 12.4

40+ Times (2009) A 14 | 36 | 54 | 8.6 9.6 | 11.5
Total (2008) 153 | 21.5| 409 47.8 551 599 653
Total (2009) 131 | 25.7 | 37.8| 47.3| 54.1 | 59.2 | 65.2
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Lifetime Consumption of Alcohol. The data in Table 2.4 demonstrates that lifetime
consumption of alcohol increases across grade leve)(8 almost three-quarters (74.8%) of
6" grade students report never consuming alcohol in thefinliée The percentage drops to
23.5% of 13' graders who report never consuming alcohol in tlifgitihe. Only 0.7% of &
graders report drinking alcohol over 40 times in their lioes, by the time they reach the™.2
grade, 22.3% report drinking more than 40 times in théatidhe. Once again we find
differences between 2008 and 2009, but none are large enoughsistent enough to suggest
any major changes or trends.

Table 2.4

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Alcohol
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th 7th 8th 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 77.3 | 705 | 50.6 | 442 | 36.0 | 31.2 | 25.0
Never (2009) 748 | 659 | 52.1 | 43.8 | 36.5 | 31.0 | 23.5

1-5 Times (2008) 189 | 21.0 | 31.0 | 27.3 | 285 | 25.6 | 22.0

1-5 Times (2009) 16.0 | 22.2 | 27.2 | 26.1 | 254 | 23.1 | 20.8

6-19 Times (2008) 2.1 50 | 10.2 | 131 | 149 | 16.1 | 164

6-19 Times (2009) 2.1 70 | 11.2 | 147 | 141 | 17.2 | 20.1

20-40 Times (2008) | 0.7 15 | 44 6.8 | 87 | 11.2 121

20-40 Times (2009) 0.6 1.8 3.8 5.7 95 | 119 | 129

40+ Times (2008) 0.6 1.7 3.2 8.2 | 11.3 | 153 | 23.6

40+ Times (2009) 0.7 2.2 5.1 9.0 | 13.8 | 16,5 22.3

Totals (2008) 22.3 | 29.2| 488 554 634 682 741

Totals (2009) 194 | 33.1 | 473 | 555 | 629 | 68.6 | 76.0
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Binge Drinking. Students were asked about the amount of binge drinkigchtdeedone
in the past two weeks. Binge drinking is defined as having 5 are rdrinks in a row. As
presented in Table 2.5, the percentage of students who repge thiinking in the past two
weeks increases across grade levels. While 929" gi&ders report not binge drinking in the
past two weeks, the percentage drops to 78%"afrders and 66.6% of 2yraders. Turning
this around, by the time Porter County students reachZhgrade, almost one-third (30.5%) of
them report binge drinking in the past two weeks. The peage of 12 graders who reported
binge drinking 3-5 times in the previous two weeks was 5.8%.e @gain we find differences
between 2008 and 2009, but none are large enough or consisteghdo suggest any major
changes or trends. If there is one slight tendencallithe tables so far it is for current' 7
graders to consume at a higher rate than last yelass,@nd the 2graders in some areas to
consume less. Again, given the nature of the datalandite, these are not new trends, but
something to monitor in the future.

Table 2.5
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Binge Drinkig in the Past Two Weeks
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th
None (2008) 93.4 | 90.2 83.9 | 793 776 | 719 | 66.6

None (2009) 92.0 | 86.0 82.6 | 78.0 71.8 | 67.2 | 66.6
Once (2008) 1.7 3.4 7.3 8.1 11.6 11.6 111

Once (2009) 2.8 4.5 7.3 6.7 9.7 12.3 13.0
Twice (2008) 0.9 15 3.2 3.9 7.1 7.1 8.0

Twice (2009) 1.3 2.4 3.2 4.4 5.8 7.7 7.4
3-5 Times (2008) | 0.4 1.0 2.0 3.2 5.2 5.2 8.6

3-5 Times (2009) | 0.8 1.4 2.5 4.0 5.6 6.1 5.8
6-9 Times (2008) | 0.1 0.3 1.0 19 1.3 1.3 2.2

6-9 times (2009) | 0.1 0.7 0.6 1.7 1.3 1.7 2.1

10+ Times(2008) | 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.4 11 11 1.6

10+ times (2009) | 0.3 0.9 1.3 2.2 2.5 1.8 2.2

Totals (2008) 3.5 6.7 14.2 18.5 26.3 | 26.3 | 315

Totals (2009) 5.3 9.9 15.0 19.0 25.0 | 29.6 | 305
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State and Porter County Comparisons

In the previous section, data was presented that demtatspatterns of consumption of
alcohol among students in Porter County schools. Anathg of looking at the data from the
ATOD survey is to compare the responses of local studerttsose from across the state. In
Figures 2.1 to 2.4, data is presented that compares lachnss with statewide students on
monthly, annual, lifetime, and binge drinking. The data enfitpures represent the absolute size
of the difference between local and state rates esgdes percentage points. Differences are
presented only when there is statistically signifiadifference between state and local numbers
at the p < .05 level. What this means is that diffegernbis large would occur less than 5 times
out of 100 by pure chance, suggesting that it is not chanegror due to sampling. Rather
differences this large suggest very likely actual diffeesnia the populations. Note there are no
percentages on data related to the daily consumptionlcoha because there were no
statistically significant differences on this measwukiso included for comparative purposes is
the data from 2008.

Monthly Drinking. In Figure 2.1 data comparing Porter County with statewiéeages
on the monthly consumption and comparing 2008 and 2009 data ohlynase of alcohol

Figure 2.1
Percentage Differences Between Statewide and Porter Quy Students in the Monthly use
of Alcohol, 2008-2009
ATOD, 2008, 2009
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indicates that while there is still no significantfeiience at the'grade level, there is now a
significant difference at the™7grade. There continues to be a significant differdfocevery
grade in 2009. Also the differences for 2009 are consisteritgrthan in 2008.

Annual Drinking. Figure 2.2 focuses on yearly consumption and there isndasi
pattern. There are no differences in tffegade, but in 7 grade there is now a significant
difference. Porter County still exceeds state averagehe & through 13' grades, and the
magnitude of the difference is larger in 2009 in every gradeps)8".

Figure 2.2
Percentage Differences Between Statewide and Porter Qay Students in the Annual use

of Alcohol, 2008-2009
ATOD, 2008, 2009
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Lifetime Drinking. Once again we see a similar pattern when we look at th
consumption of alcohol in one’s lifetime. For 2009 thieneow a difference at thé"grade, but
still no difference at the"6grade. In grades 8 through 12 Porter County students exeted st
averages and the magnitude of the difference has iectéas2009 to the extent that in thé".1
and 12" grade Porter County students exceed state averages tst 8lpercentage points.

Binge Drinking. Figure 2.4 indicates that in most grades Porter Countests exceed
state averages for binge drinking, and in most grades #gnitude of the differences have
increased over the 2008 figures. Similar to the other meastlteyraders now exceed state
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averages. In 2008, Tayraders did not exceed state averages, but in 2009 the\celedethose
averages. Percentage differences for students in"tH#"8and 11" grades increased, and in the
case of 11 graders, the figure more than doubled. In contrast to 2@9@ever, 12 grade
Porter County students no longer exceed state averages.

Figure 2.3
Percentage Differences Between Statewide and Porter Qay Students in the Lifetime use

of Alcohol, 2008-2009
ATOD, 2008, 2009
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Sex Differences in Alcohol Consumption

Tables 2.6 and 2.7 present data on the differences betmalenand female students in
Porter County on a variety of measures including monthlyyanand lifetime use of alcohol, as
well as patterns of binge drinking. There is a good dedhtd and the patterns are not easy to
discern. Overall, the patterns of consumption betweales and females are quite similar. For
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Figure 2.4
Percentage Differences Between Statewide and Porter Qay Students in the Binge
Drinking, 2008-2009
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Blue = 2008
Red = 2009
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example, in Table 2.6 for use of alcohol in the pastthothere is virtually no difference
between males and females. What does seem to happeeydr, is that generally females
delay initial consumption of alcohol until later gradgset, when they begin, their patterns are
quite similar to males. When it comes to more frequesat, males generally consume a good
deal more. For example, in Table 2.7 on lifetime consion, it should be noted that women
indicate more frequent percentage use at the lower cqtsumievels. However, when it comes
to using alcohol more than 40 times, males far exceedlésnin this category. These data are
very consistent with patterns in the data for 2(@&ter County Epidemiological Report, 2009).
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Table 2.6
Sex Differences in Monthly and Annual Use of Alcohol by Péer County Students

ATOD, 2009
Annual Use of Alcohol by Porter
e of kool s oty | oty Sl - 120 Graer
Number of Times
Grade | Sex | Never | 15 | 6-19 | 20-40 | 40+ | Never| 1-5 | 6-19 | 20-40 | 40+
o | Male | 870 | 53| 08 - ~-| 798 102 30 0.6 il
Female| 91.0 | 44 | 09 | 07 | -- | 842 [101| 09 | 0.7 | 0.7
Male | 804 | 91| 1.6 02| 06 69.6 147 4 22 14
" Female| 80.2 | 13.3| 15 | 02 | 04| 67.6 [202| 59 | 13 | 1.3
Male | 75.9 | 14.6| 1.8 05| 07 626 212 68 23 16
o Female| 71.8 | 18.6| 3.7 | 10 | 21| 536 [24.7| 89 | 41 | 5.2
Male | 67.1 | 17.2| 6.1 16| 1.8 489 225 117 589 6.3
o0 Female| 68.1 | 20.0| 45 | 17 | 1.1 | 49.1 |255|130| 51 | 4.3
Male | 56.7 | 22.7| 9.1 17| 1.9 420 240 93 81 110
1o Female| 62.6 | 252| 42 | 30 | 1.4 | 414 268|173 52 | 6.4
Male | 54.3 | 23.0| 9.2 26| 34 411 187 149 75 124
Hn Female| 53.3 | 32.8| 7.8 | 20 | 03| 325 (29.8/185| 9.0 | 7.0
Male | 50.2 | 25.6| 8.9 31| 31 321 232 164 75 143
e Female| 4955 |32.0| 121 | 11 | 07| 26.3 [29.9|214| 93 | 85
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Table 2.7
Sex Differences in Lifetime and Binge Drinking of Alcohbby Porter County Students,

ATOD, 2009
Lifetime Use of Alcohol by Porter Binge Drinking in the Past Two Weeks by
County Schools 6th - 12th Graders byl  Porter County Schools 6th - 12th Graders by
Sex, 2009 Sex, 2009
Number of Times

Gr. Sex Never | 1-5 | 6-19 3100 40+ | None | Once | Twice | 3-5 | 6-9 | 10+
sih Male 78.1 | 17.6| 25| 0.2 0.6 90.7 2.8 1.9 0 - 0.2

Female | 81.6 | 14.7| 15 | 0.7 | 0.7 | 934 29 0.7 09 | 02 | g4
Male 66.5 | 21.2| 6.5 1.8/ 2.6 84.7 4.6 2.0 1 g6 1.2

m Female | 65.2 | 23.3| 76 | 1.7 | 1.7 | 87.4 4.3 2.8 15| 09 | 0.7
Male 56.9 | 269 9.3| 3.4 2.7 84.1 6.4 3.0 1 g7 1.1

o Female | 47.8 | 27.8| 126| 41 | 70 | 814 7.8 3.5 3.7 | 06 | 14

oth Male 440 | 25.2| 139 57 10p 76.9 6.7 3.3 37 234

Female | 44.2 | 26.8| 15.3| 58 | 7.2 | 79.2 6.6 5.3 43 | 11 |15
Male 372 | 223 134 83 178 68.8 7.9 7.0 g6 1.7 [3.6

1o Female | 36.0 | 28.6 | 14.7| 10.7| 99 | 748 | 115 4.6 48 | 1.0 | 1.2
Male 36.2 | 18.7, 17.0 103 17p 67.0 10.6 6.9 85 26 |29

i Female | 26.3 | 27.3| 17.5| 13.3| 15.3| 67.3 | 14.0 8.3 6.8 | 1.0 | 0.8
Male 28.0 | 18.1| 174 11.3 253 621 15.7 6.8 1.8 24 |17

2 Female | 19.6 | 22.4| 23.1| 149| 19.2| 715 | 10.3 7.8 39 | 1.8 | 25

College Student Survey

In an effort to focus more specifically on the 18-25ryeld age group a survey was
conducted of students currently enrolled in a college orewsity in Porter County. The effort
was to get all major institutions to cooperate with tinvesy, but we were unable to secure the
cooperation of all institutions. As part of the agreemeith the cooperating institutions we
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promised not to divulge the name of the institution. hisnfuture we will continue to try to gain
the cooperation of all the colleges and universitieome? County.

Monthly Use of Alcohol. Table 2.8 reports the responses of college students
between the ages of 18-25. As reported, 27.2% of the studdm®tddrink in the past month
indicating that over 70% of them did drink in the past mon& total of 42.4% of them drank
between 1-5 times and almost one forth (23%) drank bet@weed9 times. Only 5.1% drank
20-40 times in the past month while 2.3% drank more thanmd@sti Not surprisingly when
compared to high school seniors, these college age ssumlentloing a good deal more drinking.
For example, whereas almost 50% (49.2%) of high schavbrsedid not drink in the past
month, 27.2% of the college students did not drink in thé pasth. Similarly, 23% of the
college students drank 6-19 times in the past month, only 16t@&& high school seniors drank
that much.

Table 2.8
Percentage of 18-25 Year Olds Reporting Monthly Use of Alcohol
College Student Survey, 2009

Times in Past Month Percentage N
Never 27.2% 70
1-5 Times 42.4% 109
6-19 Times 23.0% 59
20-40 Times 5.1% 13
40+ Times 2.3% 6
Total 100.0% 257

Binge Drinking. Table 2.9 reports the responses of college students ier Rxtinty to
the question of how many times they engaged in binge drinkitige past two weeks. Binge
drinking is defined as consuming 5 or more drinks at amieags As indicated in the table,
60.3% reported not binge drinking, however 17.9% said they haditdanieast once in the past
two weeks and 10.9% said they had done it twice. A tot@l3%0 said they did it 3-5 times in
the past two weeks and 1.9% said they had done it betdve@d 9 times. This is a slightly
higher rate than reported by high school seniors in thenty. Recall that approximately 2/3 of
high school seniors said they had not done binge drinkitigeipast two weeks, and only 2.1%
had binge drank 6-9 times in the past two weeks.
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Table 2.9

Binge Drinking by College Students in Porter County, 2009
College Student Survey, 2009

Binge Drinking in the Past Two

Weeks Percentage N
None 60.3% 155
Once 17.9% 46
Twice 10.9% 28

3-5 Times 8.9% 23

6-9 Times 1.9% 5
Total 100.0% 257

Risk Factors

ATOD Survey Data. The five tables on the next several pages presentfrdatathe
2009 ATOD survey related to risk factors and the consumpfi@icohol. They begin to paint a
picture of the reported reasons why students drink, wtheseget their alcohol, their perception
of the risk associated with occasional drinking and binge chgnkand their perception of both
their peers’ and parents’ approval of occasional and bingkiray.

Why They Drink. Table 2.10 presents data on the reported reasons why €ottety
students drink compared to state averages. While the gatterchange across grades, focusing
on the reasons for drinking for i8raders, you see that the number one reason by far lige
a good time with friends.” A total of 44.8% of students dgiis as a reason to drink. The
second most frequent reason is “to feel good or get liih9%), followed by “because it tastes
good” (17.7%), “because of boredom” (13.0%), and “to get dway my problems” (10.3%).
Generally the responses of Porter County students extat®l averages on these reasons for
drinking with the possible exception of “it tastes goadjere the results are somewhat mixed.
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Table 2.10
Percentage of Porter County Students Most Important Reasonsif Drinking
Porter County Students Shaded
ATOD, 2009, Indiana Youth Survey, 2009

Grade

Reasons for Drinking 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

1.7/25| 6.6 | 11.4|13.6| 16.4| 189
09|25 52| 81| 11.6f 13.3 15.

To feel good or get high

03/08] 10| 21| 26 | 3.3 | 5.0

To seek deeper insights or understanding
0407 12| 16| 22| 28 3.2

21|7.2115.7| 24.7| 34.9| 39.3| 44.8

To have a good time with friends
19/6.2|12.7| 20.6| 27.§ 33.3 30.

03|13 15| 18| 09| 20| 3.1

To fit in with a group | like
0.7/13| 1.7 | 20| 21| 24 2.5

1.2/36| 79| 88 | 12.3| 11.2| 10.3

To get away from my problems
1.7/3.6| 65| 84| 10.3 10.7 10.

1.7/56| 83| 99 | 11.4| 13.6| 13.0

Because of boredom
16/40| 7.1 9.0 10.6/ 11.3 12.

1.1/25/ 60| 70| 71| 75| 6.0

Because of anger
1327 48| 59| 6.8 6.8 6.7

05/09| 25| 20| 22| 21| 14

To get through the day
05/10| 18| 21| 22| 21 14

03|08 18| 29| 33| 29| 2.7

To increase the effects of other drugs
01{0.2| 10| 17| 21| 27| 2.8

-1021 03| 03| 05| 07| 0.7

To decrease the effects of other drugs
0.1{0.2| 0.3 | 04| 04| 0.5 0.5

03|14 17| 24| 22| 3.2 | 3.1

To get to sleep
04/09| 15| 19| 22| 26| 3.2

3.5/8.6|12.8| 14.7| 18.6| 17.2| 17.7

Because it tastes good

31/6.4|11.1| 13.8| 15.1 16.2 18.

™
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Sources of Alcohol. It also is important to know where underage persons get the
alcohol. Table 2.11 reports on student responses to thisi@ue For comparative purposes,
state averages are also included in the table. The shaddaers are responses from Porter
County students and directly below these numbers arstdhe averages. As indicated, the most
important sources among those if"igrade are, not surprisingly, having someone else buy it
(13.9%) and getting it from a person over 21 (11.5%). The am@aeived from family
members varies over time from a high of 6.7% iff tyfade to 3% in the”Bgrade. There are
only slight differences between local and state resgoi$awvever, the major differences is that
12" grade Porter County students are more likely to get soenelse to buy it for them, and in
all grades they are more likely to get alcohol fromifgmmembers. The numbers are similar to
2008 except that the percentage in 2009 who receive alconofémily members is a bit higher
in the early years of high school.

Table 2.11

Percentage Reporting the Source of Alcohol: Porter County anBtate Averages
ATOD, 2009, Indiana Youth Survey, 2009
Porter County figures are shaded

Source 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th 10th | 11th | 12th
106| 93 | 69 | 71 | 85 | 7.4 | 10.3
9.3 7.8 7.6 8.2 8.3 8.6 9.1
824 | 77.2| 71.6 | 66.3| 59.0 | 54.7 | 49.7

No Answer

No drink 84.8| 80.9] 747 70.2 657 634 57.1
Liquor 01|01] 01| 01| 08| 1.3 | 0.9
Stores/supermarkets 0.1 | 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.8 1.1

-~ | - | - |o01]o01]04]05
01 |01 | 01| 01| 01 01 08
Main Public events -- -- 0.1 0.2 -- -- 0.2
Sources -- -- 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
of 10407 29| 54 66 |102]13.9

Alcohol | Had someone else buy it =501 39T ¢ 4~ g5 11[7
10 | 16 | 31 | 39 | 67 | 99 | 115

8 | 14| 25| 38| 53 65 87
02 02] 03] 05|04 1207
1| 21 3] 3| 4] 4| -5
30 | 48 | 62 | 65 | 6.7 | 66 | 55
24 | 39| 52| 49| 44 38 3.
23] 61| 87| 98 | 11.3| 83 | 6.9
23| 47| 73| 84| 88 74 7.7

Restaurants/bars/clubs

Person 21 or older

Took it from a store

Family members

)

Other ways
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Perceived Risk of Occasional and Binge Drinking. Table 2.12 represents data on the
perceived risk of occasional and binge drinking. For compargirposes state averages are
also included in the table. The shaded numbers are resgomseBorter County students and
directly below these numbers are the state averdgiest, when looking at occasional drinking,
there is a clear pattern where the perception of gheimvolved goes down as grade level goes
up. For example, 20.9% of‘@graders perceive no risk and this figure grows to 39.2% f8r 12
graders. Similarly, 17.7% of'6graders perceive a great risk in occasional drinking, but this

Table 2.12
Percentage Reporting Perceived Risk of Occasional and Bje Drinking:
Porter County and State Averages

ATOD, 2009,Indiana Youth Survey, 2009
Porter County figures are shaded

Activity Risk 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th
209 | 235 | 28.1 | 319 | 37.2 | 39.2 | 35.8
22.7 23.7 28.5 30.8 32.3 34.4 37.5
363 | 379 | 37.8 | 36.0 | 350 | 38.3 | 39.8
35.1 36.7 36.1 34.2 35.4 34.1 33.7
16.3 | 15.0 | 15.1 | 133 11.9 8.4 93
16.3 15.3 13.5 12.8 11.9 10.8 9.4
17.7 17.0 | 146 | 133 9.2 8.4 93

None

O

Occasionally| Slight
Consume
1-2 Drinks | Moderate

Greal 992 [ 178]| 159| 157 144 144 134
89 | 76 | 82 | 107 | 99 | 99 | 60
None 00 1 85 | 98| 98| 95| 96 98
| | Sight |14 | 148 | 150 | 18.4 | 210 | 222 | 232
Binge Drink 12.6 14.0 16.8 18.5 19.6 20.6 22.5
Weekly |\ ierate 283 | 312 | 32.8 | 311 [ 31.8 | 34.2 | 324
T 284 | 208| 302| 301] 304 309 307
Great | 438 | 395 | 385 | 348 | 31.8 | 204 | 321

42.2 41.2 37.1 35.0 33.6 32.9 30.8

number is almost halved to 9.3% for™graders. By the time students reach th8 geade,
75.6% perceive either no or only a slight risk in occadlgrhaving 1-2 drinks. There are not a
lot of differences between Porter County students arté steerages, but overall there is a
tendency for Porter County students to perceive leksirisccasional drinking. In particular,

52



Porter County students are less likely to see occagibimking as a great risk. These figures are
quite similar to the data from 2008.

As to the perceived risks in binge drinking, there ismoth change in the perception of
risk from 6" grade (8.9%) to the T2grade (6%). The percentage of students who perceive a
slight risk almost doubles from"q11.4%) to 12 grade (23.2%) and the percentage that see a
moderate risk only changes slightly. The largest chawcgars in the percentage who perceive a
great risk where 43.8% of'@yraders perceive a great risk and that figure drops to 32192t
graders. Comparisons to state figures are difficulttand to vary depending on the grade level
and the degree of risk. For example, a higher percentaBerter County 12 graders see a
greater risk in binge drinking than the state averageshbueverse is true fof"910" and 11",
graders. In general, however, the patterns that enmerdpe local data are similar to the state
averages. Overall, the Porter County figures are guitdas to those in 2008.

Peer Approval of Occasional Drinking. Critical to understanding why students drink is
their perception of their peer’'s approval of drinking.udgénts were asked if they thought their
peers strongly approved to strongly disapproved of eibleeasional or binge drinking. The
results are presented in Table 2.13. For comparative psrptzde averages are also included in
the table. The shaded numbers are responses from Pottety Gtudents and directly below
these numbers are the state averages. As indicabedpetcentage of students who perceive
their peers strongly approving of occasional drinking in@gascross grade levels reaching
12.2% for 18 graders. At the same time, the number who percheéie peers as approving runs
from 4.3% in the 8 grade to 34.8% in the T@yrade. Also, the perception of the number of their
peers who strongly disapprove drops from 55.4% in ‘fhgrade to 17.5% among tflz‘jraders.
Porter County students are much more likely to see fhears as approving and strongly
approving, and much less likely to see their peers asgirahsapproving of occasional
drinking than state averages. At the same time, wbempared to 2008, there is a tendency for
the percentage of Porter County students who see themns @s strongly disapproving of
occasional drinking to increase and the percentage approvdertne in 2009.

Peer_ Approval of Binge Drinking. When it comes to binge drinking the patterns are
similar, but the numbers are not quite as large. Istiegdy, as indicated in Table 2.14, while
still quite low, the percentage of students who perddiaetheir peers strongly approve of binge
drinking rises from 2.3% in"6grade to 7.9% in the fayrade. The perception of the number of
their peers who approve of binge drinking runs from 1.3%énél’ grade to 20.9% in the 12
grade. The perception of their peers as strong disapprdeelines from 63.8% in thd'grade
to 29.3% in the 12 grade. Overall, there is a slight tendency for Po@eunty students to
perceive their peers as being more approving, especfedlythe §' grade, than state averages
and less strongly disapproving of occasional drinkifipese figures indicate a degree of
improvement over the figures reported in the 2008 ATOD suwiély a slight decline in the
percentage of Porter County students approving of binge drinking.
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Table 2.13
Percentage Reporting Perceived Peer Approval of Occasionatinking:
Porter County and State Averages
ATOD, 2009;Indiana Youth Survey, 2009
Porter County figures are shaded

6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th| 11th | 12th

20| 38| 48] 75| 94 |109] 12.2
Strongly Approve— 36 5.4 6.2 7.6 88 106

. 43|93 |19.3]22.9] 29.2| 36.1| 34.8
S;ﬁ?j:ﬁgal"é APProve 7y e 8 1| 14.7 19.4] 24.4| 26.4] 30.
- 15.7|17.3| 195 20.3| 19.1] 19.4| 17.8
alcoholic Do Not Know g
drinks 14.3]16.7| 20.2| 21.7| 21.9| 22.0] 21.2
Disapprove | 108 14.5[12.7[12.1[12.2[ 10.4[ 0.4

12.1|12.8| 12.4| 12.8| 11.3| 10.9] 9.6

Strongly | 55.4| 45.6| 37.9] 30.0| 23.0| 17.3| 17.5

Disapprove | 56.5|50.2| 40.6| 32.2| 27.0| 24.7| 20.5

Table 2.14
Percentage Reporting Perceived Peer Approval of Binge Drking:

Porter County and State Averages
ATOD, 2009;Indiana Youth Survey, 2009
Porter County figures are shaded

Strongly | 23| 27| 37| 58| 73| 67| 7.9
Approve | 2.7 | 3.0| 43| 50 6.0 64 7.7
1.7 | 39| 87 |129|17.5|21.2| 20.9

Approve 361 6.9| 10.014.0| 15.8] 18.6
Binge Drink Do Not | 11.3| 13.6| 19.4| 17.4| 19.4] 21.2| 17.0
Weekly Know |10.6|12.7|16.6]| 19.4| 20.1| 21.0| 20.6
. 92 [11.2|12.4| 14.0| 135 14.6| 165
Disapprove

8.9 | 10.6) 12.4| 13.8] 13.7| 13.9] 14.3
Strongly | 63.8] 58.8| 49.5| 42.3] 35.6| 29.9| 29.3
Disapprove| 66.5| 61.4| 52.4| 44.0| 38.2] 35.7| 31.1

Parental Approval of Occasional Drinking. Responses to the questions about
perceived parental approval of occasional and binge drirddagresented in Table 2.15. For
comparative purposes, state averages are also included tablle. The shaded numbers are
responses from Porter County students and directly bdese numbers are the state averages.
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Students do not see their parents as strongly approvimecasional drinking, but the perception
that parents approve to some degree rises as grade leneglsies. For example, 2.4% d&f 6
graders perceive their parents as approving, but by theheyeate 19 graders, 11.3% say their
parents would approve of occasional drinking and another 18@2@6t know what their parents
think on this. Interestingly, the perception that tipgirents disapprove increases across grades
beginning with 4.2% in the"6grade and 18% in the 12grade. On the other hand, the
percentage perceiving their parents as strongly disapproviqs diom 73% in the "6grade to
45.6% in the 12 grade. The comparison to the state presents a mixastepic For Porter
County students there is a slightly higher percentagaasfe who strongly approve at theé"11
and 12" grade levels, and approve at thd'#0id 11" grades. At the same time, there is a higher
percentage of Porter County students who see their paemtdisproving the occasional
consumption of alcohol. In comparing the Porter Counigestt responses to 2008, there is a
tendency for the perception of parental disapprovalmagéddrinking to go down.

Table 2.15
Percentage Reporting Perceived Parental Approval of Occasion&l Binge Drinking:
Porter County and State Averages
ATOD, 2009;Indiana Youth Survey, 2009
Porter County figures are shaded

Question Approval g" | A g | 9" [ 10" | 12" | 12th

21120| 14| 18| 16| 26| 26

strongly Approve = T T 52 2.0, 2.0 21 2.2

Approve 24| 34|58]60]97]102]113

Occasionally 24| 36| 48| 6.00 7.2 8.6 115

consume Do Not Know 6.1 | 6.1 [10.2] 9.5 |10.1] 11.5] 13.2

1-2 alcoholic 6.4 | 7.4| 9.1| 9.9 10.812.3]| 13.8

drinks . 42| 75]80|11.1/12.2|14.8] 18.0
Disapprove

56| 6.3| 7.5/ 9.8 10.812.3|13.8
73.0| 70.4| 67.7] 63.9| 59.1| 55.3| 45.6
73.1| 71.9] 68.9] 64.4| 61.1| 57.4| 51.2
19|19 11]18|17]21] 21
24| 18| 20/ 18 19 1.8 1.8
07/04|14] 1835|2122
5| 8| 13] 17| 22 24 3.6
Binge Drink Do Not Know 40146 |1 69| 65| 79|65 6.0
Weekly 44| 50| 62| 7.0 7.8 89 10]0
34| 34|43]51]93[11.6|123
37| 41| 51| 67 79 9.8 114
77.5|79.1]80.1| 77.5| 71.2| 72.2| 68.4
79.0| 79.3| 77.9| 74.7| 72.1| 69.5| 65.4

Strongly Disapprove

Strongly Approve

Approve

Disapprove

Strongly Disapprove
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Except for the magnitude, the pattern in the way stugmmseive parental approval for
binge drinking is similar to that for occasional drinking iAdicated in Table 2.15, only 1.9% of
6" graders perceive parental approval of binge drinking andigeefonly rises to 2.1% for {2
graders. While perception of parental disapproval risessathe grades the number of students
perceiving their parents as strongly disapproving of binge aignérops from 77.5% to 68.4%.
Interestingly, beginning in thé"8yrade in nearly every grade approximately 7% of the students
do not know if their parents approve or disapprove of thwige drinking. There is a slight
tendency for Porter County students to see their paegyroving of binge drinking more than
state averages, but this is offset a bit because Rooi@enty students perceive their parents as
more strongly disapproving of binge drinking than state averddrese figures are quite similar
to the figures in the 2008 ATOD survey.

Participation in Afterschool Activities. In Chapter 1 data on participation in camps and
family events was presented. Here we add data in Tab& dh student participation in
afterschool activities. For comparative purposes stateages are also included in the table.
The shaded numbers are responses from Porter County tstuateh directly below these
numbers are the state averages. Data on the sametswiges unavailable for 2009, so the data
is from the 2008 ATOD reports. Inthe top part of thegattile percentages of students who are
involved in activities without adult supervision are present@the percentage of'6graders
reporting no days in after school activities without adulpervision is 36.8% and that figure
drops to only 6.6% for students in the"lgrade. At the other end, 6.7% of Porter Cour%y 6
graders report no adult supervision for 130-180 days per yeathahcdwumber increases to
17.7% for students in the ¥2jrade. Overall, Porter County students spend a good desaieof
after school without adult supervision. Additionally, theyport spending more unsupervised
time than other students from across the state.

The bottom half of Table 2.16 reports the percentageuoeasts who report spending
various amounts of time at home with adult supervisikRorter County students spend a good
deal of time both with adult supervision at home andhout it. Not surprisingly, the amount of
time spent at home with adult supervision declines wigtlgrevel. For example, 26% df 6
graders report spending 130-180 days at home with adult supervigiile, 14.6% of 12
graders report spending that much time with adult supervisi@ontrary to the data on
unsupervised time after school, Porter County students mppespend more time overall at
home with adult supervision than do students across thefrd®e state. For example, 6.1% of
6" grade students in Porter County spend no days at homedith supervision compared to
10.8% of &' graders across the rest of the state.
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Table 2.16
Percentage of Students Reporting Participation in Various afteSchool Activities
Porter County and State averages

ATOD, 2008
Porter County figures are shaded
o # of Days Grade
Activity
6" 7" g" g" | 10" | 11" | 12th
None 29.C 17.4 9.7 8.4 5.4 3.8 3.5
36.¢ 23.¢ 16.C 12.1 9.4 7.8 6.€
1-9 Days 18.2 18.5 15.C 11.€ 9.9_ 6.7 6.2
19.¢ 18.5 16.5 14.c 10.7 8.2 7.6
10-29 Days 11.§ 14.¢ 15.E 13.C 12.; 9.52 9.7_
Socialization 191.14 5? 14.E 14.C 12.: 11.: 10.;
Without Adult | 30-59 Days |2 bolas 161162 1) 16s
Supervision 7.8 11.C 12.¢ 14.C 14.€ 15.c 16.1

60-89 Days 7.6 9.9 14.2 16.2 18.2 18.4 18.7
5.4 8.4 11.4 13.¢ 15.1 16.€ 17.1
90-129 Days 6.4 10.4 13.¢ 15.C 16.5 21.7 20.5
5.1 7.8 10.€ 12.2 15.4 17.C 17.4
130-180 Days 7.? 11.2 14.C 16.:- 18.1 21.C 20._/
6.7 10.1 12.¢ 12.7 15.€ 17.5 17.4

6.1 7.7 5.8 6.1 4.¢ 4.8 5.4
10.€ 9.F 9.2 8.4 8.4 8.C 8.2
11.€ 8.6 8.7 8.C 7.€ 7.5 10.€
11.7 | 10.4 | 10.2 9.2 8.7 8.7 9.4
10-29 Days 8.7 8.8 11.1 | 104 | 134 | 11.7 | 122
9.4 9.C 9.C 10.1 | 10.2 | 21.C | 11k

At Home With 9.2 10.€ | 14.€¢ | 16.C | 15.¢ | 16.C | 19.1

. 30-59 Days

Adult Supervision y 8.4 10.1 | 11.¢ | 127 | 13.7 | 14.7 | 15.7
9.1 11.C | 12.€ | 14.2 | 152 | 16.2 | 15.€

90-129 Days 17.2 19'E 214 20.€ | 20.E | 19.4 | 17.¢
15.5 | 17.7 | 18.7 | 19.C | 19.c | 18.2 | 17.1

130-180 Days 25 | 24.2 | 17.¢ | 17.¢ | 144 | 16.1 | 14.¢
26.C | 231 | 20.C | 18.4 | 16.6 | 15.2 | 14.€

None

1-9 Days

College Student Survey

Reasons for Drinking. Respondents in the College Student Survey were asked many of
the same questions that were asked in the ATOD surVaple 2.17 reports the results for the
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reported reasons for drinking. As indicated, the most itapbreason is “to have a good time
with friends" (61.2%), followed by “to relax and relieve sem” (40.3%), “because it tastes
good” (33.8%), “to feel good or get high” (14.1%), and “becaddsocedom” (12.2%). While
the questions asked in this survey are different tharethnshe ATOD survey, comparisons can
be made. Looking at the college student responses cedhpathe 1% graders, both groups
indicate having a good time with friends is the number i@ason for drinking. After that, there
are some differences. College students seem to viewingland reliving tension as a much
more important reason for drinking than high schodl géaders. Both, however, seem to have
similar views about the role of relieving boredom andrthe of the taste of alcohol.

Table 2.17
Reasons for Drinking According to College Students in Porte€County, 2009
College Student Survey, 2009

Importance Level
Reasons for Drinking Important Ao N
Important
No drink 24.3% 75.7% 263
To experiment 7.2% 92.8% 263
To relax or relieve tension 40.3% 59.7% 263
To feel good or get high 14.1% 85.9% 263
To seek deeper i_nsights or 2 304 97 7% 263
understanding
To have a good time with friends 61.2% 38.8% 263
To fit in with a group | like 2.7% 97.3% 263
To get away from my problems 7.6% 92.4% 263
Because of boredom 12.2% 87.8% 263
Because of anger 4.2% 95.8% 263
To get through the day 2.7% 97.3% 263
To increase the effects of other drugs 0.4% 99.6% 263
To decrease the effects of other drugs| 0.0% 100.0% 263
To get to sleep 1.5% 98.5% 263
Because it tastes good 33.8% 66.2% 263
Because | am hooked 0.4% 99.6% 263
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Sources of Alcohol. The College Student Survey also asked a question abostduhee
of their alcohol. Table 2.18 presents the responsesatogtiestion. As indicated the major
source is at liquor stores and supermarkets (33.6%). Téerrdais figure is so high is because
the response groups all students ages 18-25 into this catepeng vias no way to distinguish
those persons who were under 21. Similarly, 13.7% goh@l@i bars, restaurants, or clubs. It
can be assumed that most of this was legal. It is napbto note, however, that a large
percentage of students (15.2%) — it can be assumed thesender 21 — had someone over 21
purchase it for them, and another 5.1% had someondwsit for them. Alcohol availability
then for persons under 21 does seem to relate to otherang likely of legal age purchasing the
alcohol for them.

Table 2.18

Percentage Reporting the Source of Alcohol: 18-25 Year Olds
College Student Survey, 2009

Source % N
No drink 25.0% 64

Liquor Stores/supermarkets 33.6% 86
Main | Restaurants/bars/clubs 13.7% 35
Sources | Had someone else buy it 5.1% 13
of Person 21 or older 15.2% 39
Aleohol e mily members 3.9% | 10
Other ways 3.5% 9
Total 100.00%| 256

Perceived Risk of Occasional and Binge Drinking.College students also were asked
about the perceived risks of occasional and binge drinkirgindicated in Table 2.19, 50.4% of
college students surveyed saw no risk in occasional dgnki0.9% saw only a slight risk, 5.6%
saw a moderate risk, and 3.2% saw a great risk. Ovimallis a substantially lower perception
of risk than for the 12 graders in the ATOD survey. As for binge drinking, 4.4% sawisk,
20.7% saw a slight risk, 43.8% saw a moderate risk, and 31.2%%a ggeat risk. With the
exception of the perception of moderate risk, the pemeutf risk among college students for
binge drinking is quite similar to that of"1graders in Porter County.
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Table 2.19

Perception of Alcohol Risks of 18-25 Year Olds
College Student Survey, 2009

_ No Slight Moderate Great
Drinking Risk | Risk Risk Risk |
Occasional Drinking 50.4% | 40.9% 5.6% 3.2% 252
Binge Drinking 4.4% | 20.7% 43.8% 31.1% 251

Perception of Approval of Friends and Family: Occasional and Bge Drinking.

Friends and Occasional Drinking College students also were asked about whether
their friends and family approved of occasional and bidgeking. Table 2.20 reports the
responses to these questions. College students genseallyheir friends as approving of
occasional drinking. In fact, 21.7% see their friends emgly approving and another 58.6%
see their friends as approving. Only 3.2% see their friaaddisapproving and 6.8% see their
friends as strongly disapproving. When these data ampa@d to 19 graders in Porter
County, there is a substantially different perceptibtheir friends approving or disapproving of
occasional drinking. College students see their friesdgparoving much more and disapproving
much less.

Friends and Binge Drinking. When it comes to college studemperception of their
friends approval of binge drinking, 7.2% see their frierglsteongly approving and 28.4% see
their friends as approving. Overall, college studentsiseie friends as disapproving of binge
drinking more than approving with 26.8% perceiving their frierglsliaapproving and 20% as
strongly disapproving. A total of 17.6% claim they do not knarat their friends think about
binge drinking. When compared to the responses Bfdgkaders in Porter County, college
students see a greater number of their friends as apgrao¥ibinge drinking and a smaller
number of their friends as strongly disapproving.

Family and Occasional Drinking. When it comes to how college students in Porter
County perceive their families’ view of occasional drinkinggst (57.2%) see their families as
approving, with 7.8% seeing their families as strongly aypgy and 49.4% seeing their
families as approving. Only 17.7% see their families asngty disapproving, 13.6%
disapproving, and 11.5% claim they don’t know their familieswon occasional drinking. Not
surprisingly, these figures are substantially differemintlior high school students in Porter
County. For example, while 17.7% of college studentstsgegarents as strongly disapproving
of occasionally drinking, 45.6% of high school seniorstee& parents as strongly disapproving.
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Family and Binge Drinking. Overwhelmingly (83.9%), college students see their
families as disapproving of binge drinking with 50.2% seeing tFemnilies as strongly
disapproving, and 33.7% seeing their families as disapprovingy 6.6% see their families as
approving, another .4% see their families as stronglycapmy, and 9.1% claim they don'’t
know. These figures are quite similar to those repdﬁeiﬂZh graders in Porter County except
that 68.4% of high school students see their familiestrasgly disapproving of binge drinking.

Table 2.20

Perception of Approval of Drinking of Friends and Family by 18-25Year Olds
College Student Survey, 2009

Approval Aig%r:/%l Approval I?r?gvt/ Disapproval Dissat;;(;))?gval N
Friends
Drinking Alcohol 21.7% 58.6% 9.6% 3.2% 6.8% 249
Binge Drinking 7.2% 28.4% 17.6% 26.8% 20.0% 250
Family _ _ _ _ ] ]
Drinking Alcohol 7.8% 49.4% 11.5% 13.6% 17.7% 243
Binge Drinking 0.4% 6.6% 9.1% 33.7% 50.2% 243

Risk Factors and the Consumption of Alcohol

Outlets, Expenditures, and lllegal Sales.General risk factors already have been
discussed. An additional part of the environment affggbatterns of alcohol consumption in
the community relates to the number of outlets forgalke of alcohol in the community, the
amount of money persons in the community spend on dlcahd the effectiveness of the
enforcement of the sale of alcohol to minors. Rd@eunty has a slightly lower per capita rate
for alcohol sale outlets than the entire state @80per 1000 persons, compared to .0020 per
1000 persons at the state level. At the same timeéerdsiof Porter County spend more money
on alcohol than does the average household in Indiathadhe nation. This includes spending
on all types of alcohol (beer, wine, and whiskey) and @sidg it to consume in the home,
away from home, or on trips. This data is reportedabld 2.21. A more specific picture of just
where the higher rates of spending in the county arertsaged in Figure 2.5. As indicated,
rates of spending are quite high across the county, érd #re several areas where consumption
rates are even higher. These include areas surroundingrtfee Urban areas like Valparaiso,
Portage, and Chesterton.
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The high rates of expenditures on alcohol are combivitd a sizeable percentage of
retail outlets that have failed tests and have sold aldohminors. As indicated in Table 2.22,
county-wide in 2007 78% of the outlets passed, but 22% were cseljhg to minors. That
figure jumped to a 42% failure rate in 2009. The areas tlobtheahighest failure rates included
Valparaiso (48%), Portage and Chesterton (41%), and Heb68n)( but Hebron only had 9
outlets checked.

Table 2.21

Spending on Alcohol in Porter County
Risk and Protective Factor Data, IPRC, 2009

Category of Alcohol Spending Porter Indiana U.S.
Annual Alcohol Spending per HH 657.0 557.0 617.0
Beer and ale not at home 91.0 78.0 86.0
Wine away from home 45.0 38.0 42.0
Whiskey away from home 75.0 63.0 70.0
Alcohol On Out-of-Town Trips 81.0 68.0 76.0
Beer and ale at home 195.0 165.0 | 183.0
Wine at home 105.0 89.0 99.0
Whiskey at home 26.0 22.0 24.0
Whiskey and other Liquor at Home 63.0 54.0 59.0
Median Household Income 65,260 51,385 | 51,684
Total Spending Per HH as % of Med. HH Income 1.0 1.10 1.2
Rank for Spending as % of Median HH Income 80 48 of 51
Year 2007 2007 2007
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Figure 2.5
Average Annual Alcohol Spending per Household

Averane Annual Spending on Alcohal per Household, 2008 est
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Table 2.22
Selling Alcohol to Minors in Porter County
Risk and Protective Factor Data, IPRC, 2009

Year 2007 | 2007 | 2007 | 2009 | 2009 2009
City % %_ Total % %_ Total
Pass | Fail Tests | Pass| Fail Tests
Beverly Shores 0 0 0 100 0 2
Burns Harbor 0 0 0 0 100 2
Chesterton 75 25 20 59 41 29
Hebron 0 0 0 33 66 9
Kouts 0 0 0 83 17 6
Michigan City 0 0 0 100 0 2
Ogden Dunes 100 0 1 0 0 0
Pines 0 0 0 100 0 2
PO Chesterton 0 0 0 50 50 2
Portage 79 21 24 59 41 54
Porter 50 50 2 83 17 6
Valparaiso 79 21 53 52 48 52
Wheeler 0 0 0 100 0 1
All County 78 22 100 58 42 167

Consequences of Alcohol Consumption: ATOD Study Data

The ATOD survey also asked questions concerning the comssxgueof ATOD
consumption. The actual survey did not generally distgtyifi the consequences were from
drugs or alcohol or both. The following data has been puoti section on alcohol, but keep in
mind the data includes results from drugs, tobacco, and/nall

Table 2.23 reports the responses from Porter County student®w often they had
nausea, memory loss, did poorly on a test, got intgha, fdamaged property, or had a hangover
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from ATOD use. As clearly indicated, there are rembriegative consequences from ATOD
use.

Those reporting consequences from ATOD use increasegvatie level. For example,
90.7% of &' graders report never experiencing nausea from ATOD conmnmptit that figure
drops to 53.8% for 12graders. At the same time, almost 20% df géaders report having had
nausea multiple times. Similarly, 90.6% of @rade students report never having had a
hangover, but for 2 graders that figure drops to 51.7% and almost a quarterenf thport
having had hangovers multiple times, including 5.2% reportangnly hangovers more than 11
times.

Following the same pattern, 91.4% &¥@raders report never having a memory loss and
that figure drops to 66.9% for 1raders. However, when asked about having done poorly on a
test, missed school, or damaged property, the increasess agrade levels are minimal being
around 5-6 percentage points. At the same time, byrteettiey reach the Tayrade, over 6%
of the students report having done poorly on a test, alt@%t report missing school, and 6%
report having damaged property as a result of ATOD consumpiiien asked about getting
into a fight the number increases across grade lerelsalmost 20% of 12graders indicate
they have gotten into a fight because of ATOD consiampiover 10% indicate fighting on
multiple occasions. Overall these data on conse@sese less than they were in 2008.

Additional data on the consequences of ATOD use arepted in Table 2.24. Rather
than asking the relative frequency of the particularseqoence, these questions simply asked
for yes or no responses. As indicated, the negativeeqaesces of ATOD consumption go up
with grade level. So, when asked if they had driven utigeinfluence or ridden with someone
who was under the influence, 7.1% &fgraders say yes, but that figure climbs 45.4% fdt 12
graders. It also is clear, but not as dramatic a change 6" to 12" grade, that use of alcohol
and drugs to fit in increases from 2.6% to 26.8%, use ofaodxss alone increases from 3.8% to
22.4%, forgetting things when high increases from 1.9% to 24&%, getting into trouble
increases from 2.1% to 15.2%. When it comes to being tadttdown on consumption, .8% of
6" graders report being told and that figure increases to ®B8¥%?" graders. These figures are
very similar to the data reported in 2008.

To put some of these numbers in perspective, not odl¢8l4% (which is a drop from
2008) of the 19 graders indicate they either drove or had driven withesm@ under the
influence of alcohol, but so did 44.2% of thé"igraders, and 39.9% of the"L@raders. In an
effort to grasp the magnitude of this, keep in mind thataetalking about almost one-half of
all 12" graders in Porter County reporting having driven underirifieence or ridden with
someone in the past year that was under the influeneghef drugs or alcohol. When projected
to the entire County, this indicates that over 1,000 stsdmimitted to this.
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Table 2.23
Consequences of Alcohol and Drug Consumption

ATOD, 2009
Grade
Condition | Frequency | 6th 7™ 8th 9th 10th | 11th | 12th
Never 90.7 83.4 | 79.8 72.7 66.2 62.0 | 53.8
Had Once 2.0 5.3 7.0 11.0 13.4 15.7 19.
nausea |( 2-10 times 0.7 3.8 8.1 10.9 14.2 12.1 16.8
11 + times 0.6 0.5 1.2 1.5 2.0 2.2 3.0
Never 91.4 | 86.9 82.6 76.9 71.3 | 71.6 | 66.9
miarLr(]joer‘y Once 17 | 33| 60| 77| 98| 105 111
loss 2-10 times 0.3 2.2 3.8 8.5 11.3 11.0 11.8
11 + times 0.2 0.3 0.9 2.7 2.9 3.9 3.2
Never 91.1 87.9 87.9 86.3 | 85.9 87.0 | 86.9
Poor on | Once 1.4 2.4 3.0 2.7 3.2 2.8 2.5
school test| 2-10 times 0.5 1.1 3.7 5.0 4.0 5.1 2.9
11 +times 0.1 0.9 0.9 1.9 2.8 15 0.9
Never 914 | 89.0 | 88.9 87.4 | 854 | 87.0 | 84.1
Missed | Once 0.8 1.6 2.8 3.0 3.9 3.5 2.3
school [ 2-10 times 1.0 1.7 2.9 4.0 4.3 4.9 5.0
11 + times 0.3 0.2 1.0 1.4 2.2 1.4 2.0
Never 895 | 853 | 83.0 804 | 775 | 79.1 73.3
Gotinto a | Once 2.1 2.6 6.0 5.6 7.0 6.9 8.2
fight 2-10 times 1.1 3.7 6.1 7.3 8.7 9.1 | 10.0
11 + times 0.9 1.0 0.8 2.2 2.9 1.4 1.4
Never 92.1 89.2 89.9 89.2 885 | 914 | 86.8
Damaged || Once 0.6 1.5 2.5 2.5 2.4 1.5 1.8
Property | 2-10 times 0.3 1.3 2.1 2.5 2.6 2.5 3.3
11 +times 0.1 0.6 0.6 0.9 1.2 0.8 0.9
Never 90.6 | 82.3 | 75.2 68.7 62.1 58.1 51.7
Had a Once 1.5 5.2 9.8 10.7 13.5 14.1 17.
Hangover | 2-10 times 1.4 4.7 9.6 14.2 15.7 21.1 19.7
11 +times 0.2 1.3 2.0 3.0 5.0 4.2 5.2
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Table 2.24

Additional Consequences of Alcohol or Drug Use
ATOD, 2008

Grade
6th 7th 8th 9th 10th | 11th | 12th

Driven/ ridden with person | No | 85.7 | 77.9 | 70.9 | 65.5 | 55.7 | 53.4 | 48.5

Condition

under the influence Yes | 7.1 | 155 24.7| 30.6 39.9 44p 454
Used alcohol/drugs to No | 90.3| 85.3 | 816 | 755 | 71.6 | 69.9 | 66.2
relax/ fit in Yes | 2.6 7.4 14.5| 20.7, 242 277 268
Used alcohol or drugs No | 88.6 | 826 | 788 | 745 | 72.7 | 71.4 | 71.0
alone Yes | 3.8 9.9 16.2| 21.6 231 258 22/4
Forgot things you did No | 879| 853 | 80.3| 75.3| 73.4 | 69.5 | 68.2
while high Yes | 1.9 | 59 | 14.1] 205 221 272 24)9

No | 88.3 | 86.8 | 87.7 | 87.5| 86.0 | 84.6 | 83.7
Yes | 0.8 3.0 5.7 7.9 9.4 12.2 8.8
No | 86.8| 859 | 83.2 | 825 | 80.9 | 789 | 78.0
Yes | 2.1 3.8 10.0) 12.§ 144 17.6 15)2

Had been told to cut down

Got into trouble

To illustrate the extent of the problem of driving under itifluence, Figure 2.6 plots the
percent of students who report driving under the influence byeglevel and then compares
these numbers to those reported by students acrosstthe Asais very clear, with the exception
of the 6" grade, Porter County students drive or ride with someader the influence more than
other students across the state and the magnitude différence increases with grade level. If
there is any “good news” in this data, these figures ingliaaglight decrease in 2009 in reported
driving under these conditions in most of the grades.
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Figure 2.6
Students Driving Under the Influence: Porter v. Sate
ATOD, 2009; Indiana Survey, 2009

507 45.4
(3] .
2 45 14.2 B
E 40 39.9
IS 6.4
@ - Porter\. 33.6
= 30.6 16
% 30 — State
5 24.7 5.4
2 25 13
Z 20
a 15.5
© 15
8
S 104 7174
o
1 B

O,

6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Grade

Consequences: School Suspensions and Expulsions.

Figure 2.7 reports the total number of suspensions and exmaifsom all Porter County
Schools. The data presented on the Department of Edluisatveb site does not separate the
data by alcohol, drugs, or weapons, but puts them all ineocategory. In addition, in this
category they do not distinguish suspensions from exmsls Given the data presented here,
there appears to be a small but relatively steadgaser from a low of 128 in 2000 to a high of
240 in 2006. Over the past three years, the number hameehsteady at this higher level.
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Consequences: Arrests for Public Intoxication Table 2.25 presents data on arrests
for public intoxication in Porter County by both age and fee the years 2003 through 2009.
The table is quite complex and detailed, but it indicatearly that across both time and age
groups many more males are arrested for public intoxicttem females. In fact, the rate runs
between 3 to 4 times more males than females beingtedracross both ages and time. In
addition, the number of public intoxication arrestsgisem 2003 through 2005, and then from
2006 through last year the number of arrests has declined.

Table 2.25
Porter County Arrests for Public Intoxication, 2003 — 2009
Porter County Sherriff's Report, 2009

Date Age
Sex 0-17 | 18-25| 26-34| 35-44| 45-54 | 55-64 | 65-74| 75+ | Total
F 0 19 16 39 7 0 1 0 82
2003 M 0 125 84 79 55 4 1 1 349
Total 0 144 100 118 62 4 2 1 431
F 0 26 20 35 18 2 0 1 102
2004 M 0 175 88 78 46 11 2 0 400
Total 0 201 108 113 64 13 2 1 502
F 0 36 23 37 16 2 0 0 114
2005 M 3 184 111 96 57 8 2 0 461
Total 3 220 134 133 73 10 2 0 575
F 0 34 27 32 26 2 0 1 122
2006 M 0 202 103 67 46 6 1 0 425
Total 0 236 130 99 72 8 1 1 547
F 0 32 28 28 16 4 1 0 109
2007 M 1 137 98 99 52 15 3 1 406
Total 1 169 126 127 68 19 4 1 515
F 0 25 22 25 19 3 2 0 96
2008 M 0 119 85 71 69 9 4 0 357
Total 0 144 107 96 88 12 6 0 453
F 0 30 23 24 11 1 2 0 91
2009 M 0 129 85 82 50 10 2 0 358
Total 0 159 108 106 61 11 4 0 449

The data also can be broken down more specifically by@agee what has happened to
various age groups across time. Figure 2.8 presents this Aatadicated, 18-25 year olds are
arrested for public intoxication much more than any odéigergroup, and this is the case in every
year from 2003 through 2009. The number of 18-25 years oldsearmeste from 144 in 2003 to
a high of 236 in 2006, and then declined in 2007 to 169 and to 144 in 2G88. ydar the
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number rose to 159. In very general terms, the numbarrests varies with the age of the
population; the older a person, the less likely theyaget arrested for public intoxication.

Number of Arrests

Figure 2.8
Porter County Arrests for Public Intoxication by Age, 2003-200'
Porter County Sheriff's Report, 2009
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Consequences: Arrests for Driving Under the Influence Table 2.26 presents data on

arrests for driving under the influence. There is alndostble the number of arrests for DUI
than there are for public intoxication. Once againt#ie is quite complex and detailed, but it
indicates clearly that across both time and age gro@rsg rmore males are arrested for DUI
than females. Approximately 3 to 4 times more males fieamles are arrested in all age
categories and in every year. In addition, the nurob®UI arrests does vary. It peaks in 2007
and then declines in 2008 and 2009.

The data also can be broken down more specifically byt@gee what has happened to
various age groups across time. Figure 2.9 presents this Alsiadicated, 18-25 year olds are
those who are arrested for DUI more than any otheigemdgo and this is the case in every year
from 2003 through 2009. The number of 18-25 years olds arregedroon 291 in 2003 to a
high of 382 in 2004. It declined in 2005 to 284, rose to 342 in 2007, andetbdhe past two
years to 288 in 2009. As in the case of arrests for puttbgication, and in very general terms,
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the number of arrests varies with the age of the pdpnjaand the older a person is the less
likely they are to get arrested for driving under the mfice.

Table 2.26
Arrests for Driving While Under the Influence of Alcohol 2003 - 2009
Porter County Sheriff's Department, 2009

Age

18-25 233' 35-44| 45-54 | 55-64| 65-74| 75+ | Total

F 57 40 78 22 4 2 0 203

2003 | M 234 | 209 | 167| 137 29 7 3 786
Total | 291 | 249 | 245 | 159 | 33 9 3 989

F 76 61 57 28 7 0 1 230

2004 | M 306 | 233| 202| 124 34 7 1 907
Total | 382 | 294 | 259 | 152 | 41 7 2 1137

F 59 59 60 30 6 0 0 214

2005| M 225 | 216| 157| 141 47 7 1 794
Total | 284 | 275 | 217 | 171 | 53 7 1 1008

F 57 52 72 35 8 2 0 226

2006 | M 259 | 229 | 218| 135 45 8 1 895
Total | 316 | 281 | 290 | 170 | 53 10 1 1121

F 74 85 72 47 7 0 0 285

2007 | M 268 | 238| 200| 166 48 12 1 933
Total | 342 | 323 | 272 | 213 | 55 12 1 1218

F 77 58 59 36 12 1 1 244

2008 | M 235 | 233| 193] 176 44 17 4 902
Total | 312 | 291 | 252 | 212 | 56 18 5 1146

F 74 58 52 35 7 1 0 2217

2009 | M 214 | 204 | 146 112 41 6 1 724
Total | 288 | 262 | 198 | 147 | 48 7 1 951
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Figure 2.9: Porter County Arrests
for Driving Under the Influence by Age 2003-200!
Porter County Sheriff's Reports, 2009
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Consequences: Alcohol Related Referrals to Adult Probation Another way of
looking at the consequences of alcohol consumption lisodo at the number of referrals to the
Porter County Adult Probation Department for alcohddtexl offensesRorter County Adult
Probation Report, 2009) These data refer to persons who were actually ceavi@ather than
simply arrested for alcohol related offenses. Tha #@atall referrals for the years 2002 through
2009 is presented in Figure 2.10. As indicated, the number dféfearals peaked in 2005 at
1615 and has declined slightly every year since. On avehnage are 3,214 referrals per year
with the average year having 1,417 (44%) referrals for alcadtatled offenses and 414 (13%)
drug-related offenses. In the average year, almost 6Q% @&ferrals to adult probation are for
drug and alcohol related issues. While alcohol referradtingel in the past year, referrals for
drug related offenses increased slightly.
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Figure 2.11 presents data on only alcohol-related refea@dult Probation. The data is
divided into two parts, formal probation where regulgroréing is required and administrative
probation where formal reporting is not required. Thenloer of alcohol referrals increased
slightly over the years, but has recently declinedhtiiig As indicated, most probation is of a
less formal, administrative type. On average, 26%eddrrals per year are put on formal
probation.

Figure 2.10
Referrals to Adult Probation
Adult Probation Report, 2009
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Figure 2.11
Referrals to Adult Probation for Drugs and Alcohol
Porter County Probation Report, 2009
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Consequences: _Alcohol Related Referrals to Juvenile Probati. Figure 2.12
presents data on the number of alcohol related offerefesred to Porter County Juvenile
Probation from 2005-200&6rter County Juvenile Probation Report, 2D0&s indicated, there
were 272 in 2005, 378 in 2006, 329 in 2007, and 330 in 2008.
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Figure 2.12

Alcohol Related Offenses Referred to Porter County Juveral Probation, 2005-2008
Porter County Juvenile Probation Report, 2008
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Comparing Alcohol Related Arrests to Other Indiana Counties

The data in Table 2.27 list the arrests and arrest fatedriving under the influence
(DUI), public intoxication, and liquor law violations inl @ounties in Indiana with a population
greater than 100,000 for the year 2087ate Epidemiological Report, 2009This allows us to
look at some additional County data and also compare dhigher counties across the state.
Porter County with a rate of 5.67 per 1,000 people has”ﬂllﬁghest arrest rate for DUI of the
17 counties. This is a higher rate than the state’sftgtaie of 5.08 per 1,000. Porter County’s
arrest rate for public intoxication is 2.3 per 1,000 persersch places it 18 among the
counties listed and less than the state average of Bs5to arrests for liquor law violations,
Porter County has a rate of 3.93 per 1,000 which rafisghest among the listed counties and
substantially higher than the state average of 2.37.
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Table 2.27

Arrest Rates for DUI, Public Intoxication and Liquor Law Violations Select Counties, 2007
State Epidemiological Report, 2009

Number

Liquor
Number DUI Number of Public of Arrests Law
of Arrests for . for o
County Arrest . Intoxication _ Violation
ATestS | " ote Public | )\ rest Rate | Liduor Arrest
for DUI Intoxication Law
o Rate
\/iolations
LaGrange 119 3.16 43 1.14 126 3.35
Saint Joseph 862 3.23 160 0.6 385 1.44
Hamilton 902 3.44 246 0.94 575 2.19
Marion 3,072 3.55 5,634 6.51 282 0.33
Madison 526 4.04 568 4.36 395 3.04
Hendricks 588 4.35 188 1.39 280 2.07
Monroe 534 4.35 564 4.59 1,236 10.04
Elkhart 886 4.42 437 2.18 481 2.4
Delaware 568 4.97 300 2.63 77 0.67
State Total 32,232 | 5.08 22,229 3.5 15,066 2.37
Johnson 724 5.31 203 1.49 578 4.24
Porter 918 5.67 372 2.3 637 3.93
Tippecanoe 900 5.73 973 6.19 858 5.46
Vanderburgh | 1,031 5.94 719 4.14 103 0.59
Clark 626 5.99 475 4.54 286 2.74
Allen 2,132 6.1 789 2.26 185 0.53
Vigo 739 7.2 348 3.39 320 3.12
Lake 3,679 7.43 2,462 4.79 1,333 2.69

77



Alcohol Related Collisions and Death. Table 2.28 presents data on motor vehicle
collisions and deaths by Indiana County for 2007 (Statddgmpblogical Report, 2009). The
table includes data from the most populated counties ist#te;those which have a population
of over 100,000 persons. In Porter County in 2007 there wé€¥ Seported collisions, with
299 of them being alcohol related. There were 27 faths$ioms, with 9 of them being alcohol
related. The rate of alcohol related crashes per 1,080lepen Porter County is .06, which is
higher than the state rate of .03 and ranks Porter Cauttityhe highest rate among the 17 most
populous counties in the state.

Table 2.28

Alcohol-Related Collisions and Fatalities in Indiana by Couny, 2007
State Epidemiological Report, 2009

Alcohol- Alcohol-
Total Alcohol- Total Related Related
County Collisions Re!a_ted Fatgl Eatal Crash Rate
Collisions | Collisions Collisions (Per 1,_000
population)
Hamilton 6,634 230 13 3 0.01
Allen 12,139 591 20 4 0.01
Johnson 3,143 143 12 3 0.02
Clark 4,371 222 12 2 0.02
Tippecanoe 7,602 335 13 4 0.02
Saint Joseph 8,058 404 21 5 0.02
Hendricks 3,802 148 14 4 0.03
State Total 205,451 9,411 722 218 0.03
Madison 4,447 219 12 4 0.03
Delaware 4,427 190 6 3 0.03
Vanderburgh 6,044 319 15 5 0.03
Lake 18,562 967 43 17 0.03
Marion 28,493 1,170 83 35 0.04
Elkhart 6,961 271 25 8 0.04
Monroe 4,349 210 11 5 0.04
Vigo 3,647 182 16 5 0.05
Porter 5,407 299 27 9 0.06
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Consequences: Alcohol Related Deaths in Porter Countyl'he data on deaths related
to alcohol in Porter County is presented in Table 2.29. owlicg to the Porter County
Coroner’s Report, there was one death in Porter Canrgf09 that was due to alcohol toxicity.
The report also indicates whether or not there vadsohol involved” in a death. This does not
mean that alcohol was the “cause” of death, but the® some involvement of alcohol. The
alcohol blood level also is reported for each of thesghde Table 2.29 represents our analysis
of the Coroner's data and lists deaths where alcolad tWnvolved.” It is important to
emphasize that this is our analysis of the data anthadZoroner’s office.

Table 2.29

Porter County Alcohol Related Deaths
Porter County Coroner’s Report, 2009

Cause of Death Age Sex| Alcohol Level

Alcohol Toxicity 45 | M 0.28

Alcohol Involved: Other incidents

Accident 49 | F -
36 | M 0.15

Motor Vehicle Accidents 26 | M 0.23
33 F 0.27
30 | M 0.29
36 | M 0.29
24 | M 0.48
9 F 0.03
23 | M 0.14
25| M 0.12
33| M 0.17

Natural Causes 56| M 0.17
58 | F 0.04
63 | M 0.06
50 | M 0.17
47 | M 0.07
54 | M 0.20
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There were 18 alcohol related deaths reported by then€os office in 2009, down
from 25 for 2008. Two of the deaths were accidents, nine wetor vehicle accidents, and six
were ruled as “natural causes,” but alcohol was presetitei person’s system at the time of
death. As indicated in the table, almost all of thesges involved in the accidents were quite
intoxicated with the blood levels of several of thernthie .20 or above and one with a .48 level.

Emergency Room Treatments: Alcohol and Drug-Related. Another perspective on
the consequences of alcohol and drug use in Porter Coumtbecgeen from the number of
persons treated at the emergency room at Porter Hospitalew data collection system has
been established at the hospital entitled DAWN, whicdnddg for Drug Abuse Warning
Network. Sponsored by the Department of Health and HuBeavices, the system collects data
on all drug related treatments at emergency rooms asaasno track drug use. The data was
available for 2008, but for 2009 the federal government changetulds for distributing this
data and, at this point in time, we are not allowedee these figures. The 2008 data is
presented here because it the best and most receatvddsdle.

Table 2.30 presents data on all drug and alcohol relatadhée at both campuses of
Porter Hospital. As indicated, there were a total of G8atments, 441 at the Valparaiso
Campus and 194 at the Portage Campus. A total of 111 ofweesedabeled suicide attempts
and 144 of them labeled as persons seeking detoxificatiototahof 354 (55.7%) were male
and 281 (44.3%) were female. The data is broken down by dggure 2.13. As indicated,
there were 101 persons under 17 years of age, 168 in the 18-8rbape 182 in the 25-34 age
group, 103 in the 45-54 age group, and 23 in the 55 and over group.

Table 2.30
Treatments at Porter Hospital Emergency Room: Alcohol and Dug Related, 2008
DAWN, 2008
Valparaiso | Portage | Total
Type of Case (2008) (2008) | (2008)
Suicide attempt 73 38 111
Seeking detox 134 10 144
Alcohol only (age < 21) 43 19 62
Malicious poisoning -- -- --
Other 191 127 318
TOTAL 441 194 635
Male 242 112 354
Female 199 82 281
TOTAL 441 194 635
5 years and younger -- -- --
6-11 years -- 1 1
12-17 years 63 37 100
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Table 2.30 Continued
Treatments at Porter Hospital Emergency Room: Alcohol and Dug Related, 2008

Number of Treatments

200

DAWN, 2008
Valparaiso | Portage | Total
Type of Case (2008) (2008) | (2008)
18-20 years 60 35 95
21-24 years 50 23 73
25-29 years 66 23 89
30-34 years 68 25 93
35-44 years 79 24 103
45-54 years 39 19 58
55-64 years 10 4 14
65 years and older 6 2 8
Not documented -- 1 1
TOTAL 441 194 635
Figure 2.13

Emergency Room Treatments Drugs and Alcohol by Ac

DAWN Report, 2008
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Emergency Room Treatments for Alcohol. The data on the alcohol related
treatments at Porter Hospital is presented in Table 2.3lindAcated, there were a total of 231
treatments, 166 at the Valparaiso Campus and 65 at the PQaagaus. Of these, 41 were
considered suicide attempts and another 38 were claszifjgelsons seeking detoxification. A
total of 140 (60.6%) of these were male and 91 (39.4%) femHEhe. data were broken down
further by age in Figure 2.14. There were 47 persons 17 and, @&léetween 18-24, 43
between 25-34, 44 between 35-44, 29 between 45-55, and 5 over thie5&geWhen it comes
to purely alcohol related treatments at the hospiaérgency room, the 18-24 year age group
has the most treatments. The second most frequegtragye includes those 17 years of age and
under.

Table 2.31
Treatments at Porter Hospital Emergency Room: Alcohol Relatk 2008
DAWN, 2008

Valparaiso | Portage | Total | Total

Drug (2008) | (2008) | (2008) | (2009)

Alcohol 166 65 231
Suicide attempt 29 12 41

Seeking detox 34 4 38
Alcohol only (age < 21 43 19 62
Malicious poisoning -- - --
Other 60 30 90

TOTAL 166 65 231
Male 100 40 140

Female 66 25 91

5 years and younger -- — -

6-11 years -- 1 1
12-17 years 30 16 46
18-20 years 26 13 39
21-24 years 17 7 24
25-29 years 17 5 22
30-34 years 16 5 21
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Table 2.31 Continued

Treatments at Porter Hospital Emergency Room: Alcohol Relatk 2008

DAWN, 2008
Dru Valparaiso | Portage | Total | Total
9 (2008) (2008) | (2008) | (2009)
35-44 years 35 9 44
45-54 years 23 6 29
55-64 years 2 2 4
65 years and older -- 1 1
Not documented -- -- --
TOTAL 166 65 231
Figure 2.14
Emergency Room Treatments for Alcohol by Ag
D AWN, 2008
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Consequences: Hospital Costs Related to AlcoholAnother consequence of the
consumption of alcohol is actual monetary cost. Wdifécult to determine, data is available
on the diagnosis, the amount of time spent, and tlaé ¢ost of each person discharged at each
hospital in the State of Indiana. The data in TabB2 2s for persons discharged from Porter
Hospital between 2003 and 2006 for alcohol related ilinessdmia Hospital Discharge Data,
2006. More recent data is not currently available. Tamber of patients over the time period
has gone down gradually from a high of 295 patients in 2005 ton22006. Similarly, the total
number of days spent in the hospital for alcohol eelalinesses has gone down from a high of
867 in 2004 to 675 days in 2006. At the same time, the average nafmieeys has gone up
very slightly from 2.9 to 3.1. However, despite thedo number of persons and number of days
the total cost of alcohol related illnesses has gonearp $1,568,099 in 2003 to $1,834,825 in
2006; a 14.5% increase despite an almost 20% decrease in the rnampatients treated.
During the entire period, alcohol-related illnesses adstal of $6,793,299.

Table 2.32
Porter Hospital Discharge Statistics for Alcohol-Relatedncidents, 2003-2006
Indiana Hospital Discharge Data, 2007

2003 2004 2005 2006 Total
Number of Patients 274 295 245 220 1034
Total Money $1,568,099 $1,772,472 $1,617,903 $1,834,825 $6,793,299
Total Days 800 867 764 675 3106
Average Days 2.9 2.9 3.1 3.1 3.0
Average Charge $5,722.99| $6,008.38 $6,603.69  $8,340.146,569.92

Consequences: Porter County Residents Admitted to Pa@t-Starke Services for
Alcohol Abuse. The data in Table 2.33 presents a breakdown by age and Hex pérsons
treated at Porter-Starke Services for alcohol abube.tdble is quite detailed and the trends in it
are difficult to discern. To illustrate the pattemsre clearly, the data were broken down and
put into two separate figures. In Figure 2.15, you can seeeahds over time for all persons and
then see the differences between males and femalassindicated, there has been a steady
increase in the total number of patients treated fromvapfd392 patients in 2005 to 619 in 2008
which represents an increase of 58%. While there afevi@r females in the entire group, over
the same time period, their numbers have increased by 8PB& largest increases for all
categories occurred in the past year.
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The data presented in Figure 2.16 is broken down by the agksnts across time. Most
age groups have remained steady over time except fondteases among persons between 25
and 44 and those over 55. The 18-25 year old group has remaiagy thi®ughout the period,
generally running between 70 or 80 per year, and treatmentsgatinis age group have even
decreased in the past year.

Table 2.33
Porter County Resident Substance Abuse Clients Seen afty at

Porter-Starke Services: Alcohol, 2004-2008
Porter-Starke Services Report, 2008

12& | 13- | 18- | 26- | 35- | 45- | 55- | 65-
Age |inder| 17 | 25 | 34 | 44 | 54 | 64 | 74 | T°F
Females| O 4 | 21| 38 | 53 | 66 | 18 | 4 0
2008| Males 0 4 | 49| 105| 107 100 36 9 5
Total 0 8 | 70 | 143 | 160 | 166 | 54 | 13 | 5
Females 0 3 17 27 42 35 7 1 0
2007 Males 0 2 | 61 | 71| 76 | 73 | 16 | 3 1
Total 0 5 | 78| 98| 118/ 108 23 4 1
Female | O 3 | 26| 20 | 49 | 35 | 8 1 0
2005 Males 0 1 | 54| 51| 77| 70| 17| 3 3
Total 0 4 | 80 | 71 | 126 | 105 | 25 | 4 3
Female 0 0 14 16 51 24 5 2 0
2005| Male 0 3 | 62 | 56 | 85 | 63 | 10 | 1 0
Total 0 3 | 76 | 72| 136 87| 15 3 0
Female 0 3 10 22 50 34 7 0 2
o004 Male 0 2 | 72| 71| 107] 7| 17| 4 1
Total 0 5 | 81| 93 | 157 | 91 | 24 | 4 3
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Number of Treatments

Figure 2.15
Porter-Starke Treatments for Alcohol 2004-2008
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Number Admitted

Figure 2.16
Porter Starke Alcohol Treatments by Age and Year
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Chapter 3
Tobacco

Introduction

The following section discusses tobacco use in Powenty. The primary focus is on
youth, and this section relies almost exclusively an ATOD survey given to all students in
grades 6-12 in Porter County in 2008 and 2009. This data is suppdehi®ntata from the
Porter County College Student Survey.

Consumption: ATOD Study

The ATOD survey discussed in the previous chapters askegl Bmtinty students about
their use of tobacco. The focus was on the use g#Ereites, cigars, pipes, and smokeless
tobacco. The use of pipes referred to smoking tobaceopipe, the use of a water pipe, or a
Hookah. Students were asked about their daily, monthly, §rew lifetime use of most of
these various types of activities. In addition, the&yenasked about their perception of the risk,
peer approval, and parental approval of smoking cigarettes.data also wasoken down and
comparisons made by sex. The following presents the resptmshese questions.

Cigarettes

The ATOD survey included questions about the daily, montnypual, and lifetime use
of cigarettes. In addition, students were asked abeiut perception of the risk, peer approval,
and parental approval of smoking cigarettes. The follownogides a summary of the responses
to these questions.

The Daily Use of Cigarettes.Table 3.1 presents Porter County students responses to the
guestion about the daily use of cigarettes in both 2008 and 2089indicated, in 2009 there is
a steady increase with grade level in the number of studdrdssmoke cigarettes daily. Only
1.1% of " graders report the daily use of cigarettes, while 3.0%hef" graders, 5.0% of the
8" graders, 8.9% of thé"qraders, 13.1% of the Y1@raders, 18.5% of fgraders, and 17.7%
of 12" graders report using cigarettes on a daily basis. Atstlevery grade level, 2009 figures
exceed those of 2008.

Table 3.1

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Daily Use ofiGarettes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Level of Use| 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Daily (2008) | .8 21| 50| 8.2 123 158 172
Daily (2009) | 1.1 | 3.0 | 50 | 89 | 13.1| 185 17.7
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Monthly Use of Cigarettes. Table 3.2 reports the responses of Porter County students
to questions about the use of cigarettes in the past ménmtR009, cigarette use increases with
grade level. The percentage of students who never usedtiggdrethe past month in th&' 6
grade is 95.8% and that number drops to 73.1% f8rgraders. When asked if they have
smoked cigarettes a few times in the past month, only df8¥% graders say yes, and that figure
increases to almost 10% (8.9%) fof"igraders. Only .6 of a percent df §raders report using
from 1-5 cigarettes daily in the past month and that fijnoeeases to 9.8% among™graders.
The percentage of students who report smoking % pack penctegses from .1% of'yraders
to 4.3% of 13 graders. Similar patterns are found for persons smdki packs and more than
2 packs per day. Only 1.3 % of 12th graders smoke 1 % packs pandanly .9% of 12
graders report smoking more than 2 packs per day in thenoash. In all grades excepf @and
11" there is an increased level of cigarette use in 2009.

Table 3.2

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Cigarettes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Level of Use 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 97.0| 945 | 87.8| 83.5| 78.7| 749 | 72.6
Never (2009) 958 921|859 83.0| 75.1 71.9| 73.1
Few Times (2008) 12 | 25,61 72| 85 | 87 | 9.9
Few Times (2009) 15, 36 | 74 | 70 | 114 | 9.1 | 89

1-5/day (2008)
1-5/day (2009)

13| 27| 42 58 | 74 | 79

16 | 28 | 43 | 49 | 94 938

14| 23 | 3.2 | 42 | 438

%, pack/per day (2009)

4
6
Y% pack/per day (2008) 2
1
1

1 Pack per day (2008) 4 9 20| 28 | 3.0

3
A4 10| 18 | 42 | 44 | 43
1
3

1 Pack per day (2009) -- 5 1.2 | 28 30 | 2.2
1 1/2 per day (2008) 1 - 1 1 5 5 | 1.2
1 1/2 per day (2009) -- 2 3 3 4 4 5
2+ Pack/day (2008) 1| 4 4 | 7 8 9 | 4
2+ Pack/day (2009) 4 | 5 3 14| 8 | 13 .9
Total (2008) 2.1 46| 111 154 20.8 245 272
Total (2009) 26 | 6.6 | 12.3| 148 | 245 | 27.6 | 26.6
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The Annual Use of Cigarettes Students also were asked if they had smoked cigarettes
in the past year and, if so, how many they had smoke@008, the percentage of persons not
smoking in the past year drops from 93.6% in tfiegBde to 60.9% in the f2yrade. Those
who smoked a few times increases from 2.9% in thgrade to 17.8% in the Tayrade. Only
1.0% of 8" graders smoked 1-5 cigarettes per day in the past yeathandumber gradually
increases and reaches 11.3% in tH8 grade. As the number of cigarettes smoked per day goes
up, the number of students who smoke that many declinethe I#' grade, .3% of the students
smoked % pack per day. While the number gradually increaseslyitreaches 5.0% for {2
graders. Similarly, when smoking up to a pack a day, 1% pacldageor even two packs per
day, the percentages of persons who report smoking that imcrelases with each grade, but
never gets very high. For example, only 3.3% dt geaders smoke a pack a day, .3% df 12
graders smoke 1 % packs a day, and 1.0% Bfgtaders smoke 2 or more packs a day. Except
for the 13" grade, students in 2009 report more smoking on an annual tsis 2008.

Table 3.3
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use @igarettes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Level of Use 6th 7th 8th 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
None (2008) 944 | 90.0| 80.1 | 75.1 | 68.3 | 64.6 | 59.0
None (2009) 93.6 | 87.1 | 785 | 725 | 67.3 | 60.6 | 60.9

Few Times (2008) 3.1 6.1 | 11.4 | 136 | 16.7 | 16.5| 204

Few Times (2009) 2.9 75 | 124 | 143 | 16.8 | 18.1 | 17.8

1-5/day (2008) 7 19 | 44 | 58 7.2 8.2 | 9.7
1-5/day (2009) 10 | 31 | 45 | 6.6 6.6 8.6 | 11.3
Y% pack/per day (2008)| -- 3 1.6 2.7 3.9 5.8 5.6

Y% pack/per day (2009)| .3 1.6 3.0 | 49 6.1 5.0

6
1 Packperday (2008)) .1 | .2 | 9 | 1.1 18 | 28 | 35
4

1 Pack per day (2009)| -- .8 1.8 25 | 41 3.3

11/2 per day (2008) | .1 | -- - 1| 6 | 6 | 8

1 1/2 per day (2009) A -- A 3 5 4 3

2+ Packiday(2008) | .1 | 3 | 4 5 | 8 | 6 | .4
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Table 3.3 Continued

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use @igarettes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Level of Use 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th = 1lth | 12th
2+ Pack/day (2009) | .4 2 6 5 8 16/ 10

Total (2008) 41 | 88 | 187 | 23.8| 31 | 345 404

Total (2009) 43 | 11.8| 200 265 | 32.1 | 38.9 387

Lifetime Use of Cigarettes. Table 3.4 presents the responses to questions about the
lifetime use of cigarettes. The possible responses ifiexetit than in previous tables. As
indicated in 2009, 91.1% of'6graders have never smoked cigarettes in their lifetiames that
figure drops to 50.4% of students in thé"Iade. The use of cigarettes increases for alldevel
of use and accelerates a bit when students get to higblsofincreases through the"2

Table 3.4

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Cigarettes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Level of Use 6th 7th 8th 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 90.7| 854 | 716 | 67.0| 58.3 | 54.7 | 48.1
Never (2009) 91.1| 809 | 704 | 635 | 575 | 496 | 504

Once or twice (2008) 6.8 | 83 | 147 | 13.6| 154 | 144 | 15.0

Once or twice (2009) 6.1 | 109 | 13.8| 13.2| 13.8| 15.0 | 15.1

Occasionally (2008) 7 | 27| 57| 92 |111| 124/ 154
Occasionally (2009) 8 | 31| 80 | 103|124 | 13.9| 14.9
Past Regularly (2008) 9 | 19| 34| 35| 47 | 48 | 66
Past Regularly (2009) 9 | 29| 29| 45| 34| 46 | 50
Current Regularly (2008) | .5 | 1.2 | 43 | 6.2 | 10.2| 13.5| 14.3
Current Regularly (2009) | .8 | 1.8 | 46 | 8.1 | 12.6| 16.4 | 14.4
Total (2008) 89 | 141 281 325 414 451 513
Total (2009) 8.6 | 18.7 | 29.3 36.1 42.2 | 49.9 | 49.4
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grade. The responses indicate that 12.6% Bfdr@ders, 16.4% of i"graders, and 14.4% of

12" graders consider themselves regular users of cigare®silarly, 12.4%, 13.9%, and

14.9% of 18, 11", and 13' graders respectively consider themselves occasional o$ers
cigarettes. With the exception df &nd 13' graders, reported lifetime use increased in 2009

State _and Porter County Comparisons.Table 3.5 presents comparisons between
monthly cigarette use by Porter County students and dilndergs across the state. As with the
case of the comparisons with alcohol use, the nusnbethe table represent the absolute size of
the difference between local and state rates eguess percentage points. Differences are
presented only when there is a statistically significafference between state and local numbers
at the p < .05 level. This means that differenceslainge would occur less than 5 times out of
100 by pure chance, suggesting that it is not chance or erréo daenpling. Rather, differences
this large suggest it is very likely that actual differen@e the populations. Note where no
numbers are presented, there are no statistically isgmifdifferences on this measure. Positive
numbers indicate Porter County students have a greatermaftusage and negative numbers
indicate cigarette use at a lesser rate than the state

Most cells in Table 3.5 are blank indicating that pagteshusage at those levels are
statistically identical to state averages. Porter Gostudents exceed state averages in lifetime
use at the Band 11" grades. Other areas where Porter County studentsdestae averages
include annual usage by'89", 10" and 11" graders, monthly use by'&nd 18 graders. To
get a more visual picture of the comparisons in Table 3duré&i3.1 compares Porter County
data on the use cigarettes with state averages for 2008king at the pattern in all the data,
there seems to be a slight increase in cigarette usegaRorter County students in 2009.

Table 3.5
Percentage Difference Between Statewide and Porter Coyn$tudents: Cigarettes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) | -- | -23 | 2.6 | - - - | 33
Lifetime (2009) | -- - | 43 | - - | 79 | -
Annual (2008) -- -- 2.2 -- 3.1 3.2 4.5
Annual (2009) = = 3.2 45 | 4.7 7.7 -
Monthly (2008) | - - - - - | 33| -
Monthly (2009) | -- -- 2.5 - 6.4 -- --

Daily (2008) - - - - - | 26 | -
Daily (2009) = = = - - - -
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Figure 3.1
Significant Differences Between Porter County Stuents and State
Averages: Cigarettes
ATOD, 2009
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Sex Differences in_Cigarette_Smoking.Data comparing smoking between males and
females in 2009 is presented in Tables 3.6 through 3.8. As iedjeghen you look at monthly,
annual, and lifetime cigarette smoking there is not awaygreat deal of difference between
males and females. The one relatively consistenenpats that males tend to smoke more in
most categories, especially those indicating morgufeat use, and the gaps, while not often
large between males and females, tend to increashigher the grade level and the larger
guantities of use. This is a pattern that is similah&b found in the 2008 ATOD data.
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Table 3.6
Sex Differences in Porter County Students Monthly Use dfigarettes
ATOD, 2009

Percentage Reporting Use

Grade Sex N Few 15 1/2 1 181/2 2+
one . Cigarettes
times Iday pack/day | pack/day || pack/day | pack/day
Male 95.3 1.3 .8 2 -- -- il
6th
Female 96.5 1.7 2 -- -- -- .2
—th Male 91.1 3.4 2.2 .6 -- .2 .6
t
Female 93.0 3.7 .9 2 4 .2 A4
ath Male 87.9 6.2 2.3 7 7 .2 7
t
Female 84.5 8.5 3.3 1.2 A4 A4 --
oth Male 81.2 7.0 4.1 2.5 2.0 il 1.2
t
Female 84.9 6.8 45 1.3 A4 2 1.3
10th Male 73.5 11.0 5.5 3.6 3.6 .6 1.5
t
Female 76.9 11.5 4.2 4.8 2.0 2 .2
11t Male 69.0 8.9 9.8 5.2 4.0 .6 1.7
t
Female 74.5 9.3 9.0 3.8 2.3 .3 .8
Male 72.0 9.9 9.9 51 7 7 1.0
12th
Female 4.7 7.8 8.9 3.6 3.9 A4 7
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Table 3.7
Sex Differences in Porter County Students’ Annual Use dTigarettes

ATOD, 2009
Percentage Reporting Use
Grade | Sex |~ | Few 1-5 s 1 1&1/2 2+
times | Cigarettes/day pack/day | pack/day pack/day | pack/day
Male 95.3 1.3 .8 2 -- -- 4
6th
Female| 95.0 3.1 2 2 -- 2
2th Male 91.1 3.4 2.2 .6 -- 2 .6
t
Female| 88.3 7.4 2.6 -- 9 -- --
ath Male 87.9 6.2 2.3 A A 2 A
t
Female| 76.7 14.2 4.3 2.3 .6 -- 4
oth Male 81.2 7.0 4.1 2.5 2.0 4 1.2
t
Female| 73.2 15.8 6.4 2.1 1.5 2 2
10th Male 73.5 11.0 5.5 3.6 3.6 .6 15
t
Female| 67.8 18.3 6.0 4.6 2.2 4 2
11th Male 69.0 8.9 9.8 5.2 4.0 .6 1.7
t
Female| 61.0 20.3 8.0 5.5 3.8 3 5
Male 72.0 9.9 9.9 5.1 A A 1.0
12th
Female| 62.6 16.0 114 5.0 4.3 -- T




Table 3.8

Sex Differences in Porter County Students’ Lifetime Us of Cigarettes
ATOD, 2009

Percentage Reporting Use

Grade Sex Never Once or Occasionall Past Current
twice y Regularly Regularly
Male 90.2 7.0 A4 1.1 .8
6th
Female 92.1 5.3 9 4 .6
—th Male 79.6 10.3 3.8 3.0 2.8
t
Female 82.2 11.5 2.4 2.8 4
8th Male 71.3 14.8 6.2 3.2 4.3
t
Female 70.1 12.6 9.5 2.7 4.9
oth Male 62.6 12.5 9.8 4.3 10.2
t
Female 64.7 13.8 10.6 4.7 6.0
Male 57.1 14.0 11.7 34 13.6
10th
Female 58.1 13.9 12.9 3.2 11.7
L1th Male 49.4 14.1 13.2 4.0 19.0
t
Female 50.0 15.8 14.5 5.0 14.0
Male 48.8 15.4 17.4 51 13.0
12th
Female 52.0 14.9 12.8 50 15.3
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College Age Student Survey

Lifetime Use. The College Student Survey asked many of the samendarsquestions
as did the ATOD survey. Table 3.9 presents the respoos® tquestion, “(h)ave you ever
smoked cigarettes?” As indicated, 63.7% said never, 16.8%osail or twice, 3.4% said
occasionally, 14.9% report smoking regularly in the pasi only 1.1% report smoking
regularly now. The pattern reflected here is substintiifferent than for older high school
students in Porter County. While the number of collagge students gets quite small in some
categories making comparisons problematic, there atesiilable differences worth noting.
Comparing Porter County $Zyraders as reported in Table 3.4, many more college agenstude
report never having smoked, about the same number repckingnance or twice, many more
college age students report smoking regularly in the pest, many fewer report smoking
regularly now.

Table 3.9
Frequency of Lifetime Cigarette Use Among College Age Studen
College Student Survey, 2009

Frequency of Use Percentage N
Never 63.7% 167

Once or Twice 16.8% 44

Occasionally 3.4% 9

Regularly in the Past 14.9% 39

Regularly Now 1.1% 3
Total 262

Monthly and Annual Use. College students also were asked about monthly and annual
use of cigarettes. As reported in Table 3.10, 87.4% repbtiaving smoked in the past month,
2.3% report smoking a few times, 7.7% report smoking a palely and 2.3% report smoking at
least a pack and half a day. In terms of annual smoKB§% did not smoke in the past year,
21.1% report smoking a few times, 3.4% report smoking a patkya1l.9% report smoking
more than a pack and a half per day. At the monthly usd, Isubstantially more college
students report never smoking than high school semoPoiter County, but when it comes to
more frequent use, college students tend to smoke aHittlnore. Similarly, college age
students report not smoking in the past year at a rateastibdly below high school seniors in
Porter County. However, college age students report sge@kfew times more often than high
school seniors, and while very small amounts, are kel to report smoking a pack and a
half in the past year. The one-pack-a-day smokerslavat the same for seniors and college
students.
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Table 3.10

Monthly and Yearly Use of Cigarettes by College Age Students
College Student Survey, 2009

None A. SR 1 Pack/Day | 1.5 Packs/Day N
Times
Monthly 87.4% 7.7% 2.7% 2.3% 261
Yearly 73.6% 21.1% 3.4% 1.9% 261

Risk Factors: ATOD Study

Perceived Risk of Smoking. Students were also asked about the perceived risk of

smoking cigarettes.

These responses are presented i@ 3ddl. Those students in 2009

thinking that there is no risk in smoking 1+ pack of cigaseper day decreases from 8.1% in the
6" grade to 2.2% in the Tyrade. Persons thinking smoking constitutes a slightgskeases
from 13.7% in the 8 grade to 9.4% in the Tyrade. Those perceiving it to be a moderate risk
stays the same around 30%, and those seeing it as aigkeiacreases from 40.8% in th& 6
grade to 52.5% in the T3yrade. Overall, as the grade level increases theréeisdency for the
perception of risk to increase. The patterns in 2009 ate sjmilar to 2008, but there seems to
be a tendency for the perception of a greater risk tangeici 2009.

Table 3.11

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Perceived §& of Smoking
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade
Activity Risk 6th 7th 8th oth | 10th | 11th | 12th
None 7.6 6.6 5.5 6.0 4.8 2.8 3.0
1+Pack | gjght | 14.8| 13.0| 123 118 9.2 9.7 7.8
per day
(2008) Moderate] 30.0 | 28.1 32.8 | 29.2 30.4 29.0 27.4
Great | 43.1| 490/ 463 514 534 561 594
None 8.1 6.3 5.1 5.8 5.7 55 2.2
1+Pack | sjight 13.7 | 16.0| 15.4| 128 135 131 9.4
pé[)gggl Moderate; 30.4 | 315 | 325 | 314 | 318 | 31.3 | 29.0
Great | 40.8| 40.8| 439 454 439 46/0 525
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Perceived Peer Approval of Cigarette Smoking. Students were asked whether or not
they thought their peers approved or disapproved of smokarg than one pack of cigarettes a
day. The responses are presented in Table 3.12. The jpmnceptheir peers as strongly
approving remains relatively low and constant, but the peage who see their peers approving
increases from 1.5% in th& rade to 8.7% in the Tgyrade. Those who don’t know what their
peers think rise from 11.9% in th& §rade to 13.6% in the £2yrade. Those who perceive their
peers as disapproving increases from 13.5% in thgréde, to 22.1% in the $2yrade. At the
same time, those who see their peers as stronglppiidang declines from 60.1% in thd'6
grade to 45.8% in the farade. The data for 2008 and 2009 are quite similar excapthtére
appears to be a tendency for the perception of peer disagbpo decline a bit in 2009.

Table 3.12
Percentage of Porter County Youth Perceiving Peer Approval ddmoking

1 + Pack of Cigarettes per Day
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade
Approval 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Strongly Approve (2008) | 2.2 | 25 | 23 | 1.9 | 28 | 20 | 1.6
Strongly Approve (2009) 19 | 28 18| 3.4 3.0 3.3 2.1
Approve (2008) 11 15| 38| 63 | 88| 88 | 95
Approve (2009) 15| 23| 46| 55| 92 108 87
Do Not Know (2008) 9.6 | 13.0| 17.3| 18.0| 17.0| 15.3 | 15.3
Do Not Know (2009) 119 134, 17.7 16.1 188 17(7 13.6
Disapprove (2008) 14.0| 16.2| 18.3| 20.4 | 20.6 | 23.0| 24.1
Disapprove (2009) 13.5| 16.0/ 17.5 183 195 222 231
Strongly Disapprove (2008)| 66.1 | 61.4 | 54.4 | 51.0 | 48.4 | 47.6 | 46.5
Strongly Disapprove (2009)| 60.0 | 56.1| 53.0 50.1 43 40|0 45.8

™

Perceived Parental Approval of Smoking. Not surprisingly, most students do not
perceive their parents as approving of them smoking mare dhe pack of cigarettes per day.
As seen in Table 3.13, by the time they reach tffegtade only 1.7% of students perceive their
parents as approving and 1.7% see their parents as st@pglgving. The percentage of
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students who do not know what their parents think increfases3.8% in the 8 grade to 5.1%

in the 12" grade. The proportion of students who perceive theiengsras disapproving
increases from 3.7% in th& @rade to 12.0% in the fayrade. The percentage perceiving their
parents as strong disapprovers remains high, but does dachiteover time from a high of
77.8% in the B grade to 70.8% in the Tyrade. There is not much difference between the
2009 and 2008 data, except that the perception of strong patesaggbroval declines in 2009.
At the same time there is a tendency for the peraeptiparental approval to decline as well.

Table 3.13
Percentage of Porter County Students Perceiving Parentalpproval of
Smoking 1 + Pack of Cigarettes per Day
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade
Approval 6th 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th| 11th 12th
Strongly Approve (2008) 15 18 | 16 | 15| 1.3 11 1.2
Strongly Approve (2009) 1.6 21| 15| 14 1.9 1.8 1.7
Approve (2008) 1.1 9 | 22| 27| 29 3.0 3.7
Approve (2009) .8 4 13| 14 22 3.0 1.7
Do Not Know (2008) 2.6 32| 35|54|50| 55 7.1
Do Not Know (2009) 3.8 41| 58| 5.1 55 5.1 5.1
Disapprove (2008) 3.5 3.7 | 51| 6.8 80 9.5 12.4
Disapprove (2009) 3.7 3.8| 56| 50 9.0 11.2 12.0
Strongly Disapprove (2008) 84.5 84.6| 84.7|83.5/81.6| 79.0 74.6
Strongly Disapprove (2009) 77.8 79.0f 80.0 79.874.6| 73.6 70.8

College Student Survey

Perceived Risk of Smoking. Table 3.14 reports college student perception of the risks
involved in smoking more than 1 pack of cigarettes per dayindhsated, most persons (73.4%)
see a very great risk while 20.6% see a moderate risk. 40% see a slight risk and 2.0% see
no risk. When compared to i3jrade Porter County students, the college students are much
more likely to perceive a risk of smoking; particulathey are much more likely to perceive
smoking more than a pack of cigarettes per day as arggleat
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Table 3.14
Perceived Risk of Smoking More than 1 Pack of Cigarettes p&ay
College Student Survey, 2009

. Slight Moderate :
No Risk Risk Risk Great Risk N
1+ Pack/Day 2.0% 4.0% 20.6% 73.4% 252

Perceived Family and Friends Approval of Smoking Table 3.15 reports the
perceptions of college students in Porter County of hew thends and family approve of them
smoking more than a pack of cigarettes a day. As abell;z most perceive their friends as
disapproving with almost two-thirds (62.0%) of them seeingir tfiegends as strongly
disapproving. The perception that their families woul@plisove is even stronger, with 85.2%
reporting that their families would strongly disapprovetlidm smoking 1 or more pack of
cigarettes per day. This perception of disapproval frorents and friends is substantially
greater than those of"‘l‘z;]rade students in Porter County.

Table 3.15
Perception of Friends and Family Approval of Smoking 1 + pack o€igarettes per Day by
College Age Students
College Student Survey, 2009

Strong Don't . Strong
Approval ApRIOE] Know DEE e Disapproval N
Friends 0.8% 4.0% 7.2% 26.0% 62.0% 250
Family 0.4% 1.6% 1.2% 11.5% 85.2% 243

Cigars
The ATOD survey asked a similar series of questionstudents about their use of

cigars. They did not, however, ask about perceived rigk;, g@eproval, and parental approval,
but they did ask about daily, monthly, annual, and lifetuse of cigars.
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Daily Use of Cigars. Table 3.16 presents Porter County student responses to the
guestion about the daily use of cigars. There is not rdai use of cigars reported by students
in Porter County in 2009. As indicated, only .3% BfBade students report daily use of cigars,
andthat number slowly increases to 4.6% in th® gdade and 4.1% in ¥rade. Overall, there
is not a lot of difference between reported use in 200&809. If anything, there seems to be
a bit more use in 2009 at the upper grade levels.

Table 3.16

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Daily Use ofigars,
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th | 7" | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Daily (2008) | .2 4 | 16| 21| 31| 40| 40

Daily (2009) | 0.3 | 05 | 1.4 | 1.9 | 43 | 46 | 4.1

The Monthly Use of Cigars. Table 3.17 presents the responses of Porter County
students about their monthly use of cigars. Overalletigenot a lot of regular use of cigars. A
total of 93.9% of 8 graders report not using cigars in the past month andigae drops to
74.4% for 13 graders. When asked about using cigars 1-5 times in thenpash, .8% of 6
graders report the level of use, ahis figure increases to 12.7% for"igraders. When it comes
to using cigars between 6 times to over 40 times pertlmtm highest reported use is fron"12
graders where 2.4% of them report using cigars 6-19 times, rej@8#t using cigars between 20
and 40 times, and 2.9% report using cigars more than 40 itintles past month. The difference
between 2008 and 2009 depends on which grade you look at.

Table 3.17

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Cigars,
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 96.7 | 94.3| 89.1 | 885 | 82.2 | 789 | 73.2
Never (2009) 939 | 90.3 | 87.7| 834 | 781 | 782 | 744

1-5 Times (2008) 11 1.8 5.2 52 9.1 | 104 | 151

1-5 Times (2009) .8 2.7 4.6 6.0 9.8 8.8 | 12.7
6-19 Times (2008) A A e 1.7 1.8 2.8 3.2

6-19 Times (2009) A .6 1.0 2.6 2.1 2.6 2.4
20-40 Times (2008) -- A A .9 1.3 1.5 1.3
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Table 3.17 continued
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Cigars,
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
20-40 Times (2009) A1 2 4 .8 1.3 2.1 1.2

40+ Times (2008) 2 3 11 1.2 1.8 2.6 2.7

40+ Times (2009) 2 3 1.0 1.2 3.0 2.5 2.9
Total (2008) 1.4 2.6 7.4 9 14 173 223
Total (2009) 15 3.8 7.0 | 10.6 | 16.2 | 16.0 | 19.2

The Annual Use of Cigars. When asked about use of cigars in the past year
most Porter County Students report they have not usedsailysing that time period. As
indicated in Table 3.18, in 2009 the percentage"bfjders who have never used cigars is
93.9%, andt is 61.1% for 12 graders. When asked about using cigars 1-5 times in the past
year, 1.2% of 8 graders say they have used cigars that often andttrten increases to 17.3%
for 12" graders. For more frequent use of cigars, the percentaieing use increases with
each grade level. For example, at the 6-19 times perugaaye level, only .4% of'6graders
have used cigars that often and 7.9% df geaders have used that often. At the 20-40 times
level, .3% of €' graders report using cigars that often and 2.6% Bfdgraders say they have
used cigars that frequently. Overall, patterns of use in 2003%quite similar to 2008, with
perhaps a slight decrease in use in 2009.

Table 3.18
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use @igars,
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 955 | 93.3| 856 | 820 | 73.6 | 67.6 | 59.1
Never (2009) 93.9 | 88.6 | 84.7 | 77.7 | 71.1 | 67.7 | 61.1

1-5 Times (2008) 2.4 3.1 6.8 9.0 | 127 | 165 | 194

1-5 Times (2009) 1.2 3.7 7.0 93 | 127 | 131 173

6-19 Times (2008) .5 1.9 3.2 4.4 5.0 7.4

20-40 Times (2008) 2 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.8 3.8

4

6-19 Times (2009) 4 1.0 1.3 3.7 4.5 4.7 7.9
1
3

20-40 Times (2009) 6 | 13| 19 | 23 32 | 26
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Table 3.18 Continued
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use @igars,
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
40+ Times (2008) 2 v 1.8 24 4.3 55 6.1
40+ Times (2009) 4 1.1 1.7 3.2 5.1 7.0 5.8

Total (2008) 3.1 4.5 13.8 16 235 298 36,7

Total (2009) 2.3 6.4 | 11.3 | 18.1 | 246 | 28.0 | 33.6

Lifetime Use of Cigars. Table 3.19 presents the responses of Porter County suden
guestions about their use of cigars during their entireinfilet Overall, the use of cigars
increases with grade level. As indicated, 96.6%" ofders report never using cigaasgd that
figure drops to 56.1% when you look atM@ade students. A similar pattern exists for all levels
of usage. For example, only .5% df §raders have used cigars 40 or more times in their
lifetime and that number increases to 7.0% df gaders. Overall the patterns of lifetime use in
2009 are quite similar to those in 2008.

Table 3.19
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Cigars
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th | 7th | 8th 9th | 10th | 11th| 12th
Never (2008) 95.7 193.7) 83.2 | 794 | 721 64.3 543
Never (2009) 96.6 190.4 84.8 76.9 | 69.9 |65.2| 56.1
1-5 Times (2008) 35 | 48| 108 | 13.2 | 16.7 |18.3| 234
1-5 Times (2009) 22 | 65| 103 | 13.3 | 15.4 |15.8| 20.1
6-19 Times (2008) .5 A 2.6 3.0 41 | 7.7| 8.6
6-19 Times (2009) 3 11| 1.6 3.8 5.2 | 6.9| 10.6
20-40 Times (2008) A .5 .9 1.8 26 | 34| 52
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Table 3.19 Continued
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Cigars
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th 7th | 8th | 9th |10th| 11th | 12th
20-40 Times (2009) 3 A 1.0 19| 37 49 6.0
40+ Times (2008) 2 A4 20| 22 | 41| 6.2 8.2
40+ Times (2009) .5 1.0 | 1.7 3.7| 5.6 7.1 7.0
Total (2008) 4.3 6.1 [16.3| 20.2 [27.5| 35.6 | 454
Total (2009) 3.3 9.0 | 14. 22.7 | 29.9 34.7 | 43.7

State and Porter County Comparisons. Table 3.20 presents difference between Porter
County and state averages for various grades and levetedaif cigars. Only differences that
are statistically significant at the < .05 level agparted. If no numbers are reported, there are
no differences. If the number is preceded by a negatgre (S) that means Porter County
students are below the state average. If positiveedns they are above the state average.
There are no differences for daily use. Sixth grade2909 were .2 of a percentage point below
the state averages in annual use. Students in"th&"7 and 9" grade were not above the
averages on any use. Students in tHedr@de exceeded state averages by 4.9 points in lifetime
use, and students in the "™ rade exceeded the state average by 2.2 percentage points in
monthly use. Students in the™grade exceeded state averages by 3.4 points in annual use and
1.3 points in monthly use. To get a more visual pictur¢hisf data, Figure 3.2 graphs the
comparison of cigar use between local and state levedepted in Table 3.18.

Table 3.20
Percentage Difference Between Statewide and Porter CoynStudents: Cigars
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) -- -2.2 -- 2.1 - -- --
Lifetime (2009) -- = == -- 4.9 - -
Annual (2008) - | 15| - —- | 32| 60| 6.1
Annual (2009) -0.2 -- -- -- -- -- 3.4
Monthly (2008) - - 13| - | 22 | 37 | 45
Monthly (2009) - - - = - | 22| 13

Daily (2008) - - - - - - _
Daily (2009) - - ~ - - ~ _
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Figure 3.2
Percentage Difference Between Statewide and Port@ounty Students: Cigars
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SexDifferences in_the Use of Cigars. Tables 3.21 and 3.22 report the differences
between males and females for monthly, annual, andgimigeuse of cigars. In all three time
frames, the difference between males and females gaswthe respondents get older. For
example, in the past month, 96.7% of femdleyfaders have never smoked a cigar and 91.1% of
male 8" graders have never smoked a cigar. However, whergtteyp 13 grade, the difference
is much larger with 83.6% of females never having smokedaa @i the past month and 66.2%
of males not having smoked a cigar in the same timecpetiod while 9.9% of 12 grade males
have smoked cigars 40+ times in their lifetime, only 32" grade females have smoked a
cigar on this many occasions. The pattern of differehetween males and females in 2009 is
similar to what was reported in 2008.
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Table 3.21
Sex Differences in Porter County Students’ Monthly and Anual Use of Cigars

ATOD, 2009
Monthly Use of Cigars by Porter County Annual Use of Cigars by Porter County
Schools 6th-12th Graders by Sex, 2009 Schools 6th-12th Graders by Sex, 2009
crade) Sex Never | .12 6-19 ) 20-40 1 40+ o 0p | 15 6-19 | 20-40 40+
times | times | times | times times | times | times | times
Male 91.1 1.3 .6 -- 2 91.3 1.7 .8 A4 A4
o Female| 96.7 A4 2 2 -- 96.5 v -- 2 2
Male 87.7 2.8 1.0 2 .6 85.1 4.4 1.2 .8 1.6
i Female| 93.0 2.6 2 2 -- 92.4 2.8 9 A4 v
Male 85.0 5.0 1.4 .5 9 82.2 8.4 1.1 1.6 1.6
o Female| 90.3 4.1 .6 A4 1.0 87.2 54 1.4 1.0 1.9
Male 80.0 6.5 3.7 1.2 1.2 73.6 9.8 4.1 2.7 4.5
o Female| 86.8 5.3 1.7 A4 1.1 82.1 8.9 3.0 1.1 2.1
Male 70.3 13.2 3.0 1.1 4.0 62.2 14.9 6.8 3.0 7.0
ot Female| 85.5 6.8 1.2 14 1.8 79.5 10.94 2.4 1.4 3.2
Male 69.0 14.1 3.2 2.3 4.0 60.1 14.4 6.3 4.6 8.9
L Female| 86.3 4.5 2.3 1.5 1.3 74.5 11.9 3.5 2.0 50
Male 66.2 17.1 3.1 24 3.4 51.5 18.4 12.6 3.1 8.5
et Female| 83.6 8.2 1.8 -- 2.1 71.2 16.4 3.2 2.1 2.8
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Table 3.22
Sex Differences in Porter County Students’ Lifetime Us of Cigars

ATOD, 2009
Lifetime Use of Cigars by Porter County Schools 6th-12th Gaders by Sex, 2009
Grade Sex
Never 1-5 times 6-19 times 20-40 times 40+ times

Male 95.8 2.3 .6 .2 .6
6th

Female 97.6 2.0 -- .2 .2

Male 87.7 8.5 1.2 .8 1.6
7th

Female 93.3 4.3 1.1 -- A4

Male 82.7 12.1 2.1 1.4 1.8
8th

Female 87.0 8.5 1.2 .6 1.6

Male 72.8 14.1 4.5 2.9 5.3
9th

Female 81.3 12.5 2.8 1.1 2.1

Male 60.7 17.2 8.7 5.1 8.3
10th

Female 79.1 13.5 2.0 2.0 3.2

Male 55.5 18.1 8.9 6.9 10.3
11th

Female 74.0 14.0 5.0 3.0 4.0

Male 45.1 19.5 16.4 8.9 9.9
12th

Female 68.0 20.6 4.3 3.2 3.9

Pipes: Tobacco, Hookah, Water-pipes

The ATOD survey asked a similar series of questiorssudents about their use of pipes.
Pipes in this context referred to smoking tobacco ipa,ghe use of a water pipe, or the use of a
Hookah. The questionnaire did not include questions aboutailg use, perceived peer
approval, and parental approval, but they did ask abouthigp@tnnual, and lifetime use of a

pipe.

The Monthly Use of Pipes.Table 3.23 presents Porter County student responses to the
guestion about the monthly use of a pipe. Overall tlsen®t a lot of heavy use of pipes among
students. For example, 92.8% &f@raders report never using a pipe. While that number drops
across grades, still 75.8% of"1graders did not use a pipe in the past month. Onlyo#6%
graders used a pipe between 1-5 times in the past montthebfigure increases to 10.2% for
12" graders. At the 6-19 times per month level, Rg@ders report using it that often, and that
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figure increases to 3.4% for W @raders. The highest percentage of students using a pipe 20-40
times per month or more than 40 times per month is frgtaders where a combined total of
2.4% say that they have used a pipe that often. \iHel@verall patterns of use between 2008
and 2009 are quite similar, there seems to be an incregged of the use of pipes in 2009,
especially at the"8through 11 grades.

Table 3.23

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Pipes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 97.0| 95.7| 92.2 | 90.5 | 86.1 84.4 | 78.8

Never (2009) 928 | 89.9 | 87.2 826 | 76.6 | 77.6 758
1-5 Times (2008) | .4 .6 3.0 4.4 5.7 8.2 | 10.5

1-5 Times (2009) | .4 1.6 3.9 SES 7.6 6.6 | 10.2

6-19 Times (2008)| .2 A A 15 2.3 1.4 3.1
6-19 Times (2009)| -- = 11 2.2 3.0 3.4 3.4
20-40 Times (2008) .1 A A .5 1.0 .6 1.5
20-40 Times (2009] -- = 2 .8 11 1.4 1.4
40+ Times (2008) .1 A A .6 .8 .6 .8
40+ Times (2009) -- 2 5 1.2 2.1 2.6 1.0
Total (2008) .8 .9 3.9 7.0 9.8 10.8 15.9
Total (2009) A 1.8 5.7 9.7 | 13.8 | 14.0 | 16.0

Annual Use of a Pipe.Table 3.24 reports the responses of students to the questitn
use of a pipe in the past year. As indicated, most (96{%raders have not used a pipe in the
past year, and that number drops to 60.1% amoligyfaiers. Most students who have used a
pipe have only used it a few times. For example, bytithe they have reached 1 @jrade,
16.0% report using a pipe 1-5 times, 5.5% report using a pipe 20§ and 4.8% report using
a pipe more than 40 times in the past year. Withxhepgion of &' graders, reported annual use
of pipes in 2009 is substantially greater than reportednu2eds.
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Table 3.24

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use ®fipes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 971 | 95.8| 90.8  86.5 | 79.3 | 75.2 | 66.0

Never (2009) 94.1 | 88.1| 87.2 | 77.9 | 70.5 | 68.1 | 60.1
1-5 Times (2008) | .9 1.2 3.5 5.8 8.3 | 13.0 | 16.3

1-5 Times (2009) | .2 2.6 4.6 6.7 | 10.6 | 10.6 | 16.0
6-19 Times (2008) .4 2 15 24 3.8 3.8 6.4
6-19 Times (2009) .4 1.2 1.4 3.3 3.6 5.2 7.2
20-40 Times (2008) .1 A .6 1.0 2.6 2.8 3.4
20-40 Times (2009, -- A .9 1.8 3.4 1.4 SES
40+ Times (2008) .1 3 .6 1.6 24 2.3 3.7
40+ Times (2009) -- A4 11 4.1 5.3 7.8 4.8

Total (2008) 15 1.8 6.2 10.8 171 219 298

Total (2009) 0.6 4.6 8.0 | 159 | 229 | 25.0 | 335

Lifetime Use of a Pipe. When asked if they had ever used a pipe in theireclifetime,
most Porter County Students say no. For example, esemted in Table 3.25, 97.7% df 6
graders say they have never used a pipe and 59.4%"afraders say they have never used a
pipe. Even when students do use a pipe, they do not thee fiauch. Only .2% of 8 graders
have used a pipe more than 40 times and by the time stugewts 12 grade that number
increases to a total of 7.5%. As in the case with annuablup@es, with the exception of'6
graders, reported lifetime annual use of pipes is sulstgmgreater in 2009 than in 2008.

State and Porter County Comparisons. While there does not appear to be a lot of use
of pipes by students in Porter County, use patterns ggnexaked levels of use across the rest
of the state in most grades. These results are peesenTable 3.26 and Figure 3.3. For 2009,
6", 7" and §' graders do not exceed state averages. However, if"thea8e Porter County
students exceed state averages in lifetime (2.9 percentagg) pannual (3.5 percentage points),
and monthly (2.7 percentage points) use. In tHegt@de Porter County students exceed state

110



averages in lifetime (8.1 percentage points) and annual§8rcentage points) use. Inthd'11
grade, Porter County students exceed state averagestiméif(13.8 percentage points), annual
(12.2 percentage points), and monthly (6.2 percentage pogs)in the 12 grade, Porter

Table 3.25

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Pipes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 98.1| 976 | 91.5| 859 | 78.3 | 73.9| 65.0
Never (2009) 97.7 | 93.8 | 90.7 | 79.3 | 73.9 | 68.4 | 59.4

1-5 Times (2008) 1.0 14 4.8 7.3 | 11.4 | 12.1 | 14.3
1-5 Times (2009) 1.5 4.2 4.6 9.6 | 12.1 | 11.8 | 15.7
6-19 Times (2008) .5 3 1.6 2.7 3.4 6.5 8.7
6-19 Times (2009) -- -- 1.4 3.1 4.5 7.8 | 10.6

20-40 Times (2008) -- 3 e 1.2 | 31 | 31 | 46
20-40 Times (2009) = .8 11 | 10 36 | 40 | 538
40+ Times (2008) A A .8 22 | 29 | 37 | 6.0
40+ Times (2009) 2 .6 11 61 | 53 | 78 | 7.5
Total (2008) 1.6 2.1 79 134 20.8 254 336
Total (2009) 17 | 56 | 82 | 19.8 | 255 | 31.4 | 39.6

County students exceed state averages in lifetime (14.5 npagee points), annual (12.7
percentage points), and monthly (5.0 percentage points) Udee data clearly indicates
substantial increases in reported use of pipes compared to 2008lative to state averages,
particularly for annual and lifetime use.
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Table 3.26
Significant Differences between Porter County Studentsral State Averages; Pipes
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) -- -2.2 2.1 -- -- 5.0 7.6
Lifetime (2009) | -- - 2.9 - 8.0 | 13.8 | 14,5
Annual (2008) -- -- 1.6 3.4 6.8 84 | 11.1
Annual (2009) | -- - 35 | -- 8.1 | 12.2 | 12.7
Monthly (2008) | - - 1.2 | 26 | 42 | 39 | 58
Monthly (2009) | -- - 2.7 - - 6.2 | 5.0
Figure 3.3
Significant Differences Between Porter County Studds and State Averages
Pipes
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Grade
Smokeless Tobacco
The 2009 ATOD survey asked a similar series of questionsitattoident use of

smokeless tobacco. They did not ask about perceivedoask,approval, and parental approval,
but they did ask about daily, monthly, annual, and lifetise of smokeless tobacco.
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Daily Use of Smokeless Tobacco.Table 3.27 presents data on the percentage of
students who use smokeless tobacco on a daily basimdigated, in 2009 no"™and only .1%
of 7" and &' graders, 1.6% of"®graders, 3.0% of 1) and 2.9% of 11 graders report using
smokeless tobacco daily. The percentage increases ih2fhgrade where 4.6% report using
smokeless tobacco daily. The reported figures for 2009 aee gjoiilar to those of 2008.

Table 3.27

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Daily Use oih®keless Tobacco
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Daily (2008) | 2 | 2 | 5 | 11| 15 | 23 | 46

Daily (2009) | .0 | 1 | .1 | 16| 3.0 | 29 | 46

The Monthly Use of Smokeless Tobaccd.able 3.28 reports responses to the question
about use of smokeless tobacco in the previous montbst Mudents in Porter County do not
use smokeless tobacco. The highest rate of use isyatdBgraders and even at that level only

Table 3.28

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Smokeless Tobacco
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th 7th 8th 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 97.3 | 96.4 | 94.7  93.2 | 90.3 | 88.9 | 86.9

Never (2009) 95.2 | 92.0 | 93.3 | 88.2 | 84.0 84.2 | 83.0

1-5 Times (2008) | .4 3 .9 2.8 3.6 3.6 3.9

1-5 Times (2009) | .3 1.4 15 3.2 5.3 5.0 4.5

6-19 Times (2008) -- A .5 .6 .8 1.6 1.7

6-19 Times (2009), .1 3 .6 1.2 1.8 2.2 15

20-40 Times (2008) -- -- A .5 5 9 1.3
20-40 Times (2009, -- = = .9 1.2 1.2 1.5
40+ Times (2008) .2 2 A 5 1.0 1.4 1.3
40+ Times (2009) -- A1 A1 g 1.7 1.7 3.1
Total (2008) .6 .6 1.9 4.4 5.9 7.5 8.2
Total (2009) A 1.8 2.2 6.0 | 10.0 | 10.1 | 10.6
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10.6% report actually using smokeless tobacco. Almost aifeoh that group (4.5%) report
using it only 1-5 times in the past month. Only 3.1% &t gaders used it more than 40 times
in the past month. With the exception df graders, reported use in 2009 exceeds reported
monthly use of smokeless tobacco reported in 2008.

Annual Use of Smokeless Tobaccd.able 3.29 reports the data on the annual use of
smokeless tobacco. As indicated, 96.0% ®f6aders have never used smokeless tobacco and
that figure drops to 78.9% for #2jraders. Less than 1% df §raders report using smokeless
tobacco 1-5 times in the past year and that numbegdses to 5.8% for T2yraders. Similarly,
less than 1% of'6 graders used smokeless tobacco 6-19 times in the pasangahat figure
increases only to 1.4% of i 2yraders. No B graders report using smokeless tobacco over 20
times in the past year, and that number increases tagpeto 2.2% and 5.8% for 1and 13’
grade students. Overall there is a greater amount ofteebose of smokeless tobacco by Porter
County students in 2009 than in 2008.

Table 3.29
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use &mokeless Tobacco
ATOD 2008 and 2009

Frequency | 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) | 97.6 | 96.7 | 93.3 | 90.6 | 86.6 | 85.2 | 81.6
Never (2009) | 96.0 | 91.4 | 91.1 | 85.7 | 80.9 | 79.0 | 78.9
1'(523(;%“)33 7 8 | 25| 41| 64 | 62 6.1
1-(52&;%1)35 3 | 27 40 61| 70 63 | 58
6'%302‘3‘93 1| 2 7 11 16 17|25
G'goyg)‘es 4 | 4 | 5 | 13| 23|32 14
20-(‘;% oTsi;;neS 1 1 3 .7 6 |13 12
20-(‘;% OTg)neS - 1 4 | 11| 14| 22 22
40(+20'(I')ig;es 1 1 7 16 | 1.8 | 3.0 | 44
40(+2 Ogig;es - 4 4 1.7 | 41 | 45 | 58
Total (2008) | 1.0 | 1.2 | 42| 75 104 122 142
Total (2009) | .7 | 36 | 53 | 10.2| 148 16.2 | 15.2
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Lifetime Use of Smokeless Tobacc&tudents also were asked how often they had used
smokeless tobacco in their lifetime. Responses asepted in Table 3.30. Most Porter County
students have never used smokeless tobacco. Whilenkfetsage increases across grades, even
by the time students reach the"igrade, 81.9% say they have never used smokeless tobacco.
Most usage of smokeless tobacco amounts to only arfstances. For example, the largest
percentage of reported use occurs for use 1-5 times in thendfugh 12 grades and use there
is limited to 7.5% and 8.6% of students respectively. Tigeesesmall group of persons in the
12" grade (5.4%) who have used smokeless tobacco more thanef0in their lifetime When

looking at overall use of smokeless tobacco, with the excepti6fi graders, reported use in 2009 tends
to exceed reported use in 2008.

Table 3.30

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Wsof Smokeless Tobacco
ATOD 2008 and 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 98.6 | 98.2 | 941 | 915 88.1 | 85.2| 81.9
Never (2009) 98.8 959 935 | 86.9 | 82.5 | 80.1| 81.0
1-5 Times (2008) 1.2 1.3 4.4 | 4.9 7.5 7.5 8.6
1-5 Times (2009) A4 2.8 4.6 8.2 94 | 104 | 84
6-19 Times (2008) -- 2 4 1.3 1.7 2.5 1.9
6-19 Times (2009) 3 A4 8 1.8 2.3 2.1 2.1
20-40 Times (2008) -- -- 4 4 6 1.3 2.0
20-40 Times (2009) -- 2 2 4 2.1 2.0 2.2
40+ Times (2008) A A 3 1.6 1.8 3.3 54
40+ Times (2009) 2 3 4 2.2 3.8 5.3 6.2
Total (2008) 1.3 1.6 55 82| 116 146 179
Total (2009) 9 3.7 6.0 | 129 | 17.6 | 19.8 | 18.9
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State_and Porter County Comparisons. The data comparing Porter County students
with state averages is presented in Table 3.31 and FigureN&e that in every category in
2008 Porter County students either did not exceed stategaseoa were significantly below
state averages. That pattern continues in 2009 for studettie &, 7", and &' grades where
there are no differences fof raders and a below average figure for lifetime use (-hawts)
for 7" graders, and in"Bgrade below average figures for lifetime (-2.4% points) asnual use
(-1.5% points), and monthly use (-1.8% points). Howetrer picture changes when you get to
9" grade where Porter County students exceed state avémalifesme (.9% points) use and
annual use (.4% points). In the™and 11" grades Porter County students exceed state averages
in all three areas of use. In thé™grade differences are reduced @mdifetime and annual use
Porter County students are below state averages)aeed state averages by only .1% point in
monthly use. The data indicate a substantial incr@aseported use of smokeless tobacco
relative to the rest of the state by Porter Countyglestts, particularly in the™ 10", and 11"
grades.

Table 3.31
Significant Differences Between Porter County Studentsral

State Figures: Smokeless Tobacco
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Lifetime (2008) | -1.2 | -2.8 | -25 | -83.5 | -3.7 | -2.6 --
Lifetime (2009) = -1.1 | -24 | 0.9 1.9 19 | -1.8

Annual (2008) | -0.7 | -23 | -2.2 | -21 | -1.7 -- --

Annual (2009) | - - | 15| 04 | 23 | 23 | -06

Monthly (2008) | - | -1.4 | -1.8 | -1.5 | -1.6 | -- -

Monthly (2009) | - ~ | -18| - | 26| 14| 01
Daily (2008) ~ - ~ | -08 | -1.4 | -1.3 | -1.9
Daily (2009) - - - - - - -
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Figure 3.4
Significant Differences Between Porter County Stud#ts and State Figures
Smokeless Tobacco
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Sex Differences in the Use of Smokeless Tobaccbhe differences in use of smokeless
tobacco between males and females follow the pattemther tobacco use. However, the gap is
larger in this area and continues to get larger as tigests move to higher grades. For example,
92.8% of &' grade males have never used smokeless tobacco and 97 .dftatés have never
used smokeless tobacco. When they reach tRegiade, 75.1% of males have never used
smokeless tobacco and 91.8% of females have still nesext smokeless tobacco. The same
pattern can be seen when looking at annual, monthly, #tithke use of smokeless tobacco. For
example, for lifetime use, 11.3% of*1grade males have used smokeless tobacco 40+ times,
whereas only 0.7% of females have used smokeless toldfisedimes. These results are
presented in Tables 3.32 and 3.33. These patterns are véay sinthose found in 2008.

117



Table 3.32
Sex Differences in Porter County Students’ Monthly and
Annual Use of Smokeless Tobacco

ATOD, 2009
Monthly Use of Smokeless Tobaccd| Annual Use of Smokeless Tobacco by
by Porter County Schools 6th-12th Porter County Schools 6th-12th
Graders by Sex, 2009 Graders by Sex, 2009
Grade Sex
1-5 6-19 | 20-40 | 40+ 1-5 6-19 [ 20-40 | 40+
Never || .. . . . Never | .. . . .
times || times || times | times times | times | times | times
6th Male 92.8| .6 2 - - 94.3 4 .6 - -
Female | 97.4 -- -- -- -- 97.6 2 2 -- --
+th Male 89.5| 1.8 4 - 2 88.9 | 3.2 .6 2 4
t
Female | 94.6 9 2 -- -- 94.1 2.2 2 -- 4
ath Male 91.3| 21 .5 - 2 89.3 | 4.6 g 2 9
t
Female | 95.1| 1.0 .8 -- -- 92.8 3.3 4 .6 --
oth Male 834 | 51 | 20 1.4 1.0 789 | 84 | 25 1.8 3.1
t
Female | 926 | 15 4 A4 4 92.5 4.0 2 2 4
10th Male 74.1| 9.3 | 2.8 2.3 3.2 69.6 | 10.4| 3.6 2.5 7.9
t
Female | 93.6 | 1.6 1.0 2 2 91.8 3.8 1.0 A 4
11th Male 76.1| 7.5 | 3.7 2.3 3.2 684 | 89 | 52 3.4 8.0
t
Female | 91.3 | 2.8 .8 3 5 88.5 4.3 1.5 1.0 1|0
12th Male 75.1| 6.8 | 1.7 3.1 5.1 67.6 | 85 | 2.7 3.4 | 10.2
t
Female | 91.8 | 2.1 11 -- 11 91.1 3.2 -- 1.1 11
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Table 3.33

Sex Differences in Porter County Students’ Lifetime Us of Smokeless Tobacco,

ATOD, 2009
Lifetime Use of Smokeless Tobacco by Porter
County Schools 6th-12th Graders by Sex, 2009
Grade | Sex N 1-5 6-19 20-40 40+
ever . . X .
times times times times
Male 98.3 .2 .6 -- .2
6th
Female | 99.4 A4 -- -- 2
Male 94.6 3.6 .8 .2 .6
7th
Female | 97.4 2.0 -- 2 --
Male 92.0 55 1.4 .2 4
8th
Female | 95.1 3.7 2 2 2
Male 80.0 11.5 3.1 1.2 3.9
9th
Female | 93.8 4.7 .8 2 .6
Male 70.5 14.4 3.8 3.8 7.4
10th
Female | 94.0 4.6 .8 4 2
Male 69.3 14.4 3.7 3.7 9.5
11th
Female | 90.0 7.0 .8 1.0 1.0
Male 69.6 11.9 3.4 3.4 11.3
12th
Female | 92.9 4.6 4 4 7

Average Age of First Use. Age of first use of alcohol and drugs is a good predictor of
potential abuse. Table 3.34 compares the age of firstfussious tobacco products for Porter
County students and statewide averages. As indicate@y RBmtinty students are similar to their
cohorts at the state level for first time use @facettes and cigars. They tend to start later for
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both pipes and tobacco. Table 3.35 presents data ofisiesof tobacco products for college

students in Porter County. The questions in the surveys asked differently so they are not

comparable to the ATOD data. As indicated, almostirall fise for college age students began
in high school.

Table 3.34

Age of First Tobacco Use: Porter County and State Comparison
Indiana Survey, 2009; ATOD, 2009

Tobacco Type State Porter County Students
Cigarettes 12.8 12.8
Cigars 13.6 13.7
Pipes 14.2 14.5
Smokeless Tobacco 13.5 14.1

Table 3.35

Age of First Tobacco Use: College Students
College Student Survey, 2009

Middle High
Tobacco Type Never | Elementary School School 19-25| N
Cigarettes 59.9% 249
Smokeless Tobaccg 83.9% 0.0% 0.0% 7.2% 8.8% | 249
Cigars 59.8% 0.8% 0.4% 24.1%| 14.9% 249
Pipe 67.1% 0.0% 0.4% 14.6% | 17.9% | 246
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Chapter 4
Marijuana

In this section, the focus turns to the consumptiod emnsequences of the use of
marijuana. The same outline is followed as in previagsiens. First, patterns of consumption
are examined by looking at the data reported in the PQbeinty ATOD surveys and the
College Student Survey. The data examining risk factotdeiteported followed by data on the
consequences of marijuana consumption as seen in tréatrat hospitals, mental health
facilities, data from the probation department, andsgsror marijuana related offenses.

Patterns of Consumption: ATOD Data

Daily Use of Marijuana. Table 4.1 presents the data on the reported daily use of
marijuana by Porter County students for 2008 and 2009. As iadiddie percentage of reported
2009 use goes up by grade from .2% of students intigeale, .7% in the™grade, 2.7% in the
8" grade, 5.4% in the"™grade, 6.5% in the Y0grade, 8.4% in the Yigrade, and 7.5% in the
12" grade. This represents an increase in every grade @{tepér the responses in 2008.

Table 4.1

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Daily Use of 8fijuana
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Daily (2008) | 2 | 4 | 20| 45| 58 | 59 | 6.9

Daily (2009) | 2 | 7 | 27 | 54 | 65 | 84 | 75

Monthly Use of Marijuana. Students also were asked whether they had used marijuana
in the past month. Table 4.2 reports the responses tgubg&ion. The number of students
reporting that they had never used marijuana in 2009 dropped gradusilys grades from
93.8% in the B grade to 70.8% in the T2grade. At the same time, the number of students
reporting use 1-5 times in the past month increased from h2bke é" grade to 10.5% in the
12" grade. Similar increases were reported in the otheislef use with the trend definitely
moving to much greater use as students moved to higher grades3" graders, 7.6% report
using marijuana more than 20 times in the past month, anda&yhey used it more than 40
times in the past month. While there is a good dealmilagity in the patterns of use between
2008 and 2009, overall there appears to be an increase of use in 2009.
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Table 4.2
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Marijuana
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 96.5| 93.3| 8.9 831 779 | 771 | 72.7

Never (2009) 93.8| 88.9 | 84.0 | 77.8| 725 | 68.5| 70.8

1-5 Times (2008) e 2.6 4.8 7.2 8.0 9.1 | 10.5

1-5 Times (2009) 1.2 2.7 5.8 8.0 98 | 11.6 | 10.5

6-19 Times (2008) 2 A 1.4 2.7 5.2 4.0 4.5

6-19 Times (2009) & 0.3 1.4 2.8 3.3 4.9 5.3 4.6

20-40 Times (2008) | .1 A .8 2.1 3.0 2.8 3.4

20-40 Times (2009) | 0.1 0.5 11 2.4 3.2 3.3 2.6

40+ Times (2008) A 3 1.2 24 2.8 3.1 3.5

40+ Times (2009) 0.1 0.2 1.6 2.9 3.3 5.1 5.0

Totals (2008) 11 3.4 8.2 | 144 19 19 | 21.9

Totals (2009) 1.7 48 | 11.3 | 16.6 | 21.2 | 25.3 | 22.6

Annual Use of Marijuana. Table 4.3 reports the responses of students to whéeher t
had used marijuana in the past year. Not surprisinglyngive data in the previous tables, we
see marijuana use in 2009 increases with the grade letél" gpaders, 93.2% report not having
used marijuana in the past year, but that figure drops stiasitato 57.6% for 12 graders. It
also is clear that a substantial number dff geaders have used marijuana on multiple occasions.
A total of 15.6% report using it 1-5 times and a total of 12.286nteusing marijuana 40 or more
times. When looking at annual use of marijuana, ogeenahereare similarities in the patterns
of use, but overall there appears to be an increase in 2e0%he\v2008 data.
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Table 4.3
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use dflarijjuana
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 96.4| 92.3| 82.4| 75.7| 67.7| 66.3 | 61.6

Never (2009) 93.2| 87.0| 77.8| 69.7 | 64.4 | 57.0 | 57.6

1-5 Times (2008) 10| 24 | 73| 99 | 104 | 11.7 | 134

1-5 Times (2009) 19 | 34 | 85| 9.0 | 9.1 | 129 | 15.6

6-19 Times (2008) .6 16 | 35| 3.3 | 4.8 5.8 4.8

6-19 Times (2009) | 0.4 | 1.8 | 28 | 54 | 6.2 6.9 SES
20-40 Times (2008) | .2 A 14 | 29 | 43 3.8 4.0

20-40 Times (2009) = 10 | 25 | 33 | 47 4.4 3.4

40+ Times (2008) 2 .5 28 | 58 | 9.7 9.6 | 115

40+ Times (2009) 04| 15| 40 | 80 | 10.2| 13.3| 12.2

Total (2008) 2 4.9 15| 219 2974 309 33)

Total (2009) 26 | 7.7 | 178 | 25.7| 30.2 | 37.5| 36.7

Lifetime Use of Marijuana. Students also were asked if they ever had and how ofte
they have used marijuana in their entire lives. Thesponses are reported in Table 4.4. The
same pattern emerges in this area as in the otherstimaf consumption of marijuana goes up
quite substantially as they get older. By the time stisdexach the 9 grade, almost a third of
them (30%) have tried marijuana and many of them multiples. Similarly, by the time they
reach the 12 grade almost half (45%) of Porter County students hae tnarijuana and 19.2%
of 12" grade students have used it 40 or more times. Once dga@ dre similar patterns
between the 2008 and 2009 results, but overall there iscease in 2009 in the reported
lifetime use of marijuana.
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Table 4.4

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Marijuana
ATOD, 2008, 2009

6th 7th 8th 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 97.2 | 93.7 | 817 | 729 | 659  61.3 | 56.1

Never (2009) 96.8 | 89.8 | 79.0 | 68.6 | 63.0 | 54.2 | 52.3

1-5 Times (2008) 1.6 3.9 91 | 11.8 | 111 | 121 | 14.2

1-5 Times (2009) 2.2 SES 86 | 104 | 104 141 | 14.2

6-19 Times (2008) A 1.0 3.7 3.8 5.2 6.5 5.9

6-19 Times (2009) 0.3 1.7 4.4 5.8 6.3 7.4 7.5

20-40 Times (2008), .1 .6 1.3 | 28 | 41 | 49 | 55
20-40 Times (2009) 0.1 | 1.1 | 26 | 48 | 57 | 47 6.0
40+ Times (2008) 4 .6 3.8 8.1 13.0 | 14.2 | 175

40+ Times (2009) 0.6 1.7 44 | 100 | 14.1 | 191  19.2

Total (2008) 2.5 6.1 | 179 | 26,5 | 334 | 37.7 | 43.1

Total (2009) 3.1 | 10.0 | 20.0 | 31.0 | 36.4 | 454 | 47.0

Comparison to State. As part of the ATOD survey, comparisons are made dstw
patterns of usage at the state level and local IeMat results of these comparisons are presented
in Table 4.5 and Figure 4.1. The numbers listed in the tabieatedthe number of percentage
points of difference between usage of marijuana atstage level and in Porter County. All
numbers reported, unless preceded by a negative sign,tendiater usage in Porter County
than the state averages. Only figures that are gtatigt significantly, different at the p < .05
level are reported. As indicated, in more instancas tiot, Porter County students exceed state
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averages in both 2008 and 2009. For lifetime use, Porter Catuntgents exceeded state
averages, in 2009, in th& 89", 11" and 12" grades, but not in thé"6 7" or 10" grades. The
differences in these grades represent a substantialagecrever 2008. The absence of a
difference in the 10 grade is an improvement over 2008. For annual use, POdenty
students exceed state averages in grades 8-12, and witkcttion of the 10grade these are
substantial increases over 2008. For monthly use, PortetyCstudents exceed state averages
in grades 8-11, and thd'grade difference is new for 2009, and the other differereesent
increases over 2008. For daily use, Porter County stuéented state averages only very
sli%htly in the & grade and in contrast to 2008, they no longer exceedastatages in ® and

10" grade.
Table 4.5
Porter County and State Differences in Marijuana Use
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) -- -- 3.4 5.2 51 5.3 6.6
Lifetime (2009) - - 5.0 10.0 - 12.7 10.2
Annual (2008) -- -- 3.3 4.9 6.9 5.9 6.6
Annual (2009) - - 5.2 8.7 6.7 12.1 9.2
Monthly(2008) - - - 3.9 5.5 4.4 5.8

Monthly(2009) —~ —~ 3.5 6.1 6.6 10.0 =

Daily (2008) - - - 1.4 1.7 - -

Daily (2009) - - 0.9 = = = =
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Figure 4.1
Porter County and State Comparisons 200
Porter County ATOD, 2009
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College Student Survey

Monthly Use of Marijuana. Respondents in the College Student Survey were asked
many of the same questions that were asked in the ATO2\ Table 4.6 reports the results
for monthly use of marijuana. As indicated, 88.7% sy thad not used marijuana in the past
month, 7.8% said they had used it between 1-5 times, andsaitlthey had used it between 6-
19 times. Less than 1% said they had used marijuanath@r&0 times in the previous month.
Usage among these persons is substantially less thatepse by 12 grade students in Porter

County.
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Table 4.6

Percentage of Porter County College Students Reporting MonthlUse of Marijuana
College Student Survey, 2009

Frequency of Use % N
Never 88.7% 227
1-5 Times 7.8% 20
6-19 Times 3.1% 8
20-40 Times 0.0% 0
40+ Times 0.4% 1
Total 256

Sex Differences in Marijuana Use: ATOD Data.Table 4.7 reports data from the 2009
ATOD survey on sex differences in the use of marguamhe presentation is limited to the
differences for monthly use because the patterns idaig, monthly, annual, and lifetime use
were all quite similar, and the monthly data bestfiggithe patterns in the data. Overall, there is
not a great deal of difference in the consumption pwtef males or females. There are,
however, some differences. As indicated, at the laywade levels, most students have not used
marijuana in the past month. The gap between maledeamales increases with grade level
with males consuming more. At the same time, the dadecates that when females do
consume, they do so at lower rates than males. Tihéoglaveen males and females increases
with grade level and the reported amount that they coasuhimese results are quite similar to
those reported in 2008.
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Table 4.7
Monthly Use of Marijuana by Porter County Students by Sex

ATOD, 2009
% Monthly Use of Marijuana by Porter County
Schools 6th-12th Graders by Sex
Grade Sex 1-5 6-19 20-40 40+
Never| .. ) : .
times times times times
Male 92.1 1.3 0.2 -- --
6th
Female| 95.6 1.1 0.4 0.2 --
A Male | 86.3 2.4 2.2 0.8 0.4
Tt
Female| 91.7 3.0 0.4 0.2 --
A Male | 83.4 5.2 2.7 0.7 1.6
8t
Female| 84.7 6.2 2.9 1.4 1.6
A Male | 75.9 7.2 3.9 2.7 3.9
ot
Female| 80.0 8.7 2.8 2.1 2.1
Male 67.3 9.3 5.7 4.0 4.7
10th
Female| 77.7 10.3 4.2 2.2 2.0
Male 65.5 10.1 5.7 4.0 6.6
11th
Female| 71.3 12.8 4.5 2.8 4.0
Male | 66.9 9.9 4.4 3.4 7.2
12th
Female| 75.8 10.7 4.3 1.8 2.8

Risk Factors: ATOD Survey

Perceived Risk of Marijuana Use. It is reasonable to assume, and research supports
this, that whether or not someone would use marijuaadéesto the amount of perceived risk.
The ATOD survey included several questions related to theipedcask of using marijuana.
They asked about the perceived risk of occasional use angdeticeived risk of regular use.
Table 4.8 presents the responses of Porter County studehtsse two questions from both the
2008 survey and the 2009 survey. Focusing on the 2009 data, wherglabkine responses to
the risk ofoccasionaluse of marijuana, there are two clear trends. As stadp up in grades,
the percentage of students perceiving no risk goes up. Fopexa9.3% of B graders say no
risk and 24.9% of 12 graders say no risk. At the same time, 38.6%"bfiders perceive a
great risk and that figure drops to 14.6% of"iraders who perceive a great risk in the
consumption of marijuana. The perception of the sevefitisk appears to decline compared to
the 2008 data.
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When it comes to the perceived risk of thgular use of marijuana the pattern is quite
similar, but with one notable difference: the percentaigetudents who perceive regular use of
marijuana as having no risk does rise a bit in high schoblpverall remains quite steady. For
example, 7.8% of ' graders see no risk and 9.4% of"igraders see no risk. As kids go
through school, there is a tendency to see the sligtit moderate risk levels go up, but the
perception of a great risk to the regular consumptiomarijuana goes down. There are some
differences between the 2008 and 2009 results, with theppiencef greater risk declining in
2009. For example, in 2008 40.9% of™graders saw a great risk in the regular use of
marijuana, but that figure dropped to 33.3% in 2009.

Table 4.8
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting the Perpgon of Risk of
Occasional and Regular use of Marijuana
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade
Activity Risk 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11" 12th

None 8.1 7.4 13.5 18.8 19.5 18.9 20.8
Slight 12.5 14.8 204 25.5 30.2 33.7 33.2

Occasionally
(2008) | Moderate | 345 | 31.9 | 316 | 280 | 264 | 273 | 248

Great 40.0 42.6 31.3 25.7 21.6 17.5 18.5

None 9.3 9.8 130 | 200| 227/ 280 249
Occasionally| Slight | 126 | 153 | 220 | 261 | 288 | 310 | 3238
(2009) | Moderate | 32.0 | 343 | 320| 266 254 2032 22.1

Great 38.6 34.8 29.4 23.4 18.2 16.5 14.6

None 7.1 6.1 8.2 111 10.0 8.7 8.3
Slight 3.6 4.5 9.0 12.3 15.1 15.8 17.6

Regular

(2008) | Moderate | 15.1 | 157 | 18.6 | 23.3 | 251 | 29.1 | 30.3
Great | 69.1 | 704 | 60.8 | 51.3 | 47.3 | 435 | 409
None 78 | 73 | 93 | 117 | 120 | 152 | 94

Regular Slight 59 | 7.4 | 97 | 137 | 187 | 197 | 206

(2009) | Moderate | 157 | 173 | 21.7 | 241 | 257 | 272 | 300

Great 63.5 62.1 56.0 46.0 38.8 33.6 33.3
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Perceptions of Peer Approval. A primary motivating factor in much of teen behavior
is the seeking of approval from one’s peers. Understgnukrceptions of peer approval then is
an important factor in understanding their behaviorbl&@ .9 presents Porter County student
responses to questions related to their perception offgbeits approval or disapproval of both
occasional and regular use of marijuana for both 2008 and 2@@9to occasionalise of
marijuana in 2009, the percentage of those seeing theils meyng approval increases from
1.9% in the 8 grade to 6.7% in the Tyrade. As to just simple approval, the change is more
dramatic, going from 1.6% in thé"@rade to 21.4% in the T2grade. Interestingly, simple
disapproval increases from 10.5% in the sixth grade to 16gteiri?” grade, but the rate of
strong disapprovers declines from 64% in the sixth grade toiB@ke 1% grade. Overall, we
see a gradual but steady increase in the perception ¢basional use is approved by ones’
peers, and a decrease in the perception that ones’'disspprove of occasional use. The results
are quite similar to 2008, but one difference is the sabatalecline in the perception of peer
disapproval at the"band 7' grade levels.

When it comes to the perception of their peer’'s apgrol/the_regulause of marijuana,
we see similar patterns, but there is a sense thatpther's would be less approving of regular
use. For example, focusing on 2009 in Table 4.9, we seehthaetception of strong approval
from peers increases from 1.9% ifi grade to 6.5% in 12grade. Similarly, perception of
approval goes from 1.7% if"@rade to 12.5% in {2grade. The perception of disapproval from
peers goes up from 7.2% iff @grade to 15.1% in 1“29rade. However, once again, we see the
percentage of students seeing their peers as strongbpobsang of marijuana use declines from
68.1% in the 6 grade to 44.4% in the fZyrade. Overall, the patterns in 2009 are quite similar
to 2008, but there is an increase in the perception of aplpaod a decline in the perception of
peer disapproval, particularly once again amcfquéd 7" graders.

Perceptions of Parental Approval. Students also were asked about their perception of
their parent’s approval of both occasional and regudar of marijuana. The results from both
2008 and 2009 are presented in Table 4.10. Most students perceiveithgarents would not
approve of the occasional use of marijuana. While thev \tieat their parents approve of
occasional use increases overall, it reaches itsekiglevel in the 12 grade at 4.1%. The
percentage of students reporting that they think their paveoul disapprove increases across
grades levels, but the percentage believing that their fsastrongly disapprove actually
declines, but still, 76.2% of T2graders believe their parents would strongly disapprove of
occasional use of marijuana. Interestingly, the graege of students who do not know what
their parents think increases from 2.6% in theyfade to 7.1% in the fayrade. In contrast to
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Table 4.9
Percentage of Porter County Students Perceiving Peer Appval
Of Occasional and Regular use of Marijuana

ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade
6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Strongly Approve 19| 28|41| 49| 70| 6.0 | 57
, Approve 16| 25| 9.0 | 14.3] 18.0| 19.9]| 21.4
Occasionally

(2008) Do Not Know 7.8 1102|145 17.1] 16.7| 17.4| 185
Disapprove 10.0| 12.1] 13.3| 16.4| 16.7| 17.7| 18.5
Strongly 71.4| 66.9| 54.9| 44.7| 39.0| 35.6 | 32.9

Disapprove
Strongly Approve 19|129(38| 62| 74| 91| 6.7
Approve 1.6 | 3.6| 10.7 15.0| 18.9] 234 21.4
Ociggioog‘)a”y Do Not Know | 10.5|11.9| 15.5| 13.6| 17.4| 14.9| 17.8
Disapprove 10.5| 13.5| 12.114.4| 13.8| 15.7 16.0
Strongly 64.0| 58.8| 52.2| 44.1| 36.1| 31.1| 30.0

Disapprove
Strongly 221 29|37 45| 71| 63 5.3

Approve
Approve 9 13|60 89|104| 109|116

Regular Do Not
(2008) . 6.6 | 9.5 |13.3]| 14.9] 15.1| 14.3| 155
Disapprove 6.7 | 7.7 | 10.4| 14.7| 14.6| 18.3| 18.8
Strongly 76.0| 72.9| 62.5| 54.2| 50.1| 46.6 | 45.4

Disapprove

Strongly
Approve 19| 28| 39|63| 65| 84| 65
Approve 1.7 | 26| 65| 95 11.6 124 12

Regular Do Not
(2009) oW 9.9 | 10.9] 15.1| 12.5| 17.0| 16.8| 13.7
Disapprove 7.2 | 10.6| 89| 11.7 14p 135 15
Strongly 68.1| 63.9| 59.7| 52.5| 44.4| 43.4| 44.4

Disapprove
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2008, there is a tendency for the perception of strong @dudisapproval to decline in 2009, and
a slight tendency for the perception of parental apptovacrease.

When it comes to the perception of parental approvaegifilar use of marijuana, the
pattern is quite similar and again, overwhelmingly, stuglsat their parents as not approving of
the regular use of marijuana. For example, when yaubate the approvers and strong
approvers, 82% of'6graders see their parents as not approving and 83.2%"afraders see
their parents as not approving. While this seems like gead,nt represents a decrease in the
perception that their parents disapproved from 2008.

Table 4.10
Percentage of Porter County Students Perceiving Parentalpproval of

Occasional and Regular Use of Marijuana
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade
6th 7th 8th gth 10{h 11th 12{h
Strongly Approve 16|19 (15|15 14| 13| 14

Occasionall Approve 1 5 114)115]30] 33|29
(2008) y Do Not Know 261 32| 35| 54|50|55]| 71
Disapprove 30| 28| 45| 65| 78| 88| 9.9

Strongly Disapprove | 85.3| 86.1| 84.7| 82.9| 80.2| 77.6| 75.6
Strongly Approve 18| 20|16 |18 | 21| 20| 1.9

Occasionall Approve 021 04| 19| 13|40 3.7| 4.1
(2009) y Do Not Know 37| 40| 57| 65| 6.7 6.7 | 6.0
Disapprove 26 | 28| 51| 56| 86 |11.2| 9.9

Strongly Disapprove | 79.6 | 79.9| 79.8| 77.4| 72.3| 71.0| 69.6
Strongly Approve 16|/19|16| 15| 15| 15| 14

Regular Approve -- 2 .6 8 | 15| 18| 15
(2008) Do Not Know 22119304962 63|57
Disapprove 27| 33| 38| 48| 46| 40| 6.5
Strongly Disapprove | 86.0| 86.8| 86.6| 85.6| 83.7| 83.0| 81.8
Strongly Approve 18| 21|16 |18 | 21| 18| 1.7
Approve 01031009 |23|20)| 12

Regular
(2009) Do. Not Know 36| 39| 53|58| 59| 53|48
Disapprove 2212639 |38| 75|96 |70

Strongly Disapprove | 79.8| 80.5| 81.9| 80.3| 75.7| 75.9| 76.2
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Risk Factors: College Student Survey Data

Perceived Risk of Smoking Marijuana Table 4.11 presents the responses of college
age students in Porter County on their perceived risk oksm marijuana. As for occasional
use, 14.7% see no risk, 40.2% see a slight risk, 30.3% sedeaate risk and 14.7% see a great
risk. When compared to Porter County'taders perception of risk, there is a tendency for the
college age students to see a greater risk in occasisaaf marijuana. While about the same
percentage see this as a great risk, the big differencescionthat 24.9% of 12graders see no
risk in occasional smoking, whereas 14.9% of the collegestagients see no risk. More college
age students see a slight risk (40.2% to 32.8%) and a modska(&.3% to 22.1%).

When it comes to regular use of marijuana, 3.2% of thegmage students see no risk,
18.7% see a slight risk, 35.1% see a moderate risk, and 48eD%ogeat risk. When compared
to 12" graders in Porter County, college age students generallgnseh greater risk in regular
smoking of marijuana. For example, 9.4% of taders see no risk while 3.2% of college age
students see no risk. Similarly, 43.0% of college age stsider a great risk and 33.3% of'12
graders see a great risk.

Table 4.11
College Student Perception of Risk in Smoking Marijuana
College Age Survey, 2009

No Slight Moderate Great
Risk Risk Risk Risk

Occasional Use| 14.7%| 40.2% 30.3% 14.7%| 251
Regular Use 3.2% | 18.7% 35.1% 43.0% | 251

Use

Perception of Friends’ Approval of Occasional and Regular us of Marijuana.

Table 4.12 presents the perception that college studefsriar County have of their friends'
approval of occasional and regular use of marijuana.indisated, 1.6% view their friends as
strongly approving, 15.2% see their friends as approving, 12% kioow, 31.6% see their
friends as disapproving, and 39.6% see their friends asg$grdisapproving of the occasional
use of marijuana. When it comes to the perceptidhef friends approval of the regular use of
marijuana, 2% see their friends as strongly approving, S&¥4heir friends as approving, 6.8%
don’'t know, 23.2%, see their friends as disapproving, and 62e#%heir friends as strongly
disapproving.

When compared to Porter County™graders there is a substantial difference in the
perception of peer approval of occasional use, withegelistudents seeing much less approval.
For example, only 1.6% of college age students seeftleids as strongly approving and 6.7%
of 12" graders do. Similarly, college students perceive thedrs as disapproving more with
almost one-third (31.6%) seeing their peers as disapproengared to only 16% of i
graders.
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When it comes to regular use of marijuana the pattesimigar, with 12" graders seeing
much more approval and much less disapproval from thens ppean do college age students.
For example, 12.5% of f'Qraders see their peers as approving compared to 5.2%exfecalye
students. Similarly, while 44.4% of ®2yraders see their friends as strongly disapproving,
almost two-thirds (62.8%) of college age students see thayis ps strongly disapproving.

Perception of Family Approval of Occasional and Reqular usefdarijuana. Table

4.12 also presents the perception that college studenttier Eounty have of their families’

approval of occasional and regular use of marijuana. indgated, with reference to the
occasional use, .4 % sees their families as stroaglyoving, .8% sees their families as
approving, 2.9% don't know, 11.6% see their family as disappgovand 84.3% see their
families as strongly disapproving of the occasional efsenarijuana. When it comes to the
perception of their families’ approval of the regular o$enarijuana, .4% see their families as
strongly approving, .4% see their families as approving, 2.b%t know, 6.6%, see their

families as disapproving, and 90.5% see their familiesrasgly disapproving.

When we compare the perception of parental and famppyoaal of college age students
with 12" graders in Porter County, we see a very similar patierwhat we saw with the
perception of peer approval. While most persons do ndhse@eparents as approving of either
occasional or regular use, M Zyraders tend to see their parents as approving more and
disapproving less. For example, for occasional use 4f1%2"bgraders see their family as
approving compared to .8% of college age students.
students see their families as strongly disapprovingegiilar use, 76.2% of 2graders saw
their parents as strongly disapproving.

Approval of Occasional and Regular Use of Marijuana

Table 4.12
Percentage of Porter County College Students PerceivingiEnds’ and Families’

Similathyle 90.5% of college age

College Student Survey, 2009

approval | APProval | (f6 | Disapproval | 0 f8 | N
Friends
Occasional Usg 1.6% 15.2% 12.0% 31.6% 39.6% 250
Regular Use 2.0% 5.2% 6.8% 23.2% 62.8% 250
Family
Occasional Use 0.4% 0.8% 2.9% 11.6% 84.3% 242
Regular Use 0.4% 0.4% 2.1% 6.6% 90.5% 243

134



Consequences

Consequences: Arrests for Marijuana Related OffensesTable 4.13 presents data on
arrests for marijuana related offenses. The table ite qgomplex and detailed, but it
demonstrates clearly that across both time and age gnapy, more males are arrested for
marijuana use than females. The difference is simidawhat we saw with alcohol related
offenses, but even greater. Males are five times tlikalg to be arrested than females in all age
groups, and in all years. In addition, the number adsasrin 2003 was 419; there were 542 in
2004, 482 in 2005, and 506 in 2006. The number of arrests goes down to24084 ,irlB74 in
2008, and then up again to 428 in 2009.

Table 4.13
Porter County Arrests for Marijuana Related Offense 2003 - 2009
Porter County Sheriff's Department, 2009

Age
0-17 | 18-25| 26-34| 35-44| 45-54 | 55-64| Total
F 0 28 9 10 3 1 51
2003 M 0 235 62 50 18 3 368
Total 0 263 71 60 21 4 419
F 0 46 12 14 8 1 81
2004 M 1 285 93 47 27 8 461
Total 1 331 105 61 35 9 542
F 0 49 13 16 4 0 82
2005 M 2 256 77 45 17 3 400
Total 2 305 90 61 21 3 482
F 0 62 14 18 4 0 98
2006 M 0 243 82 53 25 5 408
Total 0 305 96 71 29 5 506
F 0 44 15 3 6 0 68
2007 M 3 201 74 47 30 3 358
Total 3 245 89 50 36 3 426
F 0 40 17 9 4 1 71
2008 M 0 170 79 35 16 3 303
Total 0 210 96 44 20 4 374
F 0 38 10 10 9 0 67
2009 M 0 221 85 34 18 3 361
Total 0 259 95 44 27 3 428

The data also can be broken down more specifically bytagee what happens to
various age groups across time. Figure 4.2 presents this Aatadicated, 18-25 year olds are
arrested for marijuana at a much higher rate than any agigegroup and this is the case in every
year from 2003 through 2009. The number of 18-25 years oldsearmeste from 263 in 2003 to
a high of 331 in 2004, declined in 2005 and 2006 to 305, and declined even mr2®07 and
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2008 to 245 and 210 respectively, but then jumped up a bit in 2009 to 258.the case of
arrests in other areas, and in very general terraspdimber of arrests varies with the age of the
population and the older a person gets the less likelytthggt arrested for marijuana use.

Numb er of Arrests

Figure 4.2

Marijuana Arrests by Age and Year
Porter County Sheriff, 2009
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Consequences: Positive Tests for Marijuana (THC) Among Adts on Probation.

Persons on probation are regularly tested for theotideugs and alcohol. Despite knowing this
many probationers test positive for various substant¢ée data on the number of positive tests
for THC is presented in Figure 4.Bdrter County Adult Probation Report, 2009As indicated,

there has been a steady increase in the number ofvpagsts since 2006, reaching a high of

393 in 2009.
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Figure 4.3
Porter County Adult Probation Postive Tests for THC
Porter County Probation Report, 2009
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Consequences: Porter Hospital Emergency Room Treatmentd he consequences of
marijuana consumption also can be seen by lookindheatntimber of persons treated at the
emergency rooms of Porter HospitBIXWN, 2008. This data is only available for 2008 so we
can not examine trends. The number of persons treatdéek amergency room in 2008 for
marijuana related issues is presented in Table 4.14. eparted, there were a total of 103
persons (57 at the Valparaiso Campus and 46 at the Poraageu€) treated for marijuana use.
Seven of these cases were labeled suicide attemp&natiter 8 persons were said to be seeking
detoxification. 64 of these persons were male and 39 feerale. To look at the distribution of
cases by age, the data were broken down and put into Higure As indicated, most persons
treated at the emergency room for use of marijuanarater 24 and the largest group is the 18-
24 year old group. This data is quite consistent with wiaat found at Porter-Starke. Problems
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and treatment for marijuana use begin to decline sufedtganwvhen persons reach their mid
twenties and beyond. This, of course, is a pattern guntdar to treatment for alcohol with the
18-24 year old group being the most frequently treated group.

Table 4.14
Treatments at Porter Hospital Emergency Room: Marijuana Rela¢d, 2008
DAWN, 2008
Valparaiso | Portage | Total
Drug (2008) (2008) | (2008)
Marijuana 57 46 103
Cannabinoids 18 17 35
Marijuana 36 26 62
Pot 2 2 4
THC
Suicide attempt 5 2
Seeking detox 6 2 8
Malicious poisoning -- = -
Other 46 42 88
TOTAL 57 46 103
Male 33 31 64
Female 24 15 39
Not documented - - -
TOTAL 57 46 103
5 years and younger -- -- -
6-11 years -- - -
12-17 years 17 14 31
18-20 years 9 12 21
21-24 years 10 8 18
25-29 years 9 4 13
30-34 years 3 2 5
35-44 years 6 4 10
45-54 years 2 1 3
55-64 years 1 1 2
65 years and older - - -
Not documented - = -
TOTAL 57 46 103
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Figure 4.4
Emergency Room Treatments by Age: Marijuana Relaté 2008
DAWN, 2008
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Marijuana Related Deaths. There is no precise data on marijuana causing deaths in
Porter County. A review of the reports from the Porteur@@y Coroner’s Office does indicate
that marijuana (THC) was “involved” in some deaths. hhenber of deaths where marijuana
was involved is presented in Figure 4.5. As indicated, drer@ot a large number of deaths and
they run from a high of 6 in 2004 to a low of 1 in 2009.
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Figure 4.5
Marijuana Related Deaths in Porter County, 2003-208
Porter County Coroner, 2009
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ConseguencesPorter-Starke Services Treatments. One valuable source of data to
help understand the impact and consequences of drug usdrg&kahe number of persons
treated at local mental health facilities for specifiroblems. Porter-Starke Services is the
largest mental health treatment center in Porter Coility data in Table 4.15 are the number of
clients treated at Porter-Starke from 2004 through 2008 byrafyjeex. Throughout the entire
period, there were 730 treatments for marijuana use.e Bab? presents a good deal of data in a
quite complex format. To clarify these relationshipsme of the data is reproduced in Figure
4.6 to demonstrate the change across time in the numbele$ and females seeking treatment.
As indicated, the numbers remained quite stable acrossrtinming between a high of 140
clients in 2004 to 112 in 2006. In 2008, however, there wasdisamnt shift in the number of
clients seen for both males and females. The incieaseinted to a 55% increase overall, which
included a 33% increase for males and a 123% increase fdefema

To look at the data more closely, it is broken down sgtane by age. As indicated in
Figure 4.7, the 18-25 year old age group contributes the mtis toarijuana related treatments
at Porter-Starke Services. This particular age group ibatés the largest proportion of
treatment cases of any age group. It also is intagesti note that almost every age group
contributed to the increase in number of clients during 2008.
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Table 4.15

Patients Treated at Porter-Starke for Marijuana Use: 2004-2008
Porter-Starke Services, 2008

ERERRARREE

Males 0 2 63 35 24 12 5 0 0 141

2008 | Females| O 7 23 28 10 8 2 0 0 78
Total 0 9 86 63 34 | 20 7 0 0 219
Males 0 8 48 17 12 5 0 0 0 90

2007 | Females| O 1 15 13 5 1 0 0 0 35
Total 9 63 30 17 6 0 0 0 125
Males 7 45 22 10 2 0 0 0 86

2006 | Females 5 11 7 1 1 1 0 0 26
Total 12 56 29 11 3 1 0 0 112
Males 0 11 60 24 7 0 0 0 107

2005 | Females| O 6 13 4 2 0 0 0 27
Total 17 73 28 9 0 0 0 134
Males 1 8 64 | 23 10 3 0 0 0 109

2004 | Females| O 2 16 5 7 1 0 0 0 31
Total 1 10 80 28 17 4 0 0 0 140
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Number of treatments
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Figure 4.6

Porter-Starke Marijuana Related Treatments by Sex ad Year

2004-2008

Porter-Starke Services Report, 2008

/

200

150

"

=—&— Males
=& Females
=== Total

100

50

~

2004 2005 2006 2007

Year

2008

142



Number of Treatments

Figure 4.7
Porter-Starke Marijujana Related Treatments by Ageand Year
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Chapter 5
Heroin

Introduction

In this section the focus is on the consumption an@guences related to the use of
heroin. First, patterns of consumption are examinedolokihg at the ATOD survey. The
consequences of heroin use are examined by looking ah&eat at mental health facilities and
Porter Hospital, as well as positive opiate tests @hulta on probation. In addition, heroin
related deaths as reported by the Coroner’s Office maenieed. Finally, because of their
relationship to heroin use, incidences of methadonemeeds for Porter County residents are
also presented.

Patterns of Consumption: ATOD Data

Monthly Use of Heroin. The ATOD survey did not ask questions about daily use.
Responses to the question in the 2009 survey if they hadhaseth in the past month are
reported in Table 5.1 along with responses to the same quest&®08. Recall the data does
not add up to 100% in each column because some students citiswegr the question. As
indicated, most students have not used heroin in the pashmi;n 2009 only .3% of students in
the 8" grade report using heroin and the highest number is recardée L3’ grade where a
total of 1.9% report using heroin in the past month and oifothose have used it 1-5 times. In
every grade level, the reported use in 2009 is greater ¢panted use in 2008. One needs to be
cautious in interpreting these differences, however, usecavhile it could be argued that the
amount of reported use by"@raders more than doubled from 2008 (.8%) to 2009 (1.9%) the
actual increase is very small and the number of castsese categories is small which makes
generalization about these issues very problematic.
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Table 5.1
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Heroin
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th | 7th = 8th | Oth | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never(2008) | 96.8 | 96.5| 95.2| 96.7 | 94.8 | 95.0| 94.1
Never(2009) | 94.7 | 92.7 | 93.4 | 92.3 | 91.9 | 92.0 | 90.4
1-5Times(2008) | .1 | 2 | 3 | 2 8 | .4 | 5
1-5 Times(2009) | 0.2 | 0.6 | 05 | 09 1.0 | 0.7 | 0.7

6-19 Times(2008) | .1 2 -- 3 4 A 2
6-19 Times(2009) | 0.1 -- 02 02 04 04 0.7
20-40 Times(2008), -- -- A A 3 A1 --
20-40 Times(2009) -- — -- -- -- 0.1 0.2
40+ Times(2008) | -- -- A A -- A1 A1
40+ Times(2009) | -- | 0.1 | 02| 02 | 03 | - | 03
Total (2008) 2 | 4| 5 | 7 15 7| 8

Total (2009) 03, 07,10 13 1.7 | 1.2 | 1.9

Annual Use of Heroin. The percentages of students reporting various levelseafise
of heroin for 2008 and 2009 are presented in Table 5.2. Oncethggens not a lot of reported
use and most students have not used heroin in the past yéare is, however, a gradual
increase with students in higher grades reporting more fiseexample, .5% of students in the
6" grade report use and this figure increases to 3.5% fdgfsiers. In every grade, level the
reported use in 2009 is greater than reported use in 2008. Omececaganeeds to be cautious
in interpreting these differences because the actualaseres very small and the number of
cases in these categories is also small, which make=raleation about these issues very
problematic.
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Table 5.2
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use d¢feroin
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never(2008) 97.3|97.0| 96.5| 96.8| 94.6 | 95.7 | 94.0
Never (2009) 94.9(93.9/93.4|93.1|93.1| 91.6 | 89.9
1-5 Times(2008) 2| 3| 4| 5| .9 7 | 1.0
1-5 Times(2009) | 05| 04 | 1.4 | 15| 1.1 | 1.1 | 0.9
6-19 Times(2008) A A 3 2 4 2 3

6-19 Times(2009) | -- | 05| 01| 01| 03| 0.3 | 0.9
20-40 Times(2008) | .1 A -- A 3 2 --
20-40 Times(2009) | -- [ 01| 03| 0.2 | 04 | 04 | 05
40+ Times(2008) -- A A 2 3 3 2
40+ Times(2009) | - | 03| 02| 03| 05| 0.7 | 09
Total (2008) 4| 6| 8| 1 | 19| 14| 15
Total (2009) 05114 20| 20| 24| 24 | 3.1

Lifetime Use of Heroin. As indicated in Table 5.3, when asked if they have eved us
heroin in their entire life, most students in both 2088 2009 say no. In 2009, 98.6% dF 6
graders report never having used heroin and 95.9% Bfgi&ders report never having used
heroin. In every grade level, the reported use in 200 &@rthan reported use in 2008. Once
again, one needs to be cautious in interpreting thefatites because the actual increase is
very small and the number of cases in these categsr@@so small, which makes generalization
about these issues very problematic. At the same tingepattern is consistent across monthly,
annual, and lifetime reported use which suggests it is not utoqoee area, but may indicate a
trend in increased use.
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Table 5.3
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime UWsof Heroin
ATOD 2008, 2009

6th = 7th = 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) | 98.9 | 99.2 | 98.7 98.0 | 97.4| 97.9 97.4
Never (2009) | 98.6 | 97.9 | 97.1| 96.7 | 96.9 | 96.3 | 95.9
1-5 Times (2008), .3 | 4 | .7 | 1.0 | 1.0 | 1.1 | 1.3
1-5 Times (2009)| 0.7 | 0.7 | 1.3 | 15 | 1.7 | 15 | 1.7

6-19 Times (2008] -- A A A 5 A 5
6-19 Times (2009] -- 03| 06 04| 02| 05| 03
20-40 Times (200§ -- A A 2 .3 2 .3

20-40 Times (200¢ 0.1 | 0.1 | 0.2 f 0.2 | 0.8 | 0.5 | 0.5
40+ Times (2008) .1 A A 4 .8 5 4
40+ Times (2009) -- 05 04| 07 03| 09 | 1.2

Total (2008) 4 |7 1 | 1.7 | 26 | 1.9 | 25
Total (2009) 08| 1.7 | 26 27 | 31 | 34 38

Comparisons to State. Heroin use by Porter County students is essentiallgdah®ee as
patterns of use across the state. The only exceptithig is in annual use, wher& and &'
grade students report a .7 and .9 percentage point higheatasnan state averages. Both of
these figures are statistically significant.

Sex Differences in Heroin Use.Table 5.4 presents the results from the ATOD study on
the differences between males and females in the mouafi@yof heroin for 2009. Only the
monthly comparisons are presented here because the paitersimilar for the annual and
lifetime use data. As indicated, there is not aolbteported use of heroin in the past month
among these persons. What differences there are betnades and females mirror the patterns
found with other substances. More males tend to ugletlglimore heroin, but the differences in
most cases do not appear to be significant.
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Table 5.4
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Heroin by Sex

ATOD, 2009
Monthly Use of Heroin by Porter County
Schools 6th-12th Graders by Gender, 2008
Grade Sex 1-5 6-19 20-40 40+
Never| .. ) ) )
times times times times
Male 92.8 0.2 -- -- --
6th
Female| 96.5 0.2 0.2 -- --
Male 90.7 0.6 -- -- 0.2
7th
Female| 94.8 0.7 -- -- --
Male 91.3 0.5 0.2 -- 0.2
8th
Female| 95.5 0.6 0.2 -- 0.2
Male 90.0 1.0 0.4 -- 0.2
9th
Female| 94.7 0.8 -- -- 0.2
Male 88.3 1.7 0.4 -- 0.4
10th
Female| 95.4 0.2 0.4 -- 0.2
Male 88.8 0.9 0.6 0.3 --
11th
Female| 94.8 0.5 -- -- --
Male 87.4 0.3 1.0 -- 0.7
12th
Female| 94.0 1.1 0.4 0.4 --

Consequences: Porter Hospital Emergency Room TreatmentsThe consequences of
heroin use also can be seen by the number of persanarehreated in local emergency rooms
for heroin-related problems. The data in Table 5.5 preskataumber of persons treated in the
Porter Hospital Emergency Rooms in 2008. As indicated,ah @dtl28 persons were treated.
Most of those treated (90) were male. The ages cktheeated are represented in Figure 5.1.
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As indicated, the largest number of persons is in the 2&%3dyear old category with the 18-24
(40) year old group being the next most frequently treatewaigr

Table 5.5
Treatments at Porter Hospital Emergency Room: Heroin Relaté, 2008
DAWN, 2008
Drug Va('gggasi‘so Fzgggg‘e Total (2008)
Heroin 103 25 128
Heroin 102 25 127
Smack 1 -- 1
Suicide attempt 2 -- 2
Seeking detox 65 4 69
Other 36 21 57
TOTAL 103 25 128
Male 69 21 90
Female 34 4 38
Not documented -- — -
TOTAL 103 25 128
5 years and - B _
6-11 years -- -- -
12-17 years 1 1 2
18-20 years 8 3 11
21-24 years 24 5 29
25-29 years 30 6 36
30-34 years 22 7 29
35-44 years 14 1 15
45-54 years 4 2 6
55-64 years -- -- -
65 years and olde -- -- -
Not documented -- — -
TOTAL 103 25 128

149



Figure 5.1
Porter Emergency Room Treatments for Heroin by Age2003-200¢
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Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS).The data in Table 5.6 represents the number of
persons treated in mental health facilities for opiege in 2007 in all counties in Indiana with a
population over 100,000TEDS, 2008 The data are simply the number of persons treated fo
heroin use or heroin dependence. There is no cofgropopulation. The data did not
distinguish between various types of opiate use ahdiied to treatments that were funded in
whole or in part with federal or state money or tréade agencies that receive federal or state
money. Despite these limitations, the data does pnbeeesting in that it allows for comparison
with other counties. Porter County rank€ 8ut of the 17 counties with populations over
100,000 for both use and dependence on heroin.
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Table 5.6

Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS): Heroin, 2008

TEDS, 2008
County Number (_Jf Treatment Episodes with
Heroin Use and Dependence
Heroin Use Heroin Dependence
Vigo 4 3
Delaware 5 3
Madison 6 2
Vanderburgh 9 2
Elkhart 11 9
Johnson 12 9
Allen 16 8
Hendricks 18 11
Hamilton 19 12
Clark 22 12
LaPorte 25 20
Tippecanoe 26 15
Saint Joseph 48 26
Monroe 49 39
Porter 77 65
Lake 229 204
Marion 346 289

Consequences: Positive Tests for Opiates among Adults omoBation. Adults on
probation are required to submit to periodic drug and aldelsts. The data provided does not
report specifically for heroin, but does report data ontpestests for opiatesPprter County
Adult Probation, 200 The number of positive tests for opiates between 20@B2009 is
presented in Figure 5.2. From 2006 to the present, more thgyo4dive tests for opiates were
reported each year. With the exception of this pasttyese has been generally an increase in
positive tests for opiates. In the most recent ydaesnumber of positive tests has more than
doubled since 2004.
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Figure 5.2
Positive Tests for Opiads, Porter Adult Probation2003-2009
Porter County Adult Probation, 2009
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Heroin Related Deaths. The Porter County Coroner’s Office provides a repartie
causes of a number of deatl@(oner’'s Report, 2008, 2009 A review of the reports from the
Porter County Coroner’s Office indicates that heroin fia#lved” in 7 deaths in 2009. This is
a decrease in the number reported in previous years. Thaissdpresented in Figure 5.3. A
problem in determining heroin deaths is that heroin convtertaorphine in the body and the
cause of death is sometimes reported as morphine. Tiené&odetermines if it is a heroin
related death with reference to other evidence. ltifficult sometimes in just reading the
reports to determine what might have been the actual étafsdeath. The data reported in
Figure 5.3 is based on a literal reading of the actuablisause of death. The data reported for
2008 was adjusted from 9 to 11 based on clarifications protagéde Coroner’s Office.
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Figure 5.3
Porter County Heroin Related Deaths, 2003-2009
Porter County Coroner's Report, 2009
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Porter-Starke Services Treatments.One way to assess the consequences of the
consumption of heroin is to examine the number of tmeats at local mental health facilities.
The number of persons treated by Porter-Starke Sendacd®foin use over the past four years
is presented in Table 5.Pdrter-Starke Services, 2008Because the data in Table 5.7 is quite
detailed, it is broken down and presented visually in Figukesdd 5.5. Interestingly, despite
the relatively low level of reported use among Porteur@y students, there are a significant
number of treatments for heroin-related problems aadtimber is increasing. For example, in
2004, there were a total of 128 treatments and in 2008 thereld#reeatments. As indicated
in Figure 5.6, the increase in treatments, in the pastog@mes primarily from an increase in the
number of male clients. In 2007, 66 males were treatethé@D8, 88 were treated, an increase
of 33%. Figure 5.5 provides data to show that the increaseaitses most from the 26-34 year
old category, an increase between 2005 and 2008 of almost &0%.18-25 year old group
actually declined over the past several years from 62 in 2088 in 2008.
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Table 5.7

Porter-Starke Data Treatments for Heroin, 2004-2008,
Porter-Starke Services, 2008

EERARREEE

Males 0 0 16 | 62 8 2 0 0 0 88

2008 | Females| O 0 19 | 24 | 11 2 0 0 0 56
Total 0 0 35 | 86 | 19 4 0 0 0 144

Males 0 2 19 | 31 | 10 4 0 1 0 67

2007 | Females|| O 0 20 | 23 | 8 3 3 1 0 58
Total 0 2 39 | 54 | 18 7 3 2 0 125

Males 0 0 29 | 23 | 10 6 0 0 0 68

2006 | Females| O 0 19 | 18 | 15 4 1 0 0 57
Total 0 0 48 | 41 | 25 | 10 1 0 0 125

Males 0 0 22 | 25 9 6 3 0 0 65

2005 | Females| O 1 24 | 14 | 12 3 1 0 0 55
Total 0 1 46 | 39 | 21 9 4 0 0 120

Males 0 0 36 | 27 5 4 0 0 0 72

2004 | Females| O 2 26 | 17 7 4 0 0 0 56
Total 0 2 62 | 44 | 12 8 0 0 0 128
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Number of Treatments

Figure 5.4
Porter-Starke Treatments by Sex 2004-2008
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Figure 5.5
Porter-Starke Treamtments by Age, 2004-2008
Porter-Starke Report, 2009
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Porter County Methadone Treatments. Closely related to the consumption of heroin
in a community is the number of methadone treatmemgided to local residents. Figure 5.6
reports the number of treatments of Porter County retsdeom 1998 through June of 2009.
The 2009 figures used in this and the following figures arefonlghe first 6 months of the year.
As clearly indicated, there has been a steady incrieagee number of treatments peaking in
2008. Considering that the 2009 figures are only for six mainhslearly anticipated that 2009
would provide another substantial increase. Figures 5.7 8riatéak the data down by age and
sex over time. As with other drugs and treatment fovihemales clearly outnumber females in
seeking methadone treatments. However, not displayée itables is a trend that for the 18-24
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year old group, the differences between males and ferhake all but disappeared over the past
several years. While up to 2003, the 18-24 year old age groupmass likely to seek
treatments, more recently the number from this groupsteslily declined. Since 2004, clearly
the 25-34 year old age group is more likely to seek treatntbatsany other age cohort. In
2008, there was a sizeable spike in treatments for pensahe 35-44, age group, yet it is not
clear if this will continue.

Figure 5.6
Methadone Cases by Year, 2003-2009
Porter-Starke Services Report, 2009
(2009 only 6 months)
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Cases

Figure 5.7
Methadone Treatments by Age and Year
120 Porter-Starke Report, 2009
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Methadone Cases by Sex and Yea
Porter-Starke Report, 2009

Ams

[\

[\

(&)

93

‘_GH86

—&— Male

—fi— Female

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Year

159




Chapter 6
Cocaine

In this section, the focus is on the consumption am$eguences related to the use of
cocaine. First, patterns of consumption are examinelddiing at the ATOD survey and the
College Student Survey. Risk factors are then examinedibyg tlee same data sources. The
consequences of cocaine use are examined by looking aheérgatat mental health facilities
and Porter Hospital, arrests, and cocaine related daatieported by the Coroner’s Office.

Monthly Use of Cocaine. Table 6.1 presents data regarding the reported monthlyfuse o
cocaine. There is not a lot of use of cocaine at aageglevel in 2009. The highest level of use is
in the 12" grade where a total of 2.9% report having used cocaine ipase month. The
percentage of use in the 1-5 times per month categorgases with the grade level. The
percentage of'®graders who report using cocaine 1-5 times monthly isaB@bincreases to
1.9% by the 1% grade. While there are some differences, the ovpsdtern is for more
reported consumption in 2009 than in 2008, especially Byahtl 13' grade students.

Table 6.1
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Cocaine
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 97.4| 96.5 949 96.2 934 93/8 925
Never (2009) 94.8| 93.2 | 93.4 | 91.8| 91.4| 90.9 | 89.9

1-5 Times (2008) 4 A 5 .6 1.6 1.3 2.0
1-5 Times (2009) | 0.3 | 0.4 | 0.9 | 1.5 | 15 | 1.7 1.9

6-19 Times (2008) -- A 4 4 v 4 4
6-19 Times (2009) @ 0.1 | 0.2 -- 03| 02| 04 | 05
20-40 Times (2008) | .1 1 - 1 2 2 -
20-40 Times (2009) | -- 01 02 - 02 -1 --
40+ Times (2008) -- A A 2 A1 A1 -
40+ Times (2009) -- -- 01 01| 04 04 05
Total (2008) 5 A4 1 | 13| 26 2 24
Total (2009) 04| 0712 | 18 24 | 26 | 29

Annual Use of Cocaine.Students also were asked about annual use of cocaineesrd th
results are reported in Table 6.2. Looking at the 2009 resigégie increases at higher grade
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levels. Additionally, the percentage of students who ntepever using cocaine during the past
year declines at higher grade levels. While 95.2% "bfyfaders report never using cocaine
during the past year, the number decreases to 87%"ajraflers who report no use of cocaine.
Only .2% of 6" graders report using cocaine 1-5 times per year, whilegt&ders show an
increase to 2.9%. In comparing 2008 and 2009 there is someffzaimixed pattern. If
anything, the 2009 report indicates a greater use among statiéheshigher use levels and in
higher grades.

Table 6.2
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use @ocaine
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 97.9| 97.2| 953 94.6 921 916 895
Never (2009) 95.2193.7| 92.6| 92.1| 91.0| 88.4| 87.0

1-5 Times (2008) | .3 | .3 | 1.0| 19| 28| 35 4.1
1-5 Times (2009) 02 06| 24| 27| 28| 29 | 29
6-19 Times (2008) | 2 | 1| 4| 4| 7 9| 1.2
6-19 Times (2009) | 0.2 { 0.2 | 04 | 0.3 | 1.0 | 0.7 | 1.2

[@0]

20-40 Times (2008) | -- -- A 3 v .8 4
20-40 Times (2009) | -- | 04| - | 02| 01| 1.2 | 1.0
40+ Times (2008) -- A 4 2 3 4 5
40+ Times (2009) -- - |102|04| 08| 09| 09
Total (2008) 5| 5| 19| 28| 45/ 56 6.2
Total (2009) 04| 13|30| 36| 47| 57| 6.0

Lifetime Use of Cocaine. Table 6.3 presents students reported lifetime use ofr@cai
In 2009 almost all (99.2%)Bgrade students report never using cocaine, and this dr&gsa%
of 9" graders and 90.9% of Y2yraders. Reported use in the 1-5 times per year categesy ris
from .4% of &' graders to 3.5% oftgraders. Of 12 graders, 4.1% report having used cocaine
1-5 times in their lifetime. With the exception of"lg@raders, reported lifetime use of cocaine is
greater in 2009 than in 2008.
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Table 6.3

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Cocaine
ATOD 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 99.4| 98.8| 974 955 93.6 923 90.7
Never (2009) 99.2 | 98.1 | 96.3| 94.7 | 92.1 | 91.2 | 90.9

1-5 Times (2008) 2 .8 1.4 2.8 4.0 3.8 5.2

1-5 Times (2009) | 0.4 10 24 | 35 | 49 | 51 | 4.1

6-19 Times(2008) | 2 | 1 | 4| 7| 5| 10 24

6-19 Times (2009) 01| 04| 06| 05| 09| 15 10

20-40 Times (2008) | -~ | .1 | 2 | 3| 8| 12 .3

20-40 Times (2009) | 0.1 - - 02 08 09 | 09

40+Times(2008) | .1 | .1 | 3| 4| 9| 13 1.2

40+ Times (2009) 01| 02| 03| 06 | 08| 11 27

Total (2008) .5 11 2.3 4.2 6.0 7.3 9.1

Total (2009) 07 | 17 | 33| 48| 75 86 | 87

Comparison to State. The ATOD study reports comparisons of cocaine useeasttie
and local levels. These comparisons are presentechlie 16.4. Listed in the table are the
differences between usage of cocaine at the statdParter County levels for both 2008 and
2009. Only differences that are statistically signifioggm& .05) are shown. As indicated, in 2009
there only are significant differences with staterages on lifetime use in the Ljrade and
annual use in the"8grade. These are grades where there were no differen2608. However,
overall, the results for 2009 indicate a reduction inrlnaber of grades — there were 7 in 2008 -
- where Porter County students report exceeding statagese
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Table 6.4

Porter County and State Differences in Cocaine Use
ATOD 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) == -- -- -- 1.3 -- 1.7
Lifetime (2009) - -- -- -- -- 3.2 --
Annual (2008) == -- -- -- 1.1 1.3 | 15
Annual (2009) -- -- 1.4 -- -- -- -
Monthly (2008) - 0.3 | -- -- 0.8 | -- --

Monthly (2009) -- -- -- - -- -- -

Daily (2008) U T T T T e

Daily (2009) I T T

College Student Survey

Monthly Use of Cocaine.As indicated in Table 6.5, college age students in Porter
County do not report much regular use of cocaine. I ¢ady 1 person reported using cocaine
in the past month. While fZyrade students in Porter County do not report much uszcaire,
the college age students report even less.

Table 6.5
Monthly Use of Cocaine for College Age Students
College Student Survey, 2009

Frequency % N
Never 99.7 299
1-5 Times 0.3 1
6-19 Times 0 0
20-40 Times 0 0
40+ Times 0 0
Total 100 300
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Risk Factors

Perceived Risk. Students also were asked to report their perceptioneofisk of both
occasional and regular cocaine use. These resulisresented in Table 6.6. Overall, in 2009
students’ perception of greater risk increased as theydriovhigher grades with 43.4% of' 6
grade students perceiving a “great” risk of occasional mse58.1% of 19 graders perceiving a
great risk associated with occasional use. A similaepatexists for the perception of the risk of
regular use where 7% of'@raders report no risk, and that figure drops to 1.9% Bfytaders.

A comparable pattern occurs in the perception of grdatwisch increases across the grades for
both occasional and regular use of cocaine. In theafasccasional use, 43.4% dft raders

Table 6.6
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting the Perceph of Risk of Cocaine
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade
Activity Risk 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th

None 6.8 6.9 52 7.2 5.6 3.8 2.1

Occasionally Slight 7.5 6.0 6.4 6.9 6.6 5.7 8.0

(2008)

Moderate | 31.9 | 27.7 | 339 | 295 | 28.0 | 275 | 25.2

Great 470 | 53,5 | 50.0 | 545 | 57.0 | 594 | 60.4

None | 77 | 55 | 41| 43| 49| 50 29
(2009) | Moderate| 31.3 | 32.7| 335| 309 2048 27.7 27
Great | 434 | 47.0| 492| 514 531 565 58

[o¢]

H

\"Al

None | 67 | 73 | 52 | 59 | 52 | 31 | 16
Regular | Slight | 23 | 19 | 16 | 20 | 15 | 13 | 16
(2008) | Moderate| 11.0 | 81 | 89 | 89 | 7.3 | 59 | 82
Great | 72.4 | 75.7 | 782 | 793 | 81.7 | 856 | 83.1
None | 70 | 53 | 39| 41| 41| 42| 19
Regular | Slight | 36 | 26 | 27| 18| 24| 18 17
(2009) | Moderate | 13.6 | 11.7 | 12.4| 111 73| 7.4 58
Great | 67.9 | 743 | 76.6| 781 804 818 834
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perceive a great risk and that figure increases to 58.01%2fgraders. When it comes to regular
use, 67.9% of B graders perceive a great risk, and that figure increas&8.496 for 1

graders. The change in the perception of the leveskfetween 2008 and 2009 varies with the
level of use.

Perceived Peer Approval. Table 6.7 presents Porter County youths’ perception of peer
approval of using cocaine. In 2009, students in gralésréugh 13 were asked if they thought
their peers approved of the use of cocaine on a regulacaasional basis. Overall, students
perceived their peers as disapproving of the use of cocdine example, 66.1% of'6grade
students believe that their peers would strongly disagpodvwccasional cocaine us@d this
number increases to 71.4% of™M@graders who believe their peers would strongly disapprove
The numbers increase slightly for perception of peeapgioval when students were asked
about regular cocaine use. Almost 70% (69.5%)"bfyade students report that they believe
their peers would strongly disapprove_of reqular cocaseeand 76.3% of 12 graders believe
that their peers would strongly disapprove. While tlgairés for 2008 and 2009 are quite
comparable, there appears to be a tendency for stude@@0%h to perceive their peers as
disapproving of cocaine use at slight higher rates.

Table 6.7

Percentage of Porter County Students Perceiving Peer Appval of Cocaine Use
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade
6" | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th| 11th| 12th

Strongly Approve 16 | 33| 28| 19| 21| 19 | 14

Occasionally Approve 10| 05| 08| .18| 25| 28 | 19
(2008) Do Not Know 8.6 | 109 13.9| 15.2| 11.2| 12.5]| 12.2
Disapprove 12.1| 11.1| 11.8| 12.9| 14.4| 12.6 | 12.2

Strongly Disapprove | 67.3 | 66.0 | 65.3 | 65.3 | 66.5| 65.1 | 66.8
Strongly Approve 1.7 2.3 1.7 1.8 2.1 2.1 1.7

™

Approve 0.7 0.7 2.0 1.3 2.1 2.2 2.1
Occasionally L s
(2009) Do Not Know 9.7 | 10.7| 124 9.7 125 82 75b
Disapprove 10.2| 10.7| 11.1 12,9 11p 11|13 98
Strongly Disapprove | 66.1 | 66.6| 66.8 67.3 65.1 70{1 714
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Table 6.7 Continued

Percentage of Porter County Students Perceiving Peer Appval of Cocaine Use
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Strongly Approve 20| 35| 31| 17| 21| 18 | 14
Approve g A g 18 | 1.6 | 1.0 .8
Regular Do Not Know 85 | 111 12.7| 145|114 | 11.5| 11.1
(2008) Disapprove 73| 71| 92|92 | 90| 88| 7.0
Strongly Disapprove| 72.5| 69.9| 68.1 | 69.3 | 72.4| 71.6 | 73.8
Strongly Approve 1.6 24| 20 1.8 1.8 2.2 1.4
Approve 0.8 | 0.8 1.9 1.0 1.6 1.7 1.4
Figgglg‘)r DoNotKnow | 9.6 | 97| 113 92| 114 7.3 6.2
Disapprove 6.8 | 7.1 74 8.8 7.8 8.8 6.0
Strongly Disapprove | 69.5| 70.1| 70.8 71.8 69.8 732 7.3

Perceived Parental Approval. In addition to peer approval, students were asked about
perceived parental approval. As indicated in Table 6.8, in 200& students do not perceive
their parents as approving the use of cocaine eitherionedlg or regularly. For example, 1.6%
of 6" grade students reported that their parents would strappyove of occasional cocaine
use, 2.6% reported that they did not know if their paremsld approve, and 83.4% report
strong parental disapproval. Less than 2% (1.9%) Bfdraders report a perception of strong
parental approval of occasional use. A higher percertfigé" grade students (6%) report not
knowing if their parents would approve of occasional cecaise and 84.1% of 12yraders
report strong parental disapproval. A very similar pattier evident for perceived parental
approval of regular use of cocaine. The 2008 and 2009 paftermgiite similar, but there is a
tendency for students in 2009 to see less parental disapfnamah 2008.
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Table 6.8

Percentage of Porter County Students Perceiving Parental Apoval of Cocaine Use
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade
6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th| 11th | 12th

Strongly Approve | 1.6 | 7.7 | 21| 1.7 | 1.8 | 1.3 | 1.9

_ Approve Ad 3 Ad 4 4 .6 --
Occasionally (2008) " po Notknow | 2.6 | 35| 3.0| 53| 42| 3.7 | 6.0
Disapprove 31| 21|30| 31| 42| 3.7 | 2.7

Strongly Disapprove | 83.4| 83.4| 86.0| 86.4| 86.2| 85.6| 84.1
Strongly Approve | 1.7 | 19| 13| 1.7, 1.8 1.8 1.

Ul

Approve - 101] 01| 04 0.3 0.1 --
Occasionally (2009) Do Not Know 36| 3.7| 51| 35 35 32 383
Disapprove 23| 18| 19 28 47 41 21

Strongly Disapprove | 79.9| 81.7| 85.3| 84.3| 82.8| 85.1| 83.9
Strongly Approve | 1.7 | 27| 23|19 | 19| 1.2 | 19

Approve - .3 A1 A1 .3 A4 -
Regular (2008) Do Not Know 26| 35|30|52| 44| 3.7 | 5.8
Disapprove 24| 17| 27| 29| 41| 3.2 | 23

Strongly Disapprove | 84.2| 85.7| 86.0| 86.7| 85.6 | 86.0 | 84.3
Strongly Approve 17| 19| 11| 174 17 17 1.4

Approve - 103] 02| 04 0.8 0.1 --
Regular (2009) Do Not Know 3.8 | 34| 48/ 35 34 30 29
Disapprove 21 16| 1.7, 24 38 28 19

Strongly Disapprove | 80.0| 81,9| 85.5| 84.3| 83.3| 85.4| 84.0

Risk Factors: College Student Survey Data

Perception_of Risk As indicated in Table 6.9, when considering occasionalafise
cocaine, 2.4% of the college age students see no risk, €&% slight risk, 24.9% see a
moderate risk, and 68% see a great risk. When asked abalarrese, 2.4% see no risk, 1.0%
sees a slight risk, 4.4% see a moderate risk, and 92.28gseat risk. When compared to"12
grade Porter County students, college age students tendagseat risk in the use of cocaine to
a much greater degree.
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Table 6.9
Perception of Cocaine Risk among College Age Students
College Age Student Survey, 2009

Level of Risk
Frequency No Risk | Slight Risk| Moderate Risk| Great Risk N
Occasional Use| 2.4% 4.7% 24.9% 68% 297
Regular Use 24 1.0 4.4 92.2 294

Perception of Friends’ Approval of Occasional and Reqular Usef Cocaine Table
6.10 presents responses to questions about their friendsivapmf both the occasional and
regular use of cocaine. As indicated, most don'’t saeftiends as approving of occasional use.
Only .3% strongly approve, 1.4% approve, 10.5% disapprove, and $t8fgly disapprove.
When it comes to regular use the figures are quite sinhild the perception of approval is less
and the perception of disapproval is more; for exampleg%lsee their friends as strongly
disapproving of the regular use of cocaine. When comparé®taqyrade students in Porter
County, the college age students are more likely tolsge ftiends as disapproving, especially
strongly disapproving, of the occasional and regular tisecaine.

Perception of Family Approval of Occasional and Reqular Use dfocaine. Table

6.10 also presents the perception that college studentsrtier Zounty have of their families’
approval of occasional and regular use of cocaineindisated, with reference to the occasional
use, .3 % sees their family as strongly approving, neeetlseir families as approving, 1.0%
doesn't know, 3.8% see their family as disapproving, and 94.8%hse family as strongly
disapproving of the occasional use of cocaine. Whenites to the perception of their families’
approval of the regular use of cocaine, none see theilida as strongly approving or
approving, 1.0% don’t know, 2.4%, see their families aapisoving, and 96.2% see their
families as strongly disapproving. When compared b grade students in Porter County, the
college age students are more likely to see their famslydisapproving, especially strongly
disapproving, of the occasional and regular use of cocaine.
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Percentage of Porter County College Students PerceivingiEnds’ Approval of

Table 6.10

Occasional and Regular Use of Cocaine
College Student Survey, 2009

approval | APPval | oy, | Disapproval | o oty | N
Friends
Occasional Use 3 1.4 2.7 10.5 85.1
Regular Use 3 .3 1.7 6.1 91.5
Family
Occasional Use 3 1.0 3.8 94.8
Regular Use 0. 1.0 24 96.2 288

Consequences

Emergency Room Treatments. The number of treatments for cocaine related isaties
Porter Hospital Emergency Room for 2008 is presented ineT@ldll DAWN, 2008 As
indicated, there were a total of 87 treatments (55 avéfigaraiso Campus and 32 at the Portage
Campus). Four were related to suicide attempts and 20 aeking detox. The majority (62%)
were males. Figure 6.1 breaks the data down by agerlyObeare emergency room treatments
for cocaine are in the 26-35 year old age bracket with43%] of the treatments, followed by
the 18-25 year olds with 17 (20%), and the 35-44 year olds wihGE4).
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Table 6.11

Porter Hospital Emergency Room Treatments for Cocaine, 2008
DAWN, 2008

Drug Valparaiso | Portage | Total
(2008) (2008) | (2008)
Cocaint 55 32 87
8-Ball Cocaine 1 31 32
Cocaine 44 -- 44
Crack 3 -- 3
Crack Cocaine 7 1 8
Suicide attempt 4 -- 4
Seeking detox 17 3 20
Malicious poisoning -- -- --
Other 34 29 63
TOTAL 55 32 87
Male 32 21 53
Female 23 11 34
Not documented -- -- --
TOTAL 55 32 87
5 years and young -- -- --
6-11 years -- -- --
12-17 years 4 1 5
18-20 years 5 2 7
21-24 years 7 3 10
25-29 years 11 5 16
30-34 years 16 7 23
35-44 years 9 5 14
45-54 years 3 7 10
55-64 years -- 1 1
65 years and older -- -- --
Not documented -- 1 1
TOTAL 55 32 87
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Figure 6.1
Emergency Room Treatments by Age, 2008
DAWN, 2008
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Cocaine Related Deaths.The Coroner’s Office releases regular reports offdeand
the causes of deaths. Most deaths reported by the camneaused by multiple factors. The
data presented in Figure 6.2 is the number of deaths wheatheownas involved. This is the
result of our analysis of the reports and not necigshat of the Coroner’s Office. This does
not mean it was the cause of death, but simply thata# involved and the toxicology report
indicated a presence of cocaine in the person’s systdhedime of death. As indicated in
Figure 6.2, there had been a steady increase in the nuwhbeaths in Porter County where
cocaine was involved from a low of 3 in 2003 to a high ofrl2008. However, that figure
dropped substantially in 2009 to 3.
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Figure 6.2
Cocaine Related Deaths, 2003-2009
Coroner's Report, 2009
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Consequences: Arrests for Cocaine Related OffensesTable 6.12 presents data on
arrests for cocaine related offenses. The table ie detiailed, but it indicates clearly that across
both time and age groups, many more males are arrestedofaine than females. The
difference is similar to what we have seen with ottheig and alcohol related offenses. The
number of arrests reflects a rather checkered histatly, a gradual increase to a peek of 121
arrests in 2006, and declines to 93 in 2007, 67 in 2008, and ansmanez009 to 77.
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Table 6.12
Porter County Arrests for Cocaine Related Offense 2003 - 2009
Porter County Sheriff's Department, 2009

Age

0-17 | 18-25| 26-34| 35-44 | 45-54 | 55-64 | Total

F 0 1 6 3 2 0 12

2003 M 1 25 20 18 5 1 70
Total 1 26 26 21 7 1 82

F 0 5 6 5 3 0 19

2004 M 1 31 25 15 16 1 89
Total 1 36 31 20 19 1 108

F 0 10 9 7 6 0 32

2005 M 0 27 23 17 8 1 76
Total 0 37 32 24 14 1 108

F 0 5 7 10 4 0 26

2006 M 0 26 22 29 13 5 95
Total 0 31 29 39 17 5 121

F 0 6 9 11 2 0 28

2007 M 0 22 20 11 11 1 65
Total 0 28 29 22 13 1 93

F 0 5 4 5 2 0 16

2008 M 0 19 14 6 7 5 51
Total 0 24 18 11 9 5 67

F 0 8 7 5 4 0 24

2009 M 0 17 21 9 4 2 53
Total 0 25 28 14 8 2 77

The data also can be broken down more specifically byt@gee what has happened to
various age groups across time. Figure 6.3 presents this datandicated, 18-25 year olds
were arrested for cocaine at a higher rate in 2004 and 268%hen again in 2008, but overall
their arrests rates have been declining with the eaepf a slight increase last year. Arrests
for cocaine among persons 35-44 increased dramatically in 2006tren dropped off
considerably in the following years. Arrests for pessonthe 26-34 year old age group, after
declining substantially in 2008, rose dramatically last .yeAgain the data indicates a slight
decline in arrests in this area over the past severed yath the exception of a slight increase in
2009.
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Figure 6.3
Porter County Arrests for Cocaine by Age 2003-20C
Sheriff's Report, 2009
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Porter-Starke Services Treatments. Table 6.13 presents data on the number of

treatments at Porter-Starke Services for cocaine eyaagd sex between 2004 and 20B8r(er-
Starke Services, 2008The table is simplified in Figures 6.4 and 6.5. Asdatid in Table 6.13
and Figure 6.4, the number of treatments varies acresgetrs from a high of 124 in 2004 and a
low of 99 in 2005. There were 114 treatments for cocain2OBB8. While the pattern of
treatment tends to vary across time, there does sedia a steady increase in the number of
treatments for women to the point that the numbetredtments for women exceeds those of
men in 2007 and 2008 and has been steadily increasing since 2004rédtments have been
steadily declining over the same period.
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Table 6.13

Porter-Starke Treatments by Age and Sex for Cocaine, 2004-2008
Porter-Starke Services Report, 2008

oo |25 5 5] 5] 5] 5
Females| O 0 8 17 [ 21 | 17 | O 0 0 63
2008| Males 0 0 5 10| 21| 15 0 0 0 51
Total 0 0 13 | 27 | 42 | 32 0 0 0 114
Females| O 0 8 26| 14 7 0 0 0 55
2007| Males 0 0 6 14 | 13 | 8 0 0 0 41
Total 0 0 14| 40| 27| 15 0 0 0 96
Female| O 0 8 19 | 18 9 1 0 0 55
2006| Males 0 0 16 | 18| 13| 11 4 0 0 62
Total 0 0 24 | 37 | 31 | 20 5 0 0 117
Female | O 1 3 10| 18 6 0 0 0 38
2005| Male 0 0 12 | 16 | 21 | 11 1 0 0 61
Total 0 1 15| 26| 39| 17 1 0 0 99
Female| O 1 10 | 12 17 4 0 0 0 44
2004 Male 0 0 18| 20| 30 11 0 1 0 80
Total 0 1 28 | 32 | 47 | 15 0 1 0 124

Figure 6.5 breaks the data down more clearly by age. &itoilthe previous figure, the
treatments for age groups vary considerably across timeatments are highest among the 26-
34 year old group and the 35-44 year olds for most yearsn @08 there was a large increase
in treatments for persons in the 45-54 year age group tethietpat treatments for this group in
2008 exceeded those in the 26-34 year old group. The numbeathénts for persons in the
18-25 year old age group varies considerably from year towitara high of 28 treatments in
2004 and a low of 13 in 2008. If anything, the treatments for pgrigothis age group seem to
be declining.
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Figure 6.4

Porter-Starke Treatments for Cocaine by Se
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Figure 6.5

Porter Starke Treatments by age and Year: Cocaine
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Chapter 7: Other Drugs
Amphetamines, Methamphetamines, Inhalants, and MDM

Introduction

This section reports on the use, and where availaide consequences of the use of
amphetamines, methamphetamines, inhalants, and MDMAerRa of consumption are
examined by looking at the ATOD survey and the College A¢edent Survey. The
consequences are examined by looking at treatments alrheatth facilities and arrests.

Consumption Patterns: Amphetamines

Monthly, Annual, and Lifetime Use. Tables 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 present the data on
monthly, annual, and lifetime use of amphetamines. Tiaxe been grouped together in this
section because there is not a lot of consumptionrt@gand the patterns are quite similar. The
bottom row in each of these tables represents thé pietaentage of students in each grade
reporting that they have used the drug.

Table 7.1, which reports use in the past month, indi¢ghtgsthat in 2009, only .2% of
6" graders, 2.1% of'8graders, 4.3% of f0graders, and 4.2% of 2jraders report usage in the
past month. Note that most of this usage is limitedl-Btimes and not in the higher levels of
use. With the exception of thé& @nd 18" grade this represents a slight increase over 2008.

The pattern is similar when asked about use in theyeast For 2009, only .2% of"%
graders have used amphetamines in the past year. 8 trade level, that figure increases to
6.0%, and then to 8.6%, 9.5%, and 8.2% in thB 10" and 13' grades respectively. Almost
half of this use is limited to 1-5 times and not in kiigher levels of use. With the exception of
the 6"grade, this is an increase at every grade level frora@B8 report.

When students are asked about lifetime use of amphenimeepattern is also similar.
In 2009 less than 1% of"Gyraders report using amphetamines in their lifetime,taisdnumber
jumps to 8.1% in the™grade, 11,1% in the fayrade, 14.7% in the igrade, and 12.0% in the
12" grade. About half of this use is limited to 1-5 times matlin the higher frequencies of use.
This represents an increase over reported use in 2008espietially large increases in thé"10
and 11" grades.
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Table 7.1

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Amphetamines
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 95.21 964 | 945| 95.2| 91.8 | 92.5| 91.5

Never (2009) 94.0 92.7 | 92.5| 91.0 | 88.7 | 88.9 | 88.7

1-5 Times (2008) 3 3 1112 30| 20 | 19

1-5 Times (2009) A .6 16 | 1.7 | 26 | 25 | 2.6

6-19 Times (2008) | .1 -- 3 .8 9 .6 g

6-19 Times (2009) | .1 2 A4 g 13| 12 | 14

20-40 Times (2008), .1 A 2 3 3 4 5

20-40 Times (2009) - | - | - | 2 | 3 | 7 | 2
40+ Times (2008) | —~ | = | = | = | 2 | 1 | -
40+ Times (2009) | —~ | - | 1 | -~ | 1 | - | -

Total Use (2008) | 0.5 | 04 | 16 | 23 | 44 | 3.1 3.1

TotalUse (2009) | 0.2 | 0.8 | 21 | 26 | 43 | 44 | 4.2
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Table 7.2

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use émphetamines
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 96.0| 96.8  94.6 | 93.3| 89.4 | 89.4 | 88.2

Never (2009) 949 93.5| 92.0| 89.5| 86.6 | 84.3 | 84.9

1-5 Times (2008) 2 3 14| 22 | 39| 42 | 39

1-5 Times (2009) A g 19 | 37 | 44 | 49 | 39

6-19 Times (2008) A A A 12 | 16 | 21 | 1.7

6-19 Times (2009) = 5 .8 11| 22 | 22 | 2.7
20-40 Times (2008) | -- - 3 A 9 .8 1.0
20-40 Times (2009) | .1 = 2 1.0 v 1.2 v
40 Times (2008) A A A 4 .6 g 1.0
40 Times (2009) = 2 2 2 13 | 1.2 9

Total Use (2008) 04 05| 22| 4.2 7 78 | 7.6

Total Use (2009) 02, 14 31 60| 86 | 95 | 82
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Table 7.3

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Amphetamines
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 97.3 98.8| 96.4 | 94.0| 89.8 89.2| 88.0

Never (2009) 98.2 | 97.7| 950 | 91.8 | 88.4 | 85.1 | 86.8

1-5 Times (2008) 3 A 18 | 28 | 45 | 49 | 52

1-5 Times (2009) 3 10 19 | 41 | 45 | 58 | 57

6-19 Times (2008) | .1 A e 16 | 26 | 23 | 31

6-19 Times (2009) | .1 g 13 | 1.8 | 3.7 | 3.2 | 24

20-40 Times (2008)| -- A A .8 9 15| 14

20-40 Times (2009)| .1 A1 .6 .9 1.0 | 25 | 15

40+ Times (2008) 3 A A 9 5 9 9

40+ Times (2009) 2 2 A4 1.2 | 19 | 3.2 | 24

Total Use (2008) 0.7 1 33 | 61 | 85 | 96 | 10.6

Total Use (2009) 0.7 | 20 | 42 | 80 | 11.1 | 14.7 | 12.0
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Comparisons to State Usage PatternsTable 7.4 and Figure 7.1 present a comparison
between the use of amphetamines by Porter County yodtlyauth across the state. As in past
sections, the only figures presented are those thatsexgra statistically significant difference at
the p < .05 level. Where there are no numbers, ikene difference between local youth and
state averages. The numbers represent the differenpescentages between Porter County and
the state averages. |If the number is positive, iicatds greater consumption among Porter
County youth. As clearly indicated in Figure 7.1, in 2009 Pdfeunty Youth exceed state
averages for lifetime use in th& @8", 10", 11" and 12 grades. For annual use, they exceed
state averages in every grade fro}thtlﬂrough 18. For monthly use, Porter County students
exceed state averages in tfe 83", and 12" grades. This represents a substantial increase over
the 2008 report, where figures exceeding state averagespwe=ent only in the {0— 12"
grades for lifetime and annual use.

Table 7.4
Porter County and State Differences in Amphetamine Use
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 | 10 | 11 | 12
Lifetime (2008) |  -- - - ~ | 25| 20| 23
Lifetime (2009)| -- | 0.9 | 1.6 | -~ | 45 | 65 | 45
Annual (2008) | - - - - | 18| 21| 20
Annual (2009) | -~ | 0.6 | 1.1 | 26 | 39 | 43 | 3.4

Monthly (2008) | —~ | — | — | — | — | - | -

Monthly (2009) | -- - | 10| - | 19| - | 18

Daily (2008) - - - - - - -

Daily (2009) - - - - - - .
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Figure 7.1
Significant Differences Between Porter County Stud#s and State
Averages: Amphetamines
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Porter-Starke Services Treatments for Amphetamine Use.Overall, as indicated in
Figure 7.2, there have not been many treatments at rf&taeke for amphetamine or
methamphetamine use. Contrary to the ATOD survey theats amphetamines and
methamphetamines separately, the Porter-Starke datbiresmthe two. Between 2003 and
2008 the number of patients treated varied from 4 per yedBtawith the largest number
occurring in 2008.
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Figure 7.2
Porter-Starke Treatments for Meth and other Amphetamines 2004-
2008
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Consumption Patterns for Methamphetamines.

Monthly, Annual, and Lifetime Use. Tables 7.5, 7.6, and 7.7 present the data on
monthly, annual, and lifetime use of methamphetamiriBsey have been grouped together in
this section because there is not a lot of use of mgthatamines and the patterns are quite
similar. As with the discussion of amphetamines, blottom row in each of these tables
represents the total percentage of students in each gamléimg that they have used the drug.

As indicated in Table 7.5, when asked about meth use ipa$temonth, most students
say they have not used it. For 2009, the highest reposggk is by 12graders and only 1.6%
of them say they have used it in the past month. Whaentimbers in every category are very
small, the figures for 2009 exceed the 2008 data in every gxadptethe 8.

The results for annual use of meth are reported in Table Once again, for 2009, the
reported usage is very low. In no grade level does thategbase reach 3% of the students.
With the exception of the"Band 13" grades, the 2009 numbers do exceed those in 2008. Again,
these numbers are very small and generalization abountishgroblematic.
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Table 7.7 reports the response to the question concerningmdfeuse of
methamphetamines. Once again, the reported patteusedare quite low, but in every grade,
the 2009 figures exceed those in 2008.

Comparisons to State Usage Patterndn 2008, there were no statistically significant
differences between Porter County Students and statages reported in the ATOD survey for
methamphetamines. In 2009, there was only a differein&epercentage points for monthly use
by 8" grade students.

Table 7.5

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Methamphetamines
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 96.2 | 96.5| 955 | 96.8 | 948 | 94.7 | 94.1

Never (2009) 943 | 925 | 93.1 | 926 | 91.6  92.0 | 90.9

1-5 Times (2008) A 2 A 4 1.0 .6 3

1-5Times(2009) | .1 | 4 | 9 | 9 | 9 3 | .3

6-19 Times (2008) | 2 | .1 = - 4 | 3 | - 2

6-19 Times(2009) | 2 | 1 | 2 | 1 | 5 | 3 10

20-40 Times (2008)| .1 - 1 - 1 1 -
20-40 Times (2009)| -- = -- A 2 3 -
40+ Times (2008) -- -- -- A A A -
40+ Times (2009) = A -- -- 2 3 3

Total Use (2008) 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.9 1.5 0.8 0.5

Total Use (2009) 0.3 0.6 11 11 1.8 1.2 1.6
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Table 7.6

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use dflethamphetamines
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 96.8 | 97.0 | 96.5 | 96.3  94.2 | 95.3 | 945
Never (2009) 95.0 | 93.8 | 93.9 | 93.3 | 92.7 | 92.0 | 90.9
1-5 Times (2008) 2 3 A4 .8 1.0 9 .6
1-5 Times (2009) 3 3 1.1 1.3 1.4 A 3
6-19 Times (2008) A -- 2 .5 3 A4 3
6-19 Times (2009) = A4 A4 .6 5 5 1.0
20-40 Times (2008)| .1 A -- -- 3 A 2
20-40 Times (2009)| -- 3 - - 1 1 5
40 Times (2008) -- A A A 3 A4 A
40 Times (2009) | -- - - - 7 8 5
Total Use (2008) 0.4 0.5 0.7 14 1.9 1.8 1.2
Total Use (2009) 0.3 1.0 1.5 1.9 2.7 1.5 2.3
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Table 7.7

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Wsof Methamphetamines
ATOD, 2008

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 98.4 99.3 | 98.3| 97.7| 97.3 | 97.7| 97.8

Never (2009) 99.3] 98.2| 974 | 96.9 | 96.5| 96.6 | 97.1

1-5 Times (2008) A A e 11| 16 | 1.0 9

1-5 Times (2009) 3 2 1.6 14 | 1.8 | 15 5

6-19 Times (2008) A 3 2 5 3 3 5

6-19 Times (2009) = 3 2 5 3 5 3

20-40 Times (2008) | .1 A 3 A 3 A 3

20-40 Times (2009) | .2 5 2 2 .6 4 9

40+ Times (2008) | .1 | .1 | - 2 | 4 6 3

40+ Times (2009) | -- 2, 1 8| 5| 8 .9

Total Use (2008) 04 | 05 | 07 14 | 19 | 18 | 1.2

Total Use (2009) 05| 12 | 21 | 29 | 32 | 32 | 26

Consumption Patterns: Inhalants.

Monthly, Annual, and Lifetime Use. Tables 7.8, 7.9, and 7.10 present the data on
monthly, annual and lifetime use of inhalants for 2008 and 20Dy have been grouped
together in this section because, while there is a goodnum® use here than with the two
previous drugs, the patterns across monthly, annual, atichéfeise are quite similar. As with
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amphetamines, the bottom row in each of these taljessents the total percentage of students
in each grade reporting that they have used the drug.

As indicated in Table 7.8, while usage in 2009 is not very, higere is almost a
curvilinear relationship relative to grade level. Use belgimsin the 6" grade (2.0%), peaks in
the 10" grade (4.2%), and then drops back down in tH%gﬂrﬁde to 2.8%. Additionally, most
who do use inhalants report only using them 1-5 times in tstenpanth. Compared to 2008 the
results are different from grade to grade but overalnithing, there is a slight increase in
reported use in 2009.

The results for annual use of inhalants are repont@alble 7.9. Somewhat similar to the
data on monthly use, reported use begins low in thgréde (3.5%), peaks in the middle grades
where the reported use in th8 &" and 18 grades is 8.7%, 7.1%, and 7.6% respectively, and
then drops down a bit, but not as low as theyéde, to 5.7% reported use in th& gtade, and
6.1% use in the 2grade. Once again, most reported use is only 1-5 timdwipdst year.
With the exception of'6and 1 grade, reported use in 2009 exceeds reported use in 2008.

The results for lifetime use of inhalants are repome@able 7.10. The pattern of use is
somewhat different from that reported for monthly amthual use and, not surprisingly, higher
than reported monthly or annual use. Similar to othteps of use, it begins lower in th® 6
grade (4.3%), raises to 11.5% in tHe g@ade and then, rather than dropping off, remains quite
stable through the high school years at 11.8% in 'thgr&de, 12.5% in both foand 11" grade,
and then drops to 11.7% in the™@rade. Once again, it is important to note that mbste
reported use is in the 1-5 times category and not at therHegleds of use. With the exception
of the 6" grade, 2009 reported use exceeds reported use in 2008.

Table 7.8
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Inhalants
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 946 | 944 | 922 93.6 | 92.7 | 934 | 92.7

Never (2009) 92.6 | 90.7 | 90.5 | 90.7 | 89.5 | 90.8 | 89.7

1-5 Times (2008) | 1.7 1.7 3.1 2.8 2.6 1.6 1.7

1-5 Times (2009) | 1.6 2.0 3.1 2.3 2.9 1.3 1.2

6-19 Times (2008) .4 .6 .6 .8 5 .6 3

6-19 Times (2009) .4 5 5 5 1.0 .8 1.2
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Table 7.8 Continued
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Inhalants
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th 7th 8th 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

20-40 Times (2008, .1 | -- - 2 | 2 | - 2
20-40 Times (2009) -- 2 2 - 2 3 2
40 Times(2008) | .1 | 1 | 2 | 2 | 1 | 2 | -

40 Times (2009) | -- 1 1 1 1 - 2

Total Use (2008) | 2.3 2.4 3.9 4 3.4 24 2.2

Total Use (2009) | 2.0 2.8 3.9 2.9 4.2 2.4 2.8

Table 7.9

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use dfihalants
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 93.6 | 93.6 | 90.1 | 90.6 | 89.5 | 91.3 | 90.4

Never (2009) 919 | 89.8 | 86.8 | 88.4 | 88.0  88.1 | 87.1

1-5 Times (2008) | 2.7 2.6 4.9 4.2 4.6 3.6 4.0

1-5 Times (2009) | 2.7 3.6 5.6 5.0 4.2 2.9 3.3

6-19 Times (2008) .9 .6 1.3 1.8 1.6 9 11

6-19 Times (2009), .6 1.0 1.9 1.0 1.8 1.3 1.4

20-40 Times (2008) .2 2 .5 5 5 9 A

20-40 Times (2009, -- 5 .8 .6 1.0 e 5

40 Times (2008) A 3 A 5 4 5 3
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Table 7.9 Continued

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use dfihalants
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

40 Times (2009) 2 3 A4 5 .6 .8 9

Total Use (2008) | 3.9 3.7 7.1 7 7.1 5.9 SES

Total Use (2009) | 3.5 5.4 8.7 7.1 7.6 5.7 6.1

Table 7.10
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Inhalants,
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 93.8| 93.6 | 89.3| 89.2| 89.2 | 90.1| 89.5
Never (2009) 95.1| 928 | 879 87.6 | 87.2 | 87.2| 88.3

1-5 Times (2008) 36 | 47 | 67 | 65| 71 | 59 | 64

1-5 Times (2009) 33 | 48 | 76 | 7.7 | 81 | 7.9 | 6.7

6-19 Times (2008) .9 .6 21 | 25| 22 | 21 | 16

6-19 Times (2009) 5 .9 16 | 21 | 27 | 25 | 2.6

20-40 Times (2008) 3 .5 1.0 .6 9 9 1.2

20-40 Times(2009) | 2 | 6 | 9 4 | 5 | 9 | 7

40+ Times (2008) 3 A A 9 5 9 9

40+ Times (2009) 3 A 14 | 1.6 1.2 | 1.2 | 1.7

Total Use (2008) 51 | 6.2 | 10.2| 10.5| 10.7 | 9.8 | 10.1

Total Use (2009) 43 | 6.7 | 11.5| 11.8| 125 | 125 | 11.7
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Comparisons to State Usage PatternsTable 7.11 and Figure 7.3 present a comparison
between the use of inhalants by Porter County youth anthyacross the state. As in past
sections, the only figures presented are those thatsexgra statistically significant difference at
the p < .05 level. Where there are no numbers, ikene difference between local youth and
state averages. The numbers represent the differenpescentages between Porter County and
the state averages. |If the number is positive, iicatds greater consumption among Porter
County youth. In contrast to 2008, local students exceéel ava@rages more frequently in 2009.
For example, Porter County Students exceed state asetagéetime use in the "8 grade
(2.5%), the 11 grade (3.9%), and the "I@rrade (3.7%). In annual use Porter County students
exceed state averages in tHE @rade (2.6%) and the T2grade (2.5%). And similarly, for
monthly use Porter County students exceed state averages 8" grade (.8%) and the 12
grade (1.3%).

Table 7.11
Porter County and State Differences in Inhalant Use, ATO, 2008
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) - -- -- - - - -
Lifetime (2009) - = 2.5 = = 3.9 3.7
Annual (2008) - -1.3 - - 1.6 - 1.3
Annual (2009) = = 2.6 - - - 2.5
Monthly (2008) -- -- -- - - - -
Monthly (2009) -- -- 0.8 -- -- - 1.3
Daily (2008) - - - - - - -
Daily (2009) = - - - - ~ _
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Figure 7.3
Significant Differences Between Porter County Stud#s and State
Average: Inhalants
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Consequences

Porter-Starke Services Treatments for Inhalant Use. Between 2003 and 2008 there
was only one person admitted to Porter Starke Senacesnfissue related to the use of inhalants
(Porter-Starke Services Report, 2008

Consumption Patterns: Methylenedioxymethamphetamine (MDMA) “Ecstasy”

Monthly, Annual, and Lifetime Use. Tables 7.12, 7.13, and 7.14 present the data on
monthly, annual, and lifetime use of MDMA, often referte as “Ecstasy.” These tables have
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been grouped together in this section because, while hargdod deal more use here than with
some of the earlier discussed drugs in this sectionp#ieerns across monthly, annual, and
lifetime use are quite similar. As with previous drugshis section, the bottom row in each of
these tables represents the total percentage of studeeésh grade reporting that they have
used the drug.

As indicated in Table 7.12, there is not a lot of regwbise of MDMA by students in the
past month. Less than 1% df 8nd 7" graders report using MDMA in the past month and that
figure reaches 2.1% fof"graders, and drops to 1.8% fdt @aders. By 10grade use peaks at
5.7% and then drops down a bit to 3.% and 4.1% ifi aad 12" grades respectively.
Additionally, most who report use, report only usind.-4b times in the past month. In every
grade except the"qyrade, this represents a slight increase over figupestesl in 2008.

The results for annual use of MDMA are reported in @a@b13. Somewhat similar to the
data on monthly use, reported use is below 1% tbgrdders and 1.1% fo"7graders. This
figure increases to 3.2% fol"§raders, 4.6% for™graders, 6.6% in the {@rade, 7.3% in the
11" grade, and 9.1% in the "1 grade. Once again, most reported use is only 1-5 timas jatst
year. With the exception of thd"@nd 13" grades, the 2009 figures exceed those in 2008 for
annual use.

The results for lifetime use of MDMA are reportedTiable 7.14. As before, it begins
low in the 6" grade (.4%), rises to 3.9% in th8 grade, and gradually increases until it reaches
13.6% in the 12 grade. Once again, it is important to note that the ninajof the reported use is
in the 1-5 times category and not at the higher frequentiesep however we do find an ever
increasing number who have used it multiple times irptst year. With the exception of tHe 6
grade, the 2009 figures exceed those in 2008 for lifetime use.

Table 7.12

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef MDMA
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 94.71 965 949| 95.3| 91.9| 924 | 91.3

Never (2009) 93.8 | 92.7| 928 | 91.5| 89.6 | 89.2 | 88.3

1-5 Times (2008) A A .6 15| 28| 26 | 2.3

1-5 Times (2009) A 3 12 | 14 28 | 26 | 2.7

6-19 Times (2008) | -- A A 5 .8 4 .8

6-19 Times(2009) | .1 | 2 2 | 4 7 | 8 | 10
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Table 7.12 Continued
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef MDMA
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th 11th | 12th
20-40 Times (2008 -- -- A1 A1 3 2 2
20-40 Times (2009) -- -- -- -- 2 -- 2

40+ Times (2008)| .1 | - | 1 | - | 3 | 2 | -
40+ Times (2009) | .1 -- 2 -- 2 4 2
Total Use (2008) | 0.2 | 0.2 | 09 | 21 4.2 | 3.4 | 3.3
Total Use (2009) | 0.3 | 05| 21| 1.8/ 5.7 38 4.1

Table 7.13

Percentage of Students Reporting Annual Use of MDMA
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 9541 96.8 954 | 94.0| 89.0| 90.1 | 88.2
Never (2009) 94.1| 939 92.2| 90.9| 88.6 | 86.0 | 84.2

1-5 Times (2008) 2 .5 .8 25| 50 | 46 | 45

1-5 Times (2009) 2 A 23| 33 | 43 | 42 | 57

6-19 Times (2008) A -- 2 9 1.2 | 10 | 15

6-19 Times (2009) A 3 5 e 1.2 9 1.4

20-40 Times (2008) | .1 A 3 A g .6 g

20-40 Times (2009) | -~ | 2 | 3 | 3 | 8 7 | 5
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Table 7.13 Continued

Percentage of Students Reporting Annual Use of MDMA

ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
40 Times (2008) A = 2 2 .8 g 4
40 Times (2009) -- 2 A 3 3 15 15
Total Use (2008) | 0.5 | 0.6 | 1.5 | 3.7 | 7.7 | 69 | 7.1
Total Use (2009) | 0.3 11| 32| 46 6.6 7.3 9.]

Table 7.14

Percentage of Students Reporting Lifetime Use of MDMA

ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 97.0 99.1  97.5| 949 90.8 | 91.0 | 88.5
Never (2009) 98.2 98.0 956 | 92.7| 90.8 | 89.2 | 86.1
1-5 Times (2008) 2 .5 11| 35 | 53 | 55 | 5.9
1-5 Times (2009) 2 .6 30 48 | 63 | 51 | 74
6-19 Times (2008) | -- -- 3 .9 15| 14 | 26
6-19 Times (2009) | -- A 2 11 .8 16 | 2.6
20-40 Times (2008)| -- A 2 2 .8 .8 1.4
20-40 Times (2009)| .1 A 3 3 .9 20 | 15
40+ Times (2008) 2 A 3 A e .6 .6
40+ Times (2009) A 5 A .6 .9 20 | 21
Total Use (2008) | 0.4 | 0.7 | 1.9 5 83 | 83 | 105
Total Use (2009) | 0.4 | 1.3 | 3.9 | 6.8 | 89 | 10.7 | 13.6
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Comparisons to State Usage PatternsTable 7.15 and Figure 7.4 present a comparison
between the use of MDMA by Porter County youth and yadioss the state. As in past
sections, the only figures presented are those thatsexgra statistically significant difference at
the p < .05 level. Where there are no numbers theme wifference between local youth and
state averages. The numbers represent the differ@mqeercentages between Porter County
and the state averages. If the number is positiveditates greater consumption among Porter
County youth.

As indicated, in 2009 there are no differences at tha® or 8" grade levels for daily,
monthly, annual, or lifetime use. Small differencesibég emerge in the™grade for annual
and lifetime use and then they swell to 4.6 and 4.7 pexgeroints for lifetime and annual use
respectively. For lifetime use the differences drop dosve points for 14 graders, but then
jumps to 5.9 points for f2graders. For annual use, the differences f8rarid 13" graders are
3.8 and 3.6 points respectively. Thus, the data indibatdocal students seem not to vary from
state patterns in more regular use (monthly), but lbicgd school students seem to consume at a
much greater rate at the annual and lifetime levelsivelto other youth across the state.

Table 7.15
Porter County and State Differences in MDMA Use
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 | 10 | 11 | 12
Lifetime (2008) - - ~ | 17 | 46 | 40 | 59
Lifetime (2009) - ~ | 19 | 34 | 45 | 54 | 7.7
Annual (2008) - - - | 15| 47 | 38| 36
Annual (2009) ~ ~ | 17| 23| 37| 40| 56

Monthly (2008) - -- -- - - - -

Monthly (2009) ~ - | 07| - | 24| 23| 24

Daily (2008) - - - - - - -

Daily (2009) - - - - - - .
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Figure 7.4
Significant Difference Between Porter County Studets and State
Averages: MDMA
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College Age Student Survey
Persons in the College Age Student Survey were asked mamy sdme questions about

their use of the drugs considered in this chapter. As iricat Table 7.16, not one person
indicated that they had consumed amphetamines, methtanphes, inhalants, or ecstasy in the
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past month. This is a much lower rate of reported use whmpared to 12grade students in
Porter County.

Table 7.16

College Age Student Consumption of Other Drugs in the Pasonth
College Age Student Survey, 2009

Amphetamines [ Methamphetamines | Inhalants Ecstasy
Never 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
1-5 Times 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
6-19 Times 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20-40 Times 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
40+ Times 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
N 255 255 253 252
Consequences

Conseguences of MDMA Use.There is currently no data available about treatmaints
the Porter Hospital or at mental health facilitiesthe use of MDMA.

Consequences of Other Drugs in General

Some data gathered for this project did not specificallptiiethe drug, or numerous
drugs were put into a generic category and labeled sindplg$.” The following reports on data
in this category from hospital discharges, arresis tlh@ Juvenile Probation Department.

Hospital Discharge Data for Other Drug-Related Incidents. Results were reported
earlier on hospital discharge data from Porter Holspita specific drug related treatments.
Because this section deals with “other drugs” a sepaagegary that included less frequently
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referenced drugs or where the drug was unspecified wasdrebable 7.17 reports these results
for the years 2003 to 2006. As indicated, a total of 410 peraere treated during this period

for a total of 1,148 days with a total charge of $2,835,024. Vékage stay was 2.80 days and
the average charge was $6,914.69. The only pattern in this diagh there seems to be a decline
in the number of patients treated along with the taist per year.

Table 7.17
Porter Hospital Discharge Statistics for Other Drug-Relaed Incidents, 2003-2006
Indiana Hospital Discharge Data, 2007

Time and Costs 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total
Number of Patients 231 225 227 183 410
Total Money $1,280,050| $1,307,074| $1,636,516| $1,198,508 $2,835,024
Total Days 656 645 634 514 1,148
Average Days 2.84 2.87 2.79 2.81 2.80
Average Charge $5,541.34 | $5,809.22 | $7,209.32 | $6,549.22| $6,914.69

Drug Related Referrals to Juvenile Probation. Figure 7.5 reports the number of drug
related offenses reported to the Porter County JuveroleaBon Department between 2005 and
2008 (Juvenile Probation Report, 20P8 The data reports offenses and not persons, which
means that some persons may have multiple offenseseacdulnted two or more times in the
figure below. The number of reported offenses variessadime with a low of 198 in 2005 and
a high of 325 in 2006. In the past two years, the numbengfrédated offenses has declined to
236 in 2007 and 219 in 2008, although still higher than 2005.
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Figure 7.5

Drug Related Offenses Porter County Juvenile Probation: 2005-2008
Juvenile Probation Report, 2008
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Consequences: Arrests for “All Other’ Drug” Related Offenses. Table 7.18 presents
data on arrests for ‘all other” drug related offenses.th® name implies, this includes arrests for
all other drugs not included in previous parts of this repidre table is quite detailed, but it
indicates clearly that across both time and age group®sy mare males are arrested for “other
drugs” than females. The difference is similar to whkathave seen with other drug and alcohol
related offenses. The number of arrests reflectatlaer checkered history with a gradual
increase to a peek of 568 arrests in 2006 and declines to 4217n 3&&XW in 2008, and an
increase in 2009 to 501.

The data also can be broken down more specifically byt@gee what has happened to
various age groups across time. Figure 7.6 presents this datandicated, 18-25 year olds
were arrested for “other drugs” at a much higher ratedhather other age groups in every year.
The 26-34 year old cohort is a distant second, but gradeedisns to be increasing across time.
Not surprisingly, arrests in the category decline with age.
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Table 7.18
Porter County Arrests for Other Drug-Related Incidents, 2003-2009
Porter County Sheriff's Report2009

0-17| 18-25| 26-34 | 35-44( 45-54( 55-64| 65-74| Total

F 0 32 15 19 10 0 0 76

2003| M 0 147 54 36 14 2 0 253
Total | O 179 69 55 24 2 0 329

F 0 67 19 20 8 0 0 114

2004 M 1 217 76 36 32 4 0 364
Total | 1 284 95 56 40 4 0 480

F 0 55 21 20 8 1 0 105

2005| M 0 208 59 44 22 3 0 334
Total | O 263 80 64 30 4 0 441

F 0 73 23 34 10 0 0 140

2006| M 0 254 74 55 33 12 0 428
Total | O 327 97 89 43 12 0 568

F 0 52 20 22 11 0 0 105

2007 M 0 176 64 47 24 4 1 314
Total | O 228 84 69 35 4 1 421

F 0 50 18 18 11 0 0 97

2008| M 0 147 79 34 24 5 0 284
Total | O 197 97 52 35 5 0 386

F 0 61 31 17 10 2 0 121

2009 M 0 228 88 42 18 4 0 38(
Total | O 289 | 119 59 28 6 0 501
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Number of Arrests
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Figure 7.6

Porter County Arrests for "Other" Drugs, 2003-2009

Porter County Sheriff's Report, 2009
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Chapter 8: Other Drugs Il
Over the Counter Drugs, Ritalin and Adderall,
Sedatives, Benzoids, and other Tranquilizers

Introduction

This section reports on the use, avitere available, the consequences of using over the
counter drugs, Ritalin and Adderall, and a group of related isedatbenzoids, and other
tranquilizers.Patterns of consumption are examined by looking atAfh®D survey and the
College Age Student Survey. The consequences are examinedkinyg at treatments at
mental health facilities.

Consumption Patterns: Over the Counter Drugs

Monthly, Annual, and Lifetime Use. Tables 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3 present the data on
monthly, annual, and lifetime use of over the counter d(@§3Ds). These tables have been
grouped together in this section because the patterns &eesguilar. Like the last chapter, the
bottom row in each of these tables represents thé getaentage of students in each grade
reporting that they have used the drug.

In Table 8.1, which reports use in the past month, in 208% bf 6" graders report use
of OCDs, 4.1% of ¥ graders, 6.5% of'8graders, 7.3% of'®graders, 7.4% of fyraders, and
7.9% of 11" graders report OCD use. For™g@raders the number drops a bit to 6.7%. Note
that most of this use is limited to 1-5 times and nathie higher frequencies of use. In every
grade except the"&grade this represents a slight increase over reporteéd 2668,

When students were asked about use of OCDs in the @asy&% of & graders, 6.1%
of 7" graders, 10.6% of*Bgraders, 11.1% of®graders, 12.2% of f0graders, 12.5% of 1
graders reported use. In thé"igrade the percentages decline a bit to 10.0%. Once again th
majority of this use is limited to 1-5 times and not in thgher frequencies of use. With the
exception of the'Band 13" grade, reported use in 2009 is slightly higher than in 2008.

When students are asked about lifetime use of OCDgattern is similar to the annual
use, but the numbers are a bit larger. In thegfade, 3.9% report use of OCDs, and that
percentage gradually increases; in tHegBade it reaches 12.8%. Reported use then jumps to
15.6% in the 9 grade, 16.9% in Ibgrade, and 19.2% in the Lgrade. It then declines a bit to
17.4% in the 1% grade. As with the other tables, the majority of tige is limited to 1-5 times
and not in the higher frequencies of use. With the mime of the & grade, where it is
identical, reported use in 2009 is slightly higher than in 2008.
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Table 8.1

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Over the Counter Drugs
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 93.8 | 93.1| 90.0| 90.5| 88.7 | 90.0 | 89.1
Never (2009) 91.7 | 89.1| 87.6| 86.2 | 85.5| 84.8| 85.2

1-5 Times (2008) 17| 22 | 39| 48 | 52 | 3.8 | 34

1-5 Times (2009) 15 31 48 51| 51 59 48

6-19 Times (2008) .5 .5 1.1 11 12 9 1.0

6-19 Times (2009) 2 A 1.2 | 16 | 15| 1.2 | 14

20-40 Times (2008) A A 2 .6 5 4 .8

20-40 Times (2009) | 2 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 3 | 3

40+ Times (2008) A 2 A A 4 3 3

40+ Times (2009) - | 4| 2| 2| 3 5| 2

Total Use (2008) 2.4 3 56 | 66 | 7.3 | 54 | 55

Total Use (2009) 19 41 65| 73 | 74 | 7.9 | 6.7
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Table 8.2
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use @ver the Counter Drugs
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 93.3/ 92.2| 89.3| 87.4| 83.3| 854 | 84.7
Never (2009) 91.8 | 88.2| 84.6 | 83.5| 83.0| 80.9 | 82.3

1-5 Times (2008) 22 | 28 | 37 57| 71| 70| 6.2

1-5 Times (2009) 14 34 6.2 58 | 64 | 73 48

6-19 Times (2008) 10| 12 20| 25| 28 | 28 | 2.2

6-19 Times (2009) 9 14 | 22 | 24 | 28 | 29 | 24

20-40 Times (2008) A 3 .6 1115 11| 10

20-40 Times (2009) A g 13 | 15 | 17 .8 .9

40 Times (2008) 2 2 10|11 14| 10 | 1.2

40+ Times (2009) 2 .6 9 14 | 1.3 | 15 | 19

Total Use (2008) 35| 45| 7.3 | 104 | 128 | 11.9| 10.6

Total Use (2009) 26 | 6.1 | 106 11.1| 12.2| 12.5| 10.0
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Table 8.3

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Over the Counter Drugs
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 946 | 93.2| 89.1| 85.7| 83.0 | 83.0| 83.2
Never (2009) 946 | 92.1| 86.5| 83.9| 829 | 80.3 | 82.2

1-5 Times (2008) 251 371 63| 75 89| 91 92

1-5 Times (2009) 27 | 49 | 68 | 89 | 85 | 99 | 74

6-19 Times (2008) e 1.2 17| 32 | 39 | 40 | 3.2

6-19 Times (2009) 5 10 36 | 32 | 3.0 | 50 | 55

20-40 Times (2008) .5 .5 .8 10 | 15 9 1.2

20-40 Times (2009) 5 5 5 16 | 24 | 15 v

40+ Times (2008) 2 .5 12 | 20 | 23 | 26 | 26

40+ Times (2009) 2 .8 19 | 19 | 3.0 | 28 | 3.8

Total Use (2008) 39 | 59 10 | 13.7| 16.6 | 16.6 | 16.2

Total Use (2009) 39 | 7.2 | 128 | 156 | 16.9 | 19.2 | 174
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Comparison to_State. Another way to look at this data is to compare Por@un®y
youth with others across the state. Table 8.4 and Figdrer&sent these comparisons on
lifetime, annual, and daily use of OCDs. As in pasti@est the only figures presented are those
that represent a statistically significant differeratethe p < .05 level. Where there are no
numbers, there is no difference between local yonthséate averages. The numbers represent
the differences in percentages between Porter Countyhenstate averages. If the number is
positive, it indicates greater consumption among P@bemty youth.

As indicated, in 2009, as in 2008, there are no differencebeatdily use levels.
However, beginning in the™7grade for lifetime, annual, and monthly use, Porter Goyatith
exceed state averages in every category with the keception of annual use for 2yraders.
Also, in general and with the exception of thd" Ipade, there is an increase in the size of the
difference as grade level increases. This is a significxcrease in the degree to which Porter
County youth exceed state averages. Figure 8.1 presemtshacgtisplay of these differences.

Table 8.4
Porter County and StateDifferences in OCD Use
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) -- -- -- 2.0 2.6 3.3 3.5
Lifetime (2009) = 1.2 3.4 4.5 3.7 6.4 4.8
Annual (2008) - - - — | 29| 29 | 24
Annual (2009) = 1.5 3.1 3.0 2.8 4.3 =
Monthly (2008) -- - - - 1.4 - -
Monthly (2008) - 12 | 1.7 | 22 | 23 | 35 | 27
Daily(2008) - - - - - - -
Daily (2009) = = = = = = =
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Figure 8.1
Significant Differences Between Porter County Stud@s and State Averages
ATOD, 2009
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Consequences

Porter-Starke Services Treatments. There is not a lot of data on the consequences of
OCD use and, where there is data, there does nottsebena lot of treatments. Between 2004
and 2008, there were only 7 admissions for treatment raerPstarke for the use of over the
counter drugs and there were no reported treatments in (Bab&r-Starke Services Report,
2008)
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Statewide Treatment Episode Data (TEDS).Data is also gathered for treatments for
various drugs when federal or state funds are involvetiantreatment either for payment of
services or when the services take place in a governoneaed facility. Table 8.5 contains data
for 2007 for all counties in Indiana with a population ofrenthan 100,000 for persons treated
for the use of prescription drugbEDS, 200Y. The rates for treatment episodes are per 100,000
people. As indicated, Porter County rank& d@t of the 1Zounties in the state with a rate of
treatment for the use of prescription drugs of 47.3 per 100,@viously, the ATOD and
TEDS data are not measuring precisely the same activitge ATOD survey focuses on
responses to survey questions about the use of OCDggastuaents, and the TEDS data on
treatments for prescription drug use. We would expect soraéigds here, but this may explain

Table 8.5
Statewide Treatment Episodes (TEDS) for Prescription Dug Use, 2007
TEDS, 2007
Prescription Dru
Col Treatrgent Rateg

Madison 223.9
Delaware 181.9
Vanderburgh 143.9
Monroe 108.1
Clark 102.8
Vigo 86.7
Tippecanoe 81.4
Marion 59.6
Johnson 51.5
Porter 47.3
Lake 46.5
Hamilton 41.7
Saint Joseph 36.8
LaPorte 31.0
Hendricks 29.0
Elkhart 17.7
Allen 8.3

the different pictures that emerge from the differgets of data. The ATOD data indicates use
generally exceeds state averages and the TEDS datatesdactual treatments in Porter County
may lag behind other similar counties. At the same tile TEDS data may mean that people
are not getting treated for use.
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Consumption Patterns: Ritalin and Adderall

Monthly, Annual, and Lifetime Use. Tables 8.6, 8.7, and 8.8 present the data on
monthly, annual, and lifetime use of Ritalin and Adderallhese tables have been grouped
together in this section because the patterns are gjmitar. Like the previous tables in this
chapter, the bottom row in each of these tables repietee total percentage of students in each
grade reporting that they have used the drugs.

In Table 8.6, which reports use in the past month, tisen®t a significant amount of
reported use of Ritalin or Adderall in thé" 8hrough &' grades. Students in high school,
however, use moreFor example, 6.0% of'®graders report the use of Ritalin/Adderall, and that
figure rises to 7.0% for 1'Dgraders, and 8.5% for t’Ir‘jraders. The figure drops to 6.0% for
12 graders. Note that a large proportion of this use isduomib 1-5 times and not in the higher
levels of use. With the exception of tHe grade, these reported figures exceed those reported in
2008.

Table 8.6
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Ritalin/Adderall
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 951 959 | 940| 93.0| 89.6 | 90.8| 89.9
Never (2009) 84.2 | 92.2 | 91.2 | 87.7| 86.5| 84.7 | 85.9
1-5 Times (2008) 2 3 13| 27 | 51| 3.0 | 35
1-5 Times (2009) 2 4 19 | 42 | 47 | 59 | 48
6-19 Times (2008) A A 4 1.1 4 1.3 7
6-19 Times (2009) A A 2 1.2 | 1.3 | 20 9
20-40 Times (2008) A 3 2 2 4 3 3
20-40 Times (2009) == A 3 .5 4 5 3
40+ Times (2008) -- -- -- 2 3 2 A
40+ Times (2009) = A 2 A 3 A -

Total Use (2008) 04| 07 19| 42 | 65| 48 | 46

Total Use (2009) 03, 10| 26 | 60| 70 | 85 | 6.0
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When students are asked about use of Ritalin or Addertdéipast year, as indicated in
Table 8.7, very few in the"Bor 7" grade report much use. By th& @grade, 5.7% report use in
the past year and that number nearly doubles intlygadie to 10.0%. The number reporting use
rises to 13.5% in fOgrade and 15.3% in the "L §rade. It drops a bit to 12.9% in thé"igtade.
There is a little more frequent use reported with thesgsjirbut still over half of this use is
limited to 1-5 times. In every grade category these dg@xceed those reported in 2008.

When students are asked about lifetime use of Ritalkdderall the pattern is similar to
the annual use. As presented in Table 8.7, In'thgréde (.9%) and thé"fyrade (2.6%) there is
not much use. In the™8grade, usage jumps to 6.8%. Usage in thegade is 12.8%. The
number reporting jumps again to 17.9% in th& gfade and continues to climb and reaches

Table 8.7
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use &italin/Adderall
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 959|959 934| 90.0| 84.9| 86.1| 85.6

Never (2009) 94.1| 92.8| 89.8| 84.9| 81.9 78.9 80.3

1-5 Times (2008) 2 .8 28 | 41 | 66 58 | 58

1-5 Times (2009) g 5 37|62 | 75| 7.7 | 7.2

6-19 Times (2008) 2 A 3 22 | 24 | 28 | 21

6-19 Times (2009) A g 11 19 3.7 36 | 31

20-40 Times (2008) | -- A 3 .6 16 | 16 .8
20-40 Times (2009) | -- A A 13 1.0 15 14
40 Times (2008) A 3 3 .8 1.2 | 10 | 1.2
40 Times (2009) = 2 .8 .6 13| 25| 1.2

Total Use (2008) 05| 13| 37| 77 |118| 11.2 99

Total Use (2009) 08 | 1.8 5.7 | 100 135 153 | 129
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21.3% in the 11 grade, but declines a bit to 18.5% in th& gPade. As with the other tables,
the majority of this use is limited to 1-5 times. Howevaore so than with some of the other
drugs, there are larger numbers of students using these dthggreater frequency. Beginning

in the 8" grade the numbers reported in 2009 represent substantiehsesr over the data

reported in 2008.

Table 8.8
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Usof Ritalin/Adderall
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 96.8 974 | 944 | 89.7| 852 848 | 84.1

Never (2009) 98.0 | 97.0| 92,5 | 86.8 | 81.7 | 78.4 | 81.0

1-5 Times (2008) .6 3 .9 21 | 31 | 40 | 35

1-5 Times (2009) 5 11 41 | 71 | 92 | 87 | 94

6-19 Times (2008) | .1 3 .9 21 | 31 | 40 | 35

6-19 Times (2009) | .2 5 12 | 25 | 41 | 58 | 3.8

20-40 Times (2008)| .1 A 2 11 17 1.7 | 19

20-40 times (2009) | .2 A4 5 16 | 22 | 28 | 2.6

40+ Times (2008) A 3 .5 14 | 24 | 27 | 25

40+ Times (2009) = .6 1.0 16 | 24 | 40 27

Total Use (2008) 0.9 1 25 | 6.7 | 103 | 124 | 114

Total Use (2009) 09 | 26 | 68 | 128 | 17.9| 21.3 | 18.5

Comparison to State. A comparison of Porter County youth with others aztbe state
is presented in Table 8.9 and Figure 8.2. As in past sectlm®nly numbers presented are
those that represent a statistically significantedéhce at the p < .05 level. Where there are no
numbers, there is no difference between local yonthséate averages. The numbers represent
the differences between Porter County and the staeages. If the number is positive, it
indicates greater consumption among Porter County youth.
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As indicated, there are no differences at the #', and &' grade levels. However,
beginning with ' graders there are differences in all levels of usdl fiowr grades. The largest
differences are in the lifetime and annual use in tifegtade, 4.6 percentage points for lifetime
and 4.8 points for annual use. There continue to be thffgeences in these categories in the
11" and 13" grades.

Table 8.9

Porter County and State Differences in Ritalin/AdderallUse
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 | 10 | 11 | 12
Lifetime (2008) | -- - - | 26 | 46 | 35| 3.6
Lifetime (2009) | -- - | 26 | 58 | 82 | 101| 6.9
Annual (2008) | - - ~- | 23] 48| 37| 26
Annual (2009) | - - | 25| 51| 67| 78| 59
Monthly (2008) | -- - ~ | 13| 31| 14| 13
Monthly (2009) | -- - | 09| 33| 38| 52| 29
Daily(2008) - - - - - - -
Daily (2009) - - - - - - -
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Figure 8.2
Significant Difference Between Porter County Studets and State
Averages: Ritalin-Adderall

12 ATOD, 2009
10.1
101 Lifetime Us
() 8.2
% ° | . 6.9
D) 7 .
= .
()]
v 6 5.8 —F9
I A 2
<
g Annual Use___| 8
o 4 3 :
ol 9
285
2
9
Monthly —
0 .
6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Grade

Consumption Patterns: Sedatives/Benzoids/other Tranquilize

Monthly, Annual, and Lifetime Use. Tables 8.10, 8.11, and 8.12 present the data on
monthly, annual, and lifetime use of Sedatives/Benzoids/dtanquilizers, which for simplicity,
we group these together in a category we will call trdizgus. These tables have been grouped
together in this section because the patterns are gmitlar. Like the last section, the bottom
row in each of these tables represents the total gageof students in each grade reporting that
they have used the drug.

In Table 8.10, which reports use in the past month, tiee@n overall increase in
reported use as grade level increases. For examplefeves) graders (1.6%) use tranquilizers,
but that figure increases in th® @rade to 3.1%, to 5.6% in th& §rade, 5.8% in the"™grade,
then drops a bit to 5.7% in the™ §rade, rises to 7.6% in the™grade, and then drops to 6.8%
in the 12" grade. Note that most of this use is limited to 1-5 tiraed not in the higher
frequencies of use. The 2009 figures report a slight inereeer the reported use in 2008.
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When students were asked about use of tranquilizers ipaske year, they report an
overall increased use as grade level increases. For Exa2¥% report use in theé"rade,
5.1% in the ¥ grade, 8.9% in the™8grade, 10.3% in the"9grade, 13.0% in the Y0Ograde,
13.2% in the 11 grade, and a slight decline to 12.1% in th® géade. Once again, most of this
use is limited to 1-5 times and not in the higher levélsse. The reported use in 2009 exceeds
reported use in 2008 in every grade.

Table 8.10

Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Monthly Usef Tranquilizers
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 95.1] 952 92.0| 92.3| 90.9 | 91.0 | 88.9

Never (2009) 93.2 90.1| 89.0| 87.8| 87.8 | 85.6 | 85.6

1-5 Times (2008) 14} 10| 30| 33| 39 | 36 3.6

1-5 Times (2009) 15 23| 41| 3.7 | 40 | 57 | 51

6-19 Times (2008) -- 3 .9 11 ] 1.2 9 1.2

6-19 Times (2009) A .6 13 | 15 .9 1.7 | 1.7

20-40 Times (2008) | -- -- A 5 3 2 .8

20-40 Times (2009) | -- = = 5 5 A -

40+Times(2008) | 1 | 1 | 1 3 | 1 | 2| -

40+ Times (2009) = 2 2 A 3 A -

Total Use (2008) 15| 14| 41 | 52 | 55| 49 56

Total Use (2009) | 1.6 3.1 56 | 58 | 57 | 7.6 | 6.8
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When students are asked about lifetime use of traneuslizhe pattern, as indicated in
Table 8.12, is similar to reported annual use but as @uddvexpect, the figures are higher. For
example, 4.1% report use in th8 grade, 6.2% in the™7grade, and this figure almost doubles to
11.7% in the 8 grade. In the'9grade, 14.9% report use, 17.5% in th& geade, 20.2% in the
11" grade, and a slight decline to 18.0% in th& geade. Once again, most of this use is limited
to 1-5 times and not in the higher levels of use. rEperted use in 2009 exceeds reported use in
2008 in every grade.

Table 8.11
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Annual Use dfranquilizers
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th

Never (2008) 948 | 943 89.0| 88.9| 84.6 | 86.2 | 84.3

Never (2009) 92.8 89.7| 86.5| 849 824 81.0| 81.1

1-5 Times (2008) 20| 20 | 55| 54| 78 | 6.8 | 64

1-5 Times (2009) 19 34| 53| 62 | 74| 7.3 | 6.0

6-19 Times (2008) 3 e 16 | 1.8 | 21| 31 | 22

6-19 Times (2009) 3 g 22 24| 33 | 34 | 29

20-40 Times (2008) | .1 A .6 .8 11 .8 1.2

20-40 Times (2009) | .2 5 .9 13| 12 12 | 1.7

40+ Times(2008) | - | 1 | 4 8| 9 5| .9

40+ Times (2009) A 5 5 A 11 13 | 15

Total Use (2008) 24 | 29| 81| 88 | 119 11.2| 10.7

Total Use (2009) 25| 51 89 10.3| 13.0| 13.2 | 12.1
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Table 8.12
Percentage of Porter County Students Reporting Lifetime Wsof Tranquilizers
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Frequency 6th | 7th | 8th | 9th | 10th | 11th | 12th
Never (2008) 96.0| 95.6 | 89.1| 88.3| 84.9| 84.1| 83.6
Never (2009) 95.3| 934 879 84.8| 82.2 | 79.6 | 81.8

1-5 Times (2008) 26 | 32 | 71 | 67| 87 | 83 | 74

1-5 Times (2009) 27 | 47 | 76 | 7.2 | 95 | 10.0| 8.6

6-19 Times (2008) 3 .6 20| 27 | 28 | 40 | 45

6-19 Times (2009) v g 26 | 40 | 41 | 54 | 53

20-40 Times (2008) -- 3 .6 .8 15| 17 | 22

20-40 Times (2009) .6 3 .6 19 | 1.7 20 | 1.9

40+ Times (2008) 2 2 .6 14| 18 | 1.8 | 2.2

40+ Times (2009) A 5. 9 18 | 22 | 28 | 2.2

Total Use (2008) 31| 43 | 10.3| 11.6| 148 | 15.8 | 16.3

Total Use (2009) 41 | 6.2 | 11.7 | 149 | 17.5| 20.2 | 18.0

Comparison to State. A comparison of Porter County youth with others asitbe state
is presented in Figure 8.3 and Table 8.13. As in past sectiensnly numbers presented are
those that represent a statistically significantedéhce at the p < .05 level. Where there are no
numbers, there is no difference between local yonthséate averages. The numbers represent
the differences between Porter County and the staeages. If the number is positive, it
indicates greater consumption among Porter County yolith.is negative, it indicates Porter
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County rates are less than state averages. As iedjdiiere are no differences in tHedggade,
but in contrast to 2008, there emerge higher use ratesgaRarter County students in the 7th
grade for both annual and monthly use. Beginning in they@de, Porter County students
exceed state use rates in all grades for monthly, anandllifetime use. These differences
represent sizeable increases over the 2008 data. Thal pagtern of differences with the state
for 2009 is illustrated in Figure 8.3.

Figure 8.3
Significant Differences Between Porter County Stud#s and State
Averages: Tranquilizers
ATOD, 2009
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Table 8.13

Porter County and State Differences in Tranquillizer Ug

ATOD, 2008, 2009

Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lifetime (2008) - 1.2 1.8 - 2.7 3.2 3.9
Lifetime (2009) - - 3.2 4.8 5.5 8.4 6.0
Annual (2008) - -1 1.8 - 3.3 2.8 2.8
Annual (2009) - 0.9 2.5 2.9 4.6 5.6 4.8
Monthly (2008) - -1 - - - - 1.7
Monthly (2009) - 0.5 2.0 1.7 1.4 3.9 3.2

Persons in the College Age Student Survey were asked mamy sdme questions about
their use of the drugs considered in this chapter. When adiced the use of over the counter
drugs, Ritalin, and a group of related sedatives, benzadispther tranquilizers, as indicated in
Table 8.14, hardly any students reported the use of any & tinegs in the past month. Only
over the courter drugs have been used to any extent bydfiuessts in the past month. This is
a much lower rate of reported use than reported Bygt@de students in Porter County.

College Age Student Survey

Table 8.14

College Age Student Consumption of Other Drugs in the Pasonth

College Age Student Survey, 2009

Frequency OTC Drugs | Ritalin | Tranquilizers
Never 94.8% 98.4% 98.0%
1-5 Times 3.6% 1.6% 1.6%
6-19 Times 0.8% 0.0% 0.4%
20-40 Times 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
40+ Times 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

N 251 255 255




Consequences

Porter-Starke Services Treatments. Figure 8.4 presents data for treatments at Porter-
Starke Services for tranquilizers and related substainoes 2004-2008. As indicated, the
number of clients treated has increased across timggysarly in 2008 when 31 patients were
treated Porter-Starke Services, 2008

Figure 8.4
Treatments at Porter-Starke Services for Tranquilzes, 2004-2008
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Table 8.15
Statewide Treatment Episodes for Tranquilizer and other Bug Use, 2007

TEDS, 2007
County Rate of Treatment

Madison 124.1
Delaware 69.3
Vanderburgh 67.7
Tippecanoe 48.4
Vigo 47.7
Clark 35.2
Monroe 27.2
Marion 24.7
Hamilton 21.0
Johnson 16.9
Porter 16.2
Lake 14.4
Saint Joseph 11.3
Elkhart 6.1

Hendricks 5.9

LaPorte 4.6

Allen 1.4
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Chapter 9
Summary and Conclusions

The inevitable question is, what does all this mean arat afe the implications of all
this information? Unfortunately, it's not completelyeat. There is, however, a good deal of
evidence, and some very unmistakable patterns in the thataallow us to draw some well
substantiated, general conclusions and based on these @nglgsiggest courses of action that
may help to alleviate some of the identified problems.

Summarizing Substance Abuse Problems in Porter County

Combining Drugs for 12" Graders. In most instances, in the previous material,
substances were considered separately. For the purposmsgesf and summary, some of the
data can be combined to see overall patterns moreycldaok example, Table 9.1 presents data
on the use of all drugs considered in this report from th@[B surveys for 2008 and 2009. The
table is limited to 12 graders and their reported monthly, yearly, and annual usarious
substances. The focus on only'tzaders makes sense because they are a criticaf plaet 18-

25 year group that is the focus of this project. Notetti@atreference in the table is to whether
they have used the substance at all during the speaifedinterval and not how much they
have used.

Table 9.1

Percentage of Porter County 19 Graders Reporting ATOD Use
ATOD, 2008, 2009

Year Monthly Yearly Lifetime

Substance 2008 2009 2008 2009 2008 2009
Cigarettes 27% | 26.6% | 40.3%| 38.8% | 51.5% | 49.4%
Alcohol 45.3 43.7 65.3 65.2 74 76.0
Marijuana 22 226 | 33.7 | 36.7 | 43.1 | 47.0
Cocaine 2.4 2.9 6.1 6.0 9.1 8.7
Inhalants 2.2 2.7 5.5 6.0 10.2 | 11.7
Amphetamines 3.1 4.1 7.6 8.2 11.6 13.¢
Methamphetamines| 0.5 1.7 1.2 24 1.9 2.6
Ritalin 4.6 6.0 9.8 12.9 15.4 184
Tranquillizers 5.7 6.9 10.7 | 12.2 | 16.3 18
Heroin 0.8 1.9 1.4 3.1 2.5 3.8
Ecstasy 3.3 3.9 7.1 9.1 11.4 13.6
OCDs 5.4 6.7 10.6 9.9 16.4 17.3
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The data in Table 9.1 is graphed for illustrative purposesigares 9.1, 9.2, and 9.3.
When you look at these Figures, clearly the consumptfoalamhol dwarfs the rest of the
substances in monthly, annual, and lifetime consumpti@s.rathis is followed by cigarettes as
a distant second, and in third place, marijuana. Gletld consumption of alcohol is the drug of
choice among 1% grade students. Arraying the data in this manner also smakee visible
some of the drugs that don’t appear to be consumed omaregular (monthly) basis, but still
enter the repertoire of drugs that youth tend to use dess frequent, but perhaps more
experimental basis. This can be seen in the datanpeesm Figures 9.2 and 9.3 for annual and
lifetime use. It also hints at what drugs may be becominge popular in the future. In
particular, we see drugs like Ritalin, tranquilizers, aner the counter drugs, while not used at a
high rate regularly, still are being increasingly used througkhe student’s lifetime. It also is
interesting to note that, at least at this age, thereot a lot of reported use of two drugs,
methamphetamines and heroin, that get a good deal o medtrage.

Figure 9.1
Porter County 12th Graders Monthly Ue of ATOD
ATOD, 2008, 2009
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The Culture of Consumption The data in these figures also make it relativelyr dhest
there is a good deal of consistency in the 2008 and 2009 dasad Ba the 2008 data, it was
concluded that what appears to emerge is a “culture stiogption” where a large portion of the
youth in this community regularly use alcohol and drugser&ils no evidence in the 2009 data
that such a conclusion warrants retraction. In fabile there are some inconsistencies, there is
a tendency overall for consumption rates of most dimg® up slightly in 2009.

Figure 9.2
Porter County 12th Graders Annual Use of ATOD
ATOD 2008, 2009
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Figure 9.3
Porter County 12th Graders Lifetime Use of ATOD
ATOD, 2008, 2009
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Summarizing_State Comparisons for 19 Graders. In addition to looking at the
consumption of drugs in an absolute sense, we also ckraidow local students compare to the
state averages. Earlier, each drug was looked at sdparatBigures 9.4, 9.5, and 9.6, all the
drugs considered in the preceding are considered togetherofahly, annual, and lifetime use
for comparative purposes. Once again, we only preseataafl?' graders. As in the past
when comparisons to state averages were made, the dagefigures represent the absolute size
of the difference between local and state rates esgdes percentage points. Differences are
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presented only when there is statistically signifiadifference between state and local numbers
at the p < .05 level. What this means is that diffegernbis large would occur less than 5 times
out of 100 by pure chance, suggesting that it is not chaneerar due to sampling. Rather,
differences this large suggest very likely actual diffeesnin the populations. Where there are
no numbers there is no difference between Porter @@tuntlents and the rest of the state.

The data for monthly use is presented in Figure 9.4 ndisated, Porter County students
exceed state averages in both 2008 and 2009 in the use of atcadnqilizers, and ecstasy, and
the difference for alcohol was substantial in both rgealn 2009, amphetamines,
methamphetamines, and over the counter drugs are added list tbf drugs exceeding state
averages, but Ritalin and marijuana no longer exceedastatages.

Figure 9.4
Porter County & State Differences for 12th Graders: Monthly Use
ATOD 2008, 2009
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For annual use, Porter County students exceed stateggeseraboth 2008 and 2009 in
the use of alcohol, marijuana, inhalants, amphetamRigslin, tranquilizers, and ecstasy, and
the difference for alcohol, marijuana, Ritalin, trangeils, and ecstasy were much larger in
2009. In 2009, cigarettes, cocaine, and over the counter drigysger exceeded state averages.
These data are presented in Figure 9.5,

Figure 9.5
Porter County & State Annual ATOD Use Differences
ATOD, 2008, 2009
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For lifetime use, Porter County students exceed statages in both 2008 and 2009 in
the use of alcohol, marijuana, amphetamines, Ritalngquilizers, ecstasy, and over the counter
drugs. In addition, the difference for alcohol, mamaaRitalin, tranquilizers, over the counter
drugs, and ecstasy are substantial and much larger in 200809, cigarettes and cocaine no
longer exceed state averages. These data are presefigar&9.6.
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Figure 9.6
Porter & State Differences in Lifetime ATOD Use
ATOD, 2008,2009
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Comparisons to State across Graded.o look at this from still another angle, we can
focus on other groups than just twelve graders and see twder Eounty students compare with
state averages for all grades. In tables 9.2 through 9&,islaresented that compares local
students with statewide students on daily, monthly, anraral, lifetime use on all the drugs
considered in this report. As in previous tables and figunestate comparisons, the data in the
tables represent the absolute size of the differenceebatiocal and state rates expressed in
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percentage points. Differences are presented only weea ihstatistically significant difference
between state and local numbers at the p < .05 |&élat this means is that differences this
large would occur less than 5 times out of 100, by pure ehanggesting that it is not chance or
error due to sampling. Rather, differences this large stiggey likely actual differences in the
populations. Where there are no numbers, there isffevatice between Porter County students
and the rest of the state. It should be noted tht pieevalence rates are reported only for the
drugs listed in Table 9.2. Because they are not listed,db@$ not mean there were no
differences. Just that these questions are not asked.

Table 9.2
Significant Differences in Daily Use of Alcohol and Drugs

ATOD, 2009

Substance/Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Cigarettes

cigars

Pipes

Smokeless

Tobacco

Alcohol g 1.4

Binge Drinking 2.2 2.5 3.5 5.8 8.2

Marijuana 9

229



Table 9.3
Significant Differences in Monthly Use of Alcohol and Drugs

ATOD, 2009
Substance/Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Cigarettes 7.5 6.4
cigars 2.2 6.3
Pipes 2.7 6.2 5.0
Smokeless Tobacco -1.8 26 |14 A
Alcohol 2.6 4.2 4.9 2.3 11.2 8.0
Binge Drinking
Marijuana 3.5 6.1 6.6 10.0
Cocaine
Crack
Inhalants .8 1.3
Amphetamines 1.0 19 1.8
Methamphetamines 5
Ritalin 9 3.3 3.8 5.2 2.9
Tranquillizers 5 2.0 1.7 1.4 3.9 3.2
Narcotics 2.1
Psychedelics .8
LSD .8 15
Others
Heroin
Steroids
Injected Drugs
Ecstasy 7 24 |23 |24
Rohypnol
GHB
OCDs 1.2 1.7 2.2 2.3 3.5 2.7
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Table 9.4
Significant Differences in Annual Use of Alcohol and Drugs

ATOD, 2009
Substance/Grade 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Cigarettes 3.2 4.5 4.7 7.7
cigars -.2 3.4
Pipes 3.5 8.1 12.2 12.7
Smokeless Tobacco -15 | .4 2.3 2.3 -.6
Alcohol 3.7 4.0 6.3 6.2 8.6 8.9
Binge Drinking
Marijuana 5.2 8.7 6.7 12.1 9.2
Cocaine 1.4
Crack 5
Inhalants 2.6 2.5
Amphetamines .6 11 2.6 3.9 4.3 3.4
Methamphetamines
Ritalin 2.5 5.1 6.7 7.8 5.9
Tranquillizers 9 2.5 2.9 4.6 5.6 4.8
Narcotics 3.0 4.2
Psychedelics 9 2.9 54
LSD v 2.9
Others 3.0
Heroin g 9
Steroids
Injected Drugs 9
Ecstasy 1.7 2.3 3.7 4.0 5.6
Rohypnol 1.1
GHB
OCDs 15 3.1 3.0 2.8 4.3
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Table 9.5
Significant Differences in lifetime Use of Alcohol andrugs

ATOD, 2009
Substance/Grade 7 8 9 10 11 12
Cigarettes 4.3
cigars 4.9
Pipes 2.9 8.0 13.8 14.5
Smokeless Tobacco -1.1 |24 | .9 1.9 1.9 -1.8
Alcohol 3.8 5.7 5.8 6.0 8.0 9.5
Binge Drinking
Marijuana 5.0 10.0 12.7 10.2
Cocaine 3.2
Crack
Inhalants 2.5 3.9 3.7
Amphetamines 9 1.6 4.5 6.5 4.5
Methamphetamines
Ritalin 2.6 5.8 8.2 10.1 6.9
Tranquillizers 3.2 4.8 55 8.4 6.0
Narcotics 2.0 4.3
Psychedelics 1.0 5.1
LSD 3.9
Others .9 3.7
Heroin
Steroids
Injected Drugs
Ecstasy 1.9 3.4 4.5 54 7.7
Rohypnol 1.0
GHB
OCDs 1.2 3.4 4.5 3.7 6.4 4.8
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There is a significant amount of data presented ipteeeding tables. The following is
an effort to summarize the data in tables 9.2 through 9.® nlimbers in parentheses indicate
the grades where Porter County students exceeded sestdorathat level of use.

Daily prevalence rateswere higher than the state rates for
binge drinking (7" 8" 9" 10" and 11"
marijuana (8"

Monthly prevalence rateswere higher than the state rates for
cigars (8" and 18)
pipes(8", 11" and 1)
alcohol (7", 8", 10", 11" and 12
marijuana (8", 9", 10", and 11"
methamphetamines(8", 10", 11", and 1%)
Ritalin (7", 8" 9" 10" 11" 12"
MDMA (8", 10" 11" and 12)
Overt the Counter Drugs (7", 8", 9" 10" 11" and 13)

Annual prevalence rateswere higher than the state rates for
Cigarettes (8", 9thm, 16", and 11
pipes (8", 11", and 12)
alcohd (7", 8" 9" 10" 11" and 12
marijuana (8", 9", 10", 11" and 13)
amphetamines(7", 8" 9" 10" 11" and 1%)
Ritalin (8", 9", 1d", 11" 12")
Tranquilizers (7", 8", 9", 10", 11", and 12)
MDMA (8", 9" 10" 11" and 13"
Overt the Counter Drugs (7", 8", 9" 10" and 11

Lifetime prevalence rateswere higher than the state rates for
Cigarettes(8" and 11
pipes (8", 10". 11", and 1%)
alcohd (7™, 8" 9" 10" 11" and 12
marijuana (8", 9", 11", and 1%
amphetamines(7", 8", 10", 11", and 1%)
Ritalin (8", 9" 10" 11" 12"
Tranquilizers (8", 9", 10", 11", and 1)
MDMA (8", 9" 10" 11" and 1)
Overt the Counter Drugs (7", 8" 9" 10" 11th, and 1%9)

Lifetime prevalence rateswere lower than the state rates for
smokeless tobacc¢7", 8th, and 19),
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Increase across GradesAnother theme prevalent in the data in this reporhag the
rates of drug use increase with the grade level. FigureaRes tseveral of the most frequently
used drugs in the “lifetime” of Porter County students amdspiheir use across grades. As
indicated, with the exception of declines in use of cigeseand marijuana in the “i3yrade,
there is a steady increase in usage across grades. fAilstep is the tendency for increases to
occur in the later middle school years and earliersyefhigh school. This was a typical pattern
for all of the drugs considered in this report.

Figure 9.7
Monthly ATOD Use by Grade, 2009
ATOD, 2009
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College Age Student Data. While the college age student data is not completely
representative of the entire college age cohort & ¢bimmunity, it does provide some data on
the consumption patterns of youth during the early poktsshool years. Clearly, these persons
continue to consume alcohol and do so at a greaterhatedo Porter County students, even
when compared only to those students in tHe grade. For example, over 70% of the college
age students report having consumed alcohol in the paghraod almost 40% report binge
drinking in the past two weeks. Part of this can Ibebated to the fact that a large portion of
this group can consume alcohol legally, but it does #@tdichat use of alcohol continues to
increase in the post high school years.

When it comes to other drugs, however, this is notédse. With every drug considered
in this project, college age students consume at a ext¢Han the I2graders in Porter County.
Alcohol is by far the drug of choice for both of the&geups, but the older, and even younger,
non college age students in Porter County consume a waidety of illegal drugs at a much
greater rate than do the college age students.

Consequences for 18 -25 Year Olds

Earlier in the report, the consequences for individwags were treated separately. The
following is an effort to provide a summary of thes@sEguences collectively for 18-25 year
olds. First, data is presented on arrest rates faousmlcohol related offenses, marijuana,
cocaine, and other drugs considered together. Data iptheanted on mental health facility
and emergency room treatments.

Arrests. The number of arrests in a community is both arcatdr of the degree of
consumption and also the consequences of patternssdmoption of various drugs. Figure 9.8
presents the data that was reported separately inreahapters of this report. What is
immediately apparent is the sheer magnitude of the nuwbarrests related to the illegal
consumption of alcohol and drugs in the community by perso the 18-25 year old category.
Given the reported usage by youth in the survey data, tigeses should not be a surprise, but
merely confirm the reported consumption patterns. $Noprisingly, driving while under the
influence (DUI) are the most frequent in most yebus,arrests for marijuana exceed DUI’s in at
least one year, and run a close second in severalsotAarests for “other drugs” have a
checkered history, but last year equaled arrests for DWenerally, arrests for Public
intoxication trail the others and cocaine arrestagiwcome in last.
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Figure 9.8
Arrests for Drugs
Porter County Sheriff Report,2009
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Mental Health Treatments. Figure 9.9 indicates that, in most years, the greatest
number of treatments is for alcohol related problentk miarijuana a close second. This pattern
changed abruptly in 2008 when there were more treatmenisaiojuana than for alcohol. Yet,
the impact of alcohol consumption remains clear. Alstable, despite the publicity given to
heroin in the community, is the decline of treatmeatshieroin over the past five years among
this population.

Emergency Room TreatmentsA similar pattern emerges when the data for treatsnen
at Porter Hospital Emergency Room are examined in F@gl@ Again, treatments for alcohol
are significantly higher than for other substances.e @ifference in this data is that when it
comes to treatment at the emergency room among 18-2®lgsarthere were more treatments
for marijuana than for heroin among this age group.
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Number treated

Figure 9.9
Alcohol & Drug Treatments Porter-Starke 18-25 yearolds
Porter-Starke Report, 2008
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Figure 9.10
Treatments Porter Hospital
DAWN, 2008
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Suggested Actions

What do we do about this? There is not a lot inddi@ that suggests precisely what
might be done to solve these problems. Some guidanckigyrhbwever, comes from the last
two Porter CountyEpidemiological Repostin 2008 and 2009. Several basic principles emerged
from these reports: that certain factors have an impacubstance abuse behavior, including
community influences, the perception of risk, peer and parapproval, and that early use of
gateway drugs can lead to significant problems with théistance or a progression into
additional substances. In tB@10 Epidemiological Repontye have expanded upon these ideas
to paint a more accurate picture of the mediating andienading variables that may exist within
our county that may promote underage and binge drinking andetjaive consequences that
occur as a result. Putting together this year’s datainthat framework highlights the following
areas where attention might be directed.

Culture of Consumption

What the report, up to this point, makes abundantly edetdvat no matter how you might
want to measure it, we have a problem. Youth in P@bemty consume a significant amount of
alcohol in the absolute sense and compared to theirtsofcross the state. Many experiment
with alcohol and drugs at an early age, and use tendsétesate when they get to high school.
Use of alcohol, tobacco, and marijuana, generally redeteexs gateway drugs, is high among
Porter County youth. The pattern of consumption of kdboamong college age students
continues, although they appear to consume fewer other. drugs

Community Context

The data provide some direction concerning the factotctmribute to and precipitate
the consumption of alcohol and drugs: why youth consgommunity beliefs about drinking,
and the availability of alcohol.

Drinking Context and Drinking Beliefs. People drink and use drugs for a variety of
reasons. According to the data provided here, the mostriampaeason for drinking among
Porter County students is to have a good time with frieSaisilar patterns exist among the
college age students. In other words, the social aspedtsking are most appealing, including
relief from boredom and giving them something to do.

Consumption _is_Acceptable in_the Community. Certainly, drinking beliefs can be
influenced by the community at-large. In last year's re®TOD, 2009, it was noted that only
a small proportion of the community feel that the cmmgtion of alcohol is “unacceptable” and
almost all see it as “acceptable.” Compare this tdabethat over half (54.6%) the population
feels that tobacco use is unacceptable. Clearly, thgeuoaption of alcohol is an activity that is
part of normal, customary behavior and very likely thidarstanding is communicated to the
youth in this community.

Availability of Alcohol to Youth. It is clear that it is not difficult for minors to ge
alcohol in the County. Porter County does not haveemetail outlets available for the sale of
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alcohol than the average county in Indiana. Howewer,spend more money on alcohol per
household in all categories than most other places attrestate and nation. Despite having a
relatively high arrest rate for liquor law violations, 2009 42% of the retail outlets in the

County, when checked by the state, sold alcohol to minors.

In addition, part of this culture of acceptability and &klity is that youth seem to have
little trouble finding friends or someone over 21 to pusehalcohol for them. Also, important to
note is that the younger the person is the more likelyis to get alcohol from other family
members, and these rates are substantially higher ttl&an cohorts across the state. This
availability surely impacts consumption, but also couldfoece the perception of community,
peer, and even parental approval.

Crime, Poverty, and Other Risk Factors. By virtually most standards Porter County is
a relatively wealthy, well educated community with a loime rate. Most in the community
rate the quality of life quite highly. Yet as data répdrin the earlier chapters indicates, the
wealth is not evenly distributed and there are aredsgdf poverty, low education, and higher
than average crime rates. These are all issuesahatfiect rates of substance use and abuse.

Personal, Peer, Family Influences, and Other Influences

In addition to community wide factors, the perceptidnrisk and relative levels of
approval from friends and family can affect patternsarfsumption.

Perception of Risk. One would assume, and the data supports this, thatraptisn of
drugs and alcohol would vary depending upon the perceptionkointislved. What the data
here shows is that as grade levels increase, the perceptisk involved in the consumption of
alcohol and most, but not all, drugs goes down. While thieranot a lot of differences between
Porter County students and state averages, there idantgnfor Porter County students to
perceive less risk in the use of most drugs.

Perception of Peer Approval. We also would assume, and the data supports this, that
the consumption of drugs and alcohol varies with thegmian of peer approval. Many students
in Porter County either see their peers as approving or mpybdisg the consumption of certain
drugs and alcohol, and the perception of approval increasesjisapproval decreases, for most
drugs as students advance in grade levels. In additioreevdnat overall there is a tendency for
Porter County students to perceive their peers as being appeving and less strongly
disapproving of the use of most drugs and alcohol thandbkarts throughout the state.

Perception of Parental Approval. The data indicate that the consumption of drugs and
alcohol is related to the perception of parental approvaPorter County, most students do not
see their parents as approving of the consumption of dnaigsraalcohol. However, a negative
message to youth against the consumption of drugs or alcafimot been internalized by all
youth in Porter County. In particular, there is a tewgdor the perception of strong disapproval
to decline as students get older. There are not many stistifferences between state and
Porter County students on parental approval.
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Camps or Programs Participation in adult supervised activities and engagimggualar
activities with family are related to lower levelstbe consumption of drugs and alcohol. What
is immediately apparent from the data presented hehe igeneral lack of participation in after
school camps or programs across all grade levels by Fodenty students. For example,
83.7% of 13" graders participate in no programs. At the same timgePGounty students
report greater participation this year than last, andadivearticipation is at about the same rate
as the rest of the state in some of these activéias exceeds state averages in others.

Afterschool Activities without Adult Supervision. Overall, Porter County students
spend a good deal of time after school without adult supenvead they do so more than other
students across the state. At the same time, PastentZ students appear to spend more time at
home with adult supervision than do students across shefrthe stateATOD, 2009.

Participation_in_Organized Family Events. Around 20% of Porter County students
never participate in organized family events and thanber increases with grade level.
Comparing Porter County to state averages is not easyseof differences in some areas, but
overall the pattern is for Porter County students ttege involved in organized family events.

Summary

Figure 9.11 is an effort to summarize what we have éehamd what is supported by the
evidence gathered here. Most of it supports the findiragsothers have found elsewhere and, in
that sense, is very consistent with what one would éxpEte important point is that this report
provides specific evidence that these factors exist irctdnamunity.

Contributing Factors. The data presented here supports the conclusion thatishare
substance abuse problem Porter County. The data alds pm# series of contributing factors.
Certainly, a key contributing factor to the problem is téedency for youth to often minimize
the risk involved in the consumption of drugs. There @&sa tendency to use gateway drugs
like alcohol and tobacco early. In addition, there ikendency for youth to see their peers as
accepting of the use of drugs or, in some cases, seeing#ers as not strongly disapproving of
the use of drugs. In this context, it also is importanéemphasize the social nature of alcohol
and drug use. Youth say they use drugs, particularly dicahdnave a good time with their
friends. While youth do perceive their parents as pptaving, there is a tendency with age to
see a decline in their parents strong disapproval aigbeof certain drugs, particularly alcohol.

Community Acceptance and Availability ~The data also provide support for the
community acceptance of the use of specific drugs, sualtalisol, that are generally conceived
of as gateway drugs. Combined with this is that youth seehave little difficulty getting
drugs, particularly alcohol, which is often provided by fdgsmr family members, or from retail
outlets that regularly do not screen minors for the ghalcohol.

Youth Activities. While participation in certain programs related to sfxse abuse are
increasing, contrary to what one might expect in a conity like Porter County, the youth in

240



the County spend a good deal of time in unsupervised afteekactivities. Likewise, they
participate in fewer family activities than other yoattross the state.

Culture of Consumption. These previously mentioned factors all contribute t® th
reported high rates in the use of alcohol and drugs. Thesgare not only high in the absolute
sense, but also relative to their cohorts acrosstéte. s

Substance Abuse Related ProblemsAs reported throughout this document, the high
rates of substance abuse have consequences. Amongo#gteobvious problems include:
impaired school performance, high rates of treatmentseattal health facilities and hospital
emergency rooms, high rates of arrest, substancedetatéc accidents, and deaths.

Implications

While, certainly, much needs to be done to address theugaaispects of the problems
outlined in this report, the preceding discussion supportsdhelusions reached in last year’'s
report and reaffirms the suggestions made then which included:

1. Increase the understanding of the risks involved irctdmsumption of drugs and
alcohol through measurable or evidence-based prevention pgiarad at 8
through 13' graders.

2. Reduce the perception that their peers approve (or do rmppds/e) of the
consumption of alcohol and drugs by encouraging youthki® aa active role in
prevention of use, abuse and the additional risky bersatat may result (e.g.
drunk driving).

3. Encourage strong family management to increase yop#rseption of parental
disapproval and to offer them a support network that eagesr positive
afterschool activities.

4. Promote early intervention by identifying and referringpown users to

measurable or evidence-based treatment for behaviorahhisslies to prevent
future relapse and/or use of additional substances.
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Figure 9.11
Substance Abuse Issues In Porter County

Contributing Factors
“Low” Perception of Risk
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Weak Perceived Parental Disapproval
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Substance Use
Culture of Consumption
High Rates of Use
High Rates Compared to Rest of State

Substance Abuse Related Problems
School Performance
High Rates of Treatments in Mental Health Facilities
High Rates of Arrest for lllegal use of Drugs
High Rates of Hospital Treatment
Substance Abuse Related Deaths
High Rates of Traffic Accidents
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