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Highlights of ADAM Il 2012

e In 2012, the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) extended the Arrestee Drug Abuse
Monitoring (ADAM II) data collection on drug use and other related behaviors among adult male booked
arrestees that began in 2000, but limited the number of sentinel sites to five rather than the ten sites
included since 2007. In addition, data collection occurred over one, 21-day period rather than the two,
14-day periods in the 2007-2011 period. The five ADAM Il sites continuing in 2012 were Atlanta, GA;
Chicago, IL; Denver, CO; New York, NY; and Sacramento, CA.

¢ In these five sites, 1,938 interviews were conducted and 1,736 urine samples collected for testing in one,
21-day collection period, then weighted to represent over 14,000 arrests.

e ADAM Il continued to highlight the considerable regional variation in drug use that can be masked in
national estimates. In Sacramento, 40 percent of adult male booked arrestees tested positive for
methamphetamine at the time of arrest, compared to less than 1 percent in all other sites except Denver,
where 13 percent tested positive. The percentage of ADAM Il arrestees testing positive for cocaine
metabolites also varied considerably, from 9 percent in Sacramento to 32 percent in Atlanta.

o Arrestees represented in ADAM Il are a population often not well represented in other monitoring
systems or surveys focusing on the Nation’s illegal drug use. In 2012, 16 percent of all ADAM lI
arrestees had changed residence three or more times in the prior year and 10 percent were homeless in
the 30 days prior to arrest, making them highly transient and unlikely to be eligible for inclusion in
general population household surveys. Similarly, although over 60 percent of ADAM Il arrestees in all
five sites had at least one drug in their system at the time of arrest, 70 percent of those testing positive
for any drug had never been in any form of drug or alcohol treatment.

e ADAM Il data highlight the need to validate answers to drug use questions in surveys. The agreement
between self-report of drug use and a positive urine test matched to the appropriate window of detection
varied considerably by drug: 83 percent of the ADAM Il arrestees with a positive marijuana test result
admitted use, but only 63 percent of those testing positive for methamphetamine, 50 percent of heroin
positives and 43 percent of cocaine metabolites positives admitted use.

e Marijuana remained the drug most often detected in ADAM Il arrestees in all five sites in 2012, ranging
from 37 percent of ADAM Il arrestees testing positive in Atlanta to 58 percent testing positive in Chicago.
In three of the five sites, over half of the adult male arrestees tested positive for marijuana.

e Cocaine (often ingested as crack), while the second most commonly detected drug in all but
Sacramento, continued to show a significant decline in use everywhere. The percentage of ADAM ||
arrestees testing positive for cocaine metabolites has declined significantly from the early years of
ADAM collection in all sites, dramatically in some sites. Cocaine metabolite positives dropped from 50
percent of ADAM arrestees testing positive in 2000 in Chicago to 19 percent in 2012, and from 52
percent in 2000 in New York to 25 percent in 2012.

e There has been a statistically significant, increasing trend in the percentage of ADAM arrestees testing
positive for opiates in all but New York and Chicago. In those two sites, there has been a significant
decline from previously high base rates of 20 percent (New York) and 36 percent (Chicago) of ADAM
arrestees testing positive for opiates in 2000 to 10 percent and 15 percent respectively. According to
ADAM self-reports and drug testing results, these changes are associated with heroin use, rather than
non-medical use of prescription painkillers. While there has been anecdotal evidence linking prescription
painkillers to heroin use among the general population, only 2 percent or fewer arrestees tested positive
for the synthetic opiates of the oxycodone family of drugs in 2012 in any site, suggesting that the rise in
prescription drug use may not extend to this population.

e Methamphetamine remained a significant problem in Sacramento (40 percent testing positive) and
Denver (13 percent testing positive) in 2012. In both sites, the 2012 percentages were significantly
higher than found in 2000, when 31 percent of Sacramento adult male arrestees tested positive for
methamphetamine and only 3 percent tested positive in Denver.

¢ An analysis of changes in the average age of users of each drug over time included all 10 of the original
ADAM Il sites from 2000-2011 and added data from the five 2012 sites. These analyses showed that
cocaine and methamphetamine users are an aging population in many of the 10 sites. Opiates
presented a different picture with an increasing proportion of younger users in some sites (Indianapolis,
Minneapolis, Portland) and a stable or aging group in others.
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Executive Summary

Since 2007, the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) has sponsored the Arrestee Drug Abuse
Monitoring II (ADAM 1) data collection program in nine U.S. counties and the District of Columbia. The
ADAM II program builds on the original ADAM program sponsored by the National Institute of Justice, a
program which collected the same information in 35 counties from 2000 to 2003. Due to budget limitations
for 2012, ONDCP was able to fund only five of the 10 ADAM II sites. This report presents data from the
2012 collection. In addition to the data collected in the five sites selected, estimates were developed for
drug use in Washington, DC, based on drug testing data provided by the Pretrial Service Agency for the
District of Columbia Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (PSA).

Each of the five ADAM II counties selected for 2012 were part of the original ADAM complement of 35
counties and, consequently, are a subset of the 10 participating sites during 2007-2011. While the county
is the catchment area for estimation, sites are designated by the name of the primary city in that county.
The five 2012 sites are: Atlanta, GA (Fulton County), Chicago, IL (Cook County), Denver, CO (Denver
County), New York, NY (Borough of Manhattan), and Sacramento, CA (Sacramento County).

From 2007 to 2011, data were collected in two calendar quarters (April 1 to June 30 and July 1 to
September 30) during 14 consecutive days within each quarter. In 2012, data were collected in one period
of 21 consecutive days between April 1 and July 15. During that period, 1,938 interviews were conducted
and 1,736 urine specimens were collected from a probability-based sample of adult male booked arrestees
within 48 hours of their arrest. When weighted, the samples represented 14,155 persons arrested and
booked in the five ADAM counties during the data collection period. Since 2007 in these five sites alone,
almost 15,000 interviews have been conducted and almost 13,000 urine specimens tested, representing
over 100,000 arrests.

The overall response rate across all sites in ADAM 11 (60%) is calculated as the number of booked male
arrestees interviewed relative to the total number sampled. The conditional response rate (92%) is
calculated as the total number of booked male arrestees interviewed relative to the total number sampled
and physically available to be interviewed. The overall response rate reflects the difficulty that the
interview setting presents. Because ADAM II surveys booked arrestees within 48 hours of arrest,
interviewers must be stationed in the active booking areas of jails. Consequently, offenders are
continuously being brought in, processed, moved to court or housing, or released. For 2012, the
overwhelming numbers of arrestees who were eligible, but were not interviewed, were those not
physically available to be interviewed. Most frequently, this was due to the arrestee being given an early
release, taken to court or transferred out (30% of those sampled).

In 2012, 3,229 cases were sampled. Of the 2,107 sampled cases who were physically in facilities and
eligible to be interviewed, 92 percent were interviewed; of that, 90 percent provided a urine sample.
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Why ADAM Data Are Important

ADAM and ADAM II data continue to play an important part in answering questions about drug use in
different parts of the country. Though representing only five counties in 2012, ADAM II data offer a
unique source of information on the following:

e  Persons who are not reached in traditional general population, prison, or treatment-based
data collections

— In 2012, 16 percent of the male booked arrestees across all sites had moved three or more
times in the prior year, and 10 percent had been homeless in the prior 30 days, making
them less likely to appear in residence-based surveys.

— From 62 to 87 percent of male booked arrestees in the five sites tested positive for some
drug in their system at the time of arrest, but fewer than a third of those arrestees in any
site had ever been in outpatient or inpatient drug or alcohol treatment, making them
unlikely to appear in treatment-based data collections.

—  Only just over a third of ADAM II arrestees in 2012 were charged with felonies, serious
charges that increase the likelihood of being incarcerated subsequent to the arrest and
possibly included in prison inmate surveys.

e Regional variation in access to and use of specific drugs

Patterns in drug use are often regional or even local in nature, which can make combined
geographic estimates misleading. In a dramatic example, the percentage of adult male
arrestees testing positive for methamphetamine in Sacramento has increased since 2000,
rising from 30 to 40 percent, but has remained at less than 3 percent in all others sites except
Denver (13 percent in 2012).

e Drug market activity at the retail level

ADAM and ADAM 11 are the only federal surveys asking critical questions about the retail
characteristics and circumstances of the sale of major drugs of interest to law enforcement in
each site. In 2012, cocaine market activity as measured by ADAM II arrestees acquiring the
drug, declined in all sites, though reports of the drug’s availability on the street indicated that
it is still available.

e Drug use validated through a bioassay for a variety of drugs

The ADAM II survey is also the only federal survey that uses a bioassay (urinalysis) to verify
the validity of self-reported drug use. Both the ADAM II interview and the urine test are
anonymous, and, each year on average, 88 to 90 percent of ADAM II arrestees who are 1
interviewed agree to provide a urine sample for testing. When self-report answers are
matched with the appropriate window of detection for each of 10 drugs tested for, it is clear
that users admit use differentially by drug. In 2012, in all sites, approximately 80 percent of
marijuana users in ADAM II admitted use, while at most half of adult male arrestees testing
positive for cocaine metabolites and heroin across sites told the truth about recent use.
Without a method of validating self-report data on use, estimates of drug consumption will be
misleading.
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ADAM Il Methodology

Since the ADAM program was reinstated by ONDCP as ADAM II in 2007, all instrumentation, sampling,
and data collection protocols that were utilized in the NIJ-funded ADAM program (2000 to 2003) have
been replicated in the current ADAM II sites, permitting trend analysis from 2000 to 2012.' The ADAM
II sample frame consists of all males booked in the designated booking facilities regardless of charge.

e The sample is probability-based and represents all adult male booked arrestees in each 24-
hour period of the 21-day data collection period. In 2012, all data were collected between
April 1 and July 15, 2012.

e No ADAM II arrestee sampled had been arrested longer than 48 hours prior to the interview.

o All cases are weighted to represent all adult males booked in each hour and each day of the
21-day data collection period in 2012.

e Data collection consists of (1) collection of booking information from official records, (2) a
voluntary 20 to 25 minute, voluntary, face-to-face interview in the booking area of each
facility, and (3) the collection of a voluntarily given urine specimen.

e Cases are weighted using propensity scores in ADAM II (2007-2012) rather than post-
sampling stratification methods as in ADAM (2000-2003) to increase precision in the
estimates.

e Data were collected in one 21-day collection in 2012 in ADAM 11, rather than in 14-day
periods in all four calendar quarters, as was true from 2000 to 2003, or in 14-day periods in
two quarters, as was done from 2007 to 2011.

e Missing urine test data are imputed in ADAM II (2007-2012) for approximately 10 percent
of urine test data missing each year due to arrestee refusals and/or inability to provide a
sample.

Sampling and Case Weighting

As with the original 35 NIJ-funded sites, the five sites in 2012 do not represent a probability-based
sample of U.S. counties. However, within each site, arrestees are a probability-based sample of those
adult males booked in the county for the 21-day period during which data are collected, and data are
annualized to represent the full year of adult male bookings in those facilities.

There are two levels of sampling in ADAM II: (1) sampling from the total number of facilities that book
adult male arrestees in each county, and (2) sampling from the total number of adult male arrestees
booked in a county. ADAM II continues to execute the arrestee sampling plan first developed in 2000, a
plan that is both statistically sound and accommodates the reality of booking facilities.

A few of the original 35 ADAM sites collected data on adult males as well as from females and juvenile arrestees
from 2000-2002. The female and juvenile data collection did not follow the revised sampling plan instituted for
the male samples beginning in 2000. Neither population is used in any analysis nor reported in any ADAM II
reporting. Only male arrestees have been sampled and interviewed from 2007 to the present.
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Response Rates in 2012
ADAM II calculates three response rates:

e The overall response rate refers to the rate of successful interviewing of all adult male
booked arrestees who were sampled. In 2012, the overall interview response rate was 60
percent.

o The conditional response rate refers to the proportion of adult male arrestees physically
available in the facility who consented for the interview. The overall conditional response
rate in 2012 was 92 percent.

o The urine response rate refers to the proportion of adult male booked arrestees who were
interviewed and provided a urine specimen for testing. In 2012, the overall urine response
rate was 90 percent.

Estimating Trends over Time

The original ADAM program (2000-2003) did not develop estimates of the significance of trends
observed over time. For ADAM 11, analysts developed the appropriate statistical methods to determine the
significance of trends. Policing practices change over time, changing the mix of offenders; booking
facilities change over time in a county; and seasonality affects the data. To avoid confounding trends in
drug use with trends in arrest practices or pre-trial processes, ADAM II uses model-based estimates of
trends, holding arrest types constant.

ADAM Il Sample Demographics

There were few changes in the demographic makeup of the ADAM II arrestee populations” in the five
ADAM II sites from 2011 to 2012. There were, however, differences in the characteristics of ADAM II
arrestees who tested positive for some drug in their system at the time of arrest and those who tested
negative.

e Age: The average age across all sites of all ADAM II arrestees in 2012 was 34 years, ranging
from 31 in Chicago to 37 in Atlanta. Only in Denver was there a significant increase in the
average age of the total ADAM II sample, and Denver ADAM II arrestees who tested
positive for drugs were significantly younger (on average three years younger) than those
who did not.

o Citizenship: Over 85 percent of ADAM II arrestees were citizens in 2012 in all sites. In
Atlanta and New York, a significantly larger proportion were citizens in 2012 than seen in
2010. In all but Chicago, ADAM II arrestees who tested positive for drugs were significantly
more likely to be U.S. citizens than those who did not.

e  Race/ethnicity: In Chicago and Atlanta, there was a significant decline in the number of
Hispanic ADAM II arrestees since 2007. There was also a significant increase in the
percentage of white, non-Hispanic ADAM II arrestees in Chicago and New York during
those years. At the other 2012 sites, racial and ethnic characteristics of ADAM II arrestees
have remained unchanged since 2011.

In this report the designation of “ADAM II arrestees” refers to the population of adult male booked arrestees in
the ADAM site.
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Unemployment: In 2012, less than half of the ADAM II arrestees in four of the five sites
were working either full or part time. Employment figures were significantly lower than in
2007 in Denver and Sacramento. In four of the five sites, ADAM II arrestees who tested
positive for drugs were significantly less likely to be working full or part time than those who
tested negative for drugs.

Health insurance: In three of the five sites, at most a third of adult male booked arrestees
reported having any type of health insurance; in Sacramento, 39 percent were insured and in
New York, 62 percent were insured. The only significant difference in the likelihood of
coverage based on testing positive for drugs was in Chicago, where ADAM II arrestees
testing positive were more likely to have insurance.

Housing: The proportion of ADAM II arrestees who reported stable housing over the prior
30 days ranged from 74 percent (Sacramento) to 90 percent (Chicago), though in three of the
five sites (Chicago, Denver, and Sacramento) there has been a significant decline in the
proportion reporting a stable housing situation since 2010. In New York and Sacramento,
ADAM II arrestees who tested positive for illegal drugs were significantly less likely than
others to report stable housing in the prior 30 days; in Sacramento, ADAM II arrestees who
tested positive for drugs were significantly more likely to be homeless than those with
negative drug tests.

Involvement with the Criminal Justice System

Because ADAM II samples from all adult male booked arrestees regardless of charge, a wide range of
arrest histories and charges are represented in the samples.

Over 80 percent of adult male booked arrestees in all ADAM II sites in 2012 reported a prior
arrest history (been arrested at least once prior to the current arrest). In addition, from 15
percent (Denver) to 24 percent (Atlanta) reported having been arrested two or more times in
the prior year. The only significant differences in prior arrest history between ADAM 11
arrestees who tested positive versus those testing negative was in Sacramento, where those
testing positive were more likely to have had prior arrests.

From 17 percent (Atlanta) to 27 percent (Chicago) of ADAM II arrestees in 2012 had a
violent crime as one of the charges recorded for the current arrest. In New York, the numbers
reflected a significant decline in the proportion of violent crime charges since 2007, but for
Sacramento and Chicago there has been a significant increase in violent crime charges since
2007 and 2008. In Atlanta and Denver, the proportion of ADAM II arrestees with a violent
crime charge has remained the same since 2007.

Drug crime charges represented from 19 percent of ADAM II arrestees (Denver) to 38
percent (Sacramento) and 43 percent (Chicago) in 2012. In Denver and Chicago, the
proportion of adult male booked arrestees charged with a drug crime has significantly
declined since 2007; in the other sites, it has not changed significantly.

The percentage of adult male booked arrestees charged with a property crime in 2012 ranged
from 15 percent in Denver and Sacramento to 33 percent in New York. The proportion of
ADAM II arrestees with a property crime charge in New York increased significantly over
2007 levels, while the proportion with a property crime charge decreased significantly in
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Denver and Sacramento over the same period. The proportion of ADAM II arrestees with
property crime charges has remained statistically unchanged in the other sites since 2007.

Involvement with Treatment

In 2012, there was variation among sites in terms of ADAM II arrestees’ treatment experiences. Some of
this variation was likely due to differences in the availability of different treatment options in different
locales.

e In 2012, from 7 percent (Atlanta) to 26 percent (New York) of adult male booked arrestees
had ever been in any outpatient drug or alcohol treatment, and from 13 (Atlanta) to 32 percent
(Denver) had ever been in an inpatient or residential drug or alcohol treatment program.
These statistics have changed little over five years.

e Few ADAM II arrestees had been in outpatient (2 to 9 percent) or inpatient (3 to 11 percent)
treatment in the prior 12 months. These numbers have declined significantly in Chicago since
2007, but remained essentially the same in the other sites.

Drug Use and Drug Market Participation

Congruence between Self-report of Drug Use and Urinalysis Results

The ADAM II procedures that match a urine test for 10 different drugs with a self-report window of use
(3 day, 7 day, and 30 day) provide an invaluable validity test to arrestees’ admission of use, or their “truth
telling.” Overall agreement rates in 2012 were high—from 82 percent for marijuana to 95 percent for
heroin and methamphetamine. But these figures include ADAM II arrestees who had little to hide: those
who reported no use and tested negative. Among those of greatest interest—the actual drug users, i.e.,
those testing positive—there was considerable variation in the willingness to admit to use, contingent on
the drug used, emphasizing the importance of the use of a bioassay in understanding the true prevalence
of use. Marijuana users were most truthful about their use—=83 percent of those who tested positive
admitted to use in the prior 30 days. But cocaine users (43 percent admitted to use and tested positive for
cocaine metabolites), opiates users (50 percent), and methamphetamine users (63 percent) were less
truthful when self-report answers were checked against the urine test results.

Use of Any Drug/Multiple Drugs

In ADAM 11, each urine specimen provided by sampled arrestees is tested for the presence of each of 10
drugs: marijuana, cocaine metabolites, opiates, amphetamine/methamphetamine (confirmation),
barbiturates, benzodiazepine, propoxyphene, methadone, phenclycidine (PCP), and oxycodone.

e In 2012, from 62 percent (Atlanta) to 86 percent (Chicago) of adult male booked arrestees
tested positive for at least one drug in their system at the time of arrest.

e In 2012, from 12 percent (Atlanta) to 34 percent (Sacramento) of ADAM II arrestees tested
positive for multiple drugs in their systems at the time of arrest.

Marijuana
In 2012, the drug most used by ADAM II arrestees and detected in testing continued to be marijuana.

e In 2012, the proportion of ADAM II arrestees testing positive for marijuana ranged from 37
percent in Atlanta to 58 percent in Chicago.
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Cocaine®

These numbers have been relatively stable over the past decade in all sites but New York,
where the proportion of ADAM II arrestees testing positive for marijuana has risen
significantly, from 39 percent in 2000 to 52 percent in 2012.

At least 40 percent of all ADAM II arrestees in each of the five sites admitted that they had
“acquired” marijuana in the prior 30 days, either through a cash purchase or a non-cash
transaction (bartering, trading goods, providing services, gifting, sharing, or theft).

In four of the five sites, the marijuana market in 2012 was primarily a non-cash market. At
the low end, just over 50 percent of Atlanta ADAM II arrestees reported a non-cash
acquisition of marijuana in the prior 30 days, while at the high end 75 and 81 percent reported
a non-cash acquisition in Denver and Sacramento, respectively. In the latter two sites, less
than half of the ADAM II arrestees reported a cash acquisition of marijuana in the prior 30
days.

After marijuana, cocaine was the most commonly detected drug in four of the five sites in 2012. The
exception was Sacramento, where methamphetamine was more common.

The proportion of cocaine metabolite positives among ADAM II arrestees continued to
decline in all sites in 2012, ranging from 9 percent in Sacramento to 32 percent in Atlanta in
2012. This represented a significant decline in percentage of ADAM II arrestees testing
positive for cocaine metabolites in all five sites since 2000. Half or more ADAM II arrestees
in New York and Chicago tested positive in 2000, dropping to 34 and 41 percent,
respectively, in 2007, and to 25 and 19 percent in 2012. Even Atlanta, the site with sustained,
high percentages of adult male booked arrestees testing positive for cocaine at over 40
percent since 2002, also steadily declined, to 32 percent testing positive in 2012.

An analysis of the average age of cocaine users across years, using all ten of the ADAM II
sites from 2000 to 2011/2012, indicated that in eight of the ten sites, ADAM II arrestees
testing positive for cocaine metabolites are an aging population. Overall, use has declined and
those users who appear in ADAM II from 2007 to 2012 are on average as much as three to
five years older than users from 2000 to 2003.

The most common form of cocaine use in all sites was as crack rather than powder cocaine.
In 2012, in four of the five sites, a larger proportion of ADAM II arrestees reported that they
had consumed cocaine as crack than in powder form; the exception was Sacramento, where 4
percent of arrestees reported crack use in the prior 30 days compared to 6 percent reporting
powder cocaine use. In all but New York, the percentage of ADAM II arrestees reporting
crack use has significantly declined since 2008.

As fewer ADAM II arrestees were using cocaine in either form, their involvement in those
markets has also declined. In all sites, the percentage of ADAM II arrestees reporting that
they acquired crack in the prior 30 days has declined significantly since 2000 (since 2002 in
Atlanta, when collection began in that site), dropping from over 30 percent in 2002 to 11
percent in Atlanta and Chicago in 2012, and from 15 percent in Sacramento in 2000 to just 4

3

Urinalysis testing used in ADAM II detects the metabolite of cocaine and cannot distinguish between its

ingestion as cocaine powder or crack. Self-report data are used to distinguish the method of use.
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percent in 2012. Similarly, the percentage of ADAM II arrestees acquiring powder cocaine
dropped significantly in New York from 2000 (17 percent), Denver in 2001 (15 percent),
Atlanta (11 percent) and Chicago (9 percent) in 2002 to 10 percent or less in 2012 in those
sites. Only Sacramento (7 percent) has not shown a significant decline in powder acquisition.

Crack appeared to be a heavily cash market in all but Chicago: over 70 percent of arrestees
who acquired crack in the prior month did so with a cash purchase in 2012. Paying for
powder cocaine with cash was more variable: 48 and 52 percent of ADAM II arrestees
reported a cash cocaine powder transaction in Sacramento and Denver, respectively, whereas
70 percent or more ADAM II arrestees in the other three sites reported a cash transaction for
powder cocaine.

Heroin and Other Opiates

Urine testing in ADAM II includes general testing for all opiates as well as confirmatory testing for the
synthetic opiates in the oxycodone family. ADAM II arrestees are also asked about heroin and other
opiates separately.

In 2012, there was a statistically significant upward trend in opiate positives since 2000 and
2001 in two of the five sites (Denver and Sacramento), but significant declines in two of the
sites with traditionally high opiate use (Chicago and New York). In Chicago, the percentage
testing positive declined from 36 percent in 2000 to 20 percent in 2007 to 15 percent in 2012.
Similarly, the percentage of arrestees testing positive for opiates in New York fell from 20
percent in 2000 to 8 percent in 2007 and 10 percent in 2012.

Little of the opiate positive numbers among ADAM II arrestees appears to be directly
attributable to a rise in the use of prescription opiates tested for in ADAM II. Since
oxycodone was added to the test profile in 2007, in these five sites there has not been a
significant increase in the percentage of ADAM II arrestees testing positive for oxycodone—
2 percent in 2012 in two sites (Sacramento and Denver) and 1 percent or less in all others.

Analysis of the average age of opiate positive ADAM arrestees over time indicated that while
the average age of heroin using arrestees remained unchanged in Chicago and New York, the
age of heroin using arrestees was dropping in areas where opiate use was rising. Looking
across all ten sites included from 2000 to 2011/2012, analysis shows that the proportion of 18
to 24 year olds who tested positive for opiates has increased significantly in three of the ten
sites (Indianapolis, Minneapolis and Portland) over time.

Heroin was also the drug most commonly reported as injected: ranging from 37 percent of
ADAM II arrestees in Chicago in 2012 who reported injecting heroin the last time they used
it to 57 percent in Sacramento.

Across all sites, from approximately half to 94 percent of ADAM II arrestees who acquired
heroin at least once in the prior 30 days did so via a cash transaction. Non-cash transactions
characterized the Atlanta market (99 percent), and from 25 percent (Denver) to 70 percent
(Sacramento) of ADAM II arrestees reported a non-cash transaction in the prior 30 days.
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Methamphetamine

e Methamphetamine continued to be a serious problem in the Western ADAM 11 site
(Sacramento), where 40 percent of adult male booked arrestees tested positive for
methamphetamine, continuing the upward trend since 2000.

e Methamphetamine positives also increased significantly in Denver, rising from 3 percent in
2000 and 6 percent in 2007 and 2011 to 13 percent in 2012; in all other sites, the percentage
of methamphetamine positives remained at 1 percent or less.

e In2012, 11 percent of methamphetamine using ADAM II arrestees in Denver and 17 percent
in Sacramento reported that they injected methamphetamine the last time they used it.

e In both Denver (12 percent) and Sacramento (38 percent) there was a significant increase in
2012 in the number of adult male booked arrestees who reported acquiring methamphetamine
in the prior 30 days over the years from 2000-2010. In those two sites, over 70 percent of
adult male arrestees who obtained methamphetamine in the prior 30 days did so using cash.

Other Drugs

The ADAM II test panel includes a range of other drugs, and there was considerable variation in the
popularity of those drugs across sites. In addition, ADAM II arrestees are asked about use of a number of
additional other drugs (for which samples are not tested) in the prior three days, including prescription
drugs for which they have no prescription.

e Barbiturates continued to be prominent among Atlanta ADAM II arrestees: in 2007, 24
percent tested positive, and in 2012, 20 percent tested positive. In all other sites, the
percentage of barbiturate positives was under 1 percent.

e Opiate pain relievers (e.g., codeine compounds, Dilaudid, Vicodin, and Percocet) were
reported as used by 3 percent of ADAM II arrestees in three of the five sites to 15 percent in
Sacramento. Demerol was mentioned by 9 percent of Denver ADAM II arrestees in 2012.

e Ecstasy use was mentioned by 1 percent of ADAM II arrestees in Atlanta and Denver and 6
percent in New York. Other hallucinogen use (e.g., mescaline and psilocybin) was mentioned
by 9 percent of Sacramento ADAM II arrestees, but by no one in Atlanta.

Special Analysis for Washington, DC

The former ADAM II site, Washington, DC, was not among the sites collecting data in 2012. However,
using urine test from the Pretrial Service Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA) to extend some of
the data elements of ADAM II from 2002-2011, this report is able to provide some information on drug
use. The PSA is the Federal agency responsible for gathering information about newly arrested
defendants in the District of Columbia to be used in deciding release before trial. The PSA testing does
not included marijuana, but does include all other drugs the ADAM II testing includes. This agency
conducts drug testing for all defendants who are booked and held for arraignment. We only use data on
adult male arrestees booked during a 21-day period in 2012.

e As with the other five sites, Washington, DC, has experienced a significant decline in the
proportion of adult male booked arrestees who tested positive for cocaine metabolites in
2012, dropping from a high of 31 percent in 2007 to 26 percent in 2012.
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e The proportion of DC ADAM II arrestees testing positive for opiates has declined
significantly from highs in 2007 of 14 percent and 15 percent in 2009 to 9 percent in 2012.

e Methamphetamine positives were at a high point in DC in 2007 (4 percent), but have declined
to approximately 2 percent each year since 2007.

e Unlike the other sites, none of which had positive PCP test rates as high as 1 percent in 2012,
in Washington, DC, 8 percent of ADAM II arrestees tested positive, an increase over 2011
levels (4 percent).

Report Format
The ADAM II 2012 Annual Report is divided into the following sections:

e Section 1 presents information on the ADAM II program, comparing it to the earlier ADAM
program funded by the N1J from 2000 to 2003, and provides a brief description of the
program methodology.

e Section 2 provides a description of the ADAM II sample, including demographics, arrest
information, and treatment experiences.

e Section 3 presents findings on drug use and drug market activity among booked adult male
arrestees.

e Section 4 offers a brief summary and conclusions.

Figures illustrating results are included in the main body of the report. Data tables are referenced in the
text, but are presented together in Appendix A. Data in Appendix A are annualized, and the significance
of trends is presented. Appendix B presents more detailed information on the program methodology, and
Appendix C provides 2012 results for each site in site-specific fact sheets, including an abbreviated fact
sheet for Washington DC based solely on data provided by PSA. Fact sheet data represent only the results
of the single collection period in 2012 and are not annualized. Appendix D provides data on a separate
analysis of age cohort trends over 10 ADAM II sites, including the five sites in 2012.

This report presents 2012 findings from the five ADAM 11 sites, as well as limited findings for
Washington, DC, using an alternate data source. These same sites participated in the 2000-2003 ADAM
and 2007-2011 ADAM II data collections. Some 2000-2003 and 2007—-2012 results are included in this
report to examine trends. Data are not aggregated across sites, but are presented site by site. The samples
collected in each site are adequate for reporting and data analysis. However, in some instances, depending
on the analysis (for example, methamphetamine market activity in some Eastern sites), there are too few
cases to serve as the basis of reliable estimates. The site is then excluded from cross-site comparisons, and
an “n/a” is noted for that site in the relevant table in Appendix A.

Throughout the report, when comparisons are made to results from prior ADAM collections (2000-2003
and 2007-2012), differences between those years and 2012 that are statistically significant at the 0.10,
0.05, and 0.01 levels are identified. The report includes the less stringent 0.10 significance level to
provide flexibility when considering possible trends over time.
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1. Overview of ADAM i

In 2012, the Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring II (ADAM II) program began its sixth year of data
collection under the sponsorship of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). The original
ADAM program was first introduced in 2000 under the sponsorship of the National Institute of Justice
(NLJ), and was built on an earlier N1J data collection effort called Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) that began
in 1988. The basic design of DUF was to conduct a brief face-to-face interview and collect a urine sample
for analysis to detect the presence of illegal drugs in the systems of persons arrested at the time of entry
into the criminal justice system; that is, during the booking process. In 1997, N1J began a redesign of the
DUF program to place the program on a more scientifically sound basis and to eliminate considerable
site-by-site variation across the 23 operating sites. The redesign introduced probability-based sampling of
facilities and arrestees (rather than convenience sampling); a new instrument covering relevant areas not
covered in DUF (treatment experiences, drug market activity); standardization in training and data
collection across sites; model-based estimates of drug use and related behaviors; and an expansion to 35
sites. In addition, the ADAM catchment area became a county instead of a single city.

The original ADAM program was terminated in 2003 for cost considerations, but, recognizing the
importance of the ADAM data, ONDCP revived the program in 2007 in 10 of the original 35 sites to
serve as “sentinel” sites; that is, they represent the counties in which collection occurs through probability
sampling of facilities and arrestees within those counties, but they cannot be used to generalize to national
or regional estimates. The ADAM II program under ONDCP leadership also introduced analysis to
determine the significance of trends over time, created a more precise method of case weighting, and
developed imputation protocols for missing test data. From 2007 to 2011, ADAM II data collection was
conducted in two calendar quarters in 10 sites over two periods of 14 consecutive days. In 2012, due to
budget considerations, the number of sites was limited to five of the ten and collection to a single 21-day
collection period, but the data for the 2012 sites remain comparable across years, as seen in detail in
Appendix A.

In 2012, 1,938 interviews and 1,736 urine specimens were collected in the five ADAM II sites,
representing over 14,000 arrests of adult males in the counties. Since 2007, the ADAM program has
conducted almost 15,000 interviews and almost 13,000 urine tests,4 representing over 100,000 arrests in
just these five sites (Table 1.1)°. The five ADAM II sites included in the 2012 collection were Atlanta,
GA (Fulton County and the City of Atlanta), Chicago, IL (Cook County), Denver, CO (Denver County),
New York, NY (Borough of Manhattan), and Sacramento, CA (Sacramento County).

Why ADAM Il Data Are Important

Data collected as part of the ADAM and ADAM II programs play an important role in the Nation’s
struggle to control the problem of illegal use of drugs and the crimes that often accompany that use. The
use of illegal drugs and the misuse of prescription drugs produce a myriad of problems for health
providers and law enforcement officials each year. To address these problems, both local and national
policymakers count on data from programs such as ADAM II to provide reliable estimates on what drugs

Urine samples are tested for 10 drugs: marijuana, cocaine, opiates, amphetamine/methamphetamine, barbiturates,
benzodiazepines, propoxyphene, PCP, methadone, and oxycodone.

Since the ADAM program began in 2000, in these five sites almost 30,000 interviews have been conducted and
25,000 urine specimens collected, representing almost 300,000 arrests.
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are consumed, how much is consumed, where these drugs are obtained, and what are changing trends in
use over time.

General population studies of drug use are a critical source of data. The National Survey on Drug Use and
Health (NSDUH), sponsored by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Service Administration
(SAMHSA), surveys a large sample of members of U.S. households each year, asking a range of
questions about drug and alcohol use, and provides a national and state level estimates of the use of a
variety of drugs. SAMHSA’s Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS) provides data on all persons admitted
to publically funded drug and alcohol treatment programs. The National Institute on Drug Abuse’s
Monitoring the Future (MTF) survey provides national estimates on juvenile use and the Bureau of
Justice Statistics’ survey of prisons and jail inmates provides data on persons who are incarcerated.

For adult males arrestees, ADAM Il serves as a complement to these surveys, though it cannot provide
national estimates as these surveys do. It fills an important information gap, however, because by
definition household, treatment, or jail- and prison-based surveys cannot provide information on persons
not defined in those samples: persons who are either homeless, living in short-stay shelters,
institutionalized, or in transient living arrangements (i.e., living in different residences or with different
people at various times throughout the year); people with drug use problems, but who do not seek
treatment; and persons involved in the criminal justice system, but whose crimes do not result in
incarceration or jail time. For example, the NSDUH surveys persons over 12 years of age who have
resided in or will reside in the sampled household for the majority of the survey’s data collection quarter.
If an individual is homeless, living in short-term (overnight) shelters, living with friends or relatives for
brief periods of time (transiency), or moving frequently in the course of a year, he or she is not included
in the sample. Many users of illegal drugs find themselves in these circumstances and, consequently, may
be missed in general population surveys. In 2012, across all ADAM II sites, 10 percent of the adult male
booked arrestees were homeless in the 30 days prior to arrest and 16 percent had changed residence three
or more times in the prior year. Many of these men would not be captured for inclusion in the NSDUH,
though capturing their drug use information is critical for an accurate estimate of the population’s
consumption.

This is particularly critical when those who may be missing in surveys are some of the Nation’s heaviest
drug users. The self-reported drug use of males over 18 in the NSDUH, even those with an arrest history,
is lower than found in ADAM II. The drug most commonly admitted to in both ADAM II and NSDUH is
marijuana. But anywhere from 32 to 53 percent of ADAM II arrestees in 2011,° depending on the site,
reported that they used marijuana in the prior 30 days, and for all males over 18 in the 2011 NSDUH,
only 7 percent admitted use in the prior 30 days. Even for males in NSDUH over 18 who reported that
they had a prior arrest in their lifetime, only 16 percent admitted to marijuana use in the prior 30 days.
The differences are even more dramatic with drugs like crack. Depending on the site, 4 to 17 percent of
ADAM II arrestees in 2011 admitted crack use in the prior 30 days, compared to less than 1 percent of
either all males over 18 or males over 18 with some prior arrest history in NSDUH in 2011. While there
may be a difference in “truth telling” related to the anonymity of the survey setting, it is likely that many
of the drug users found in ADAM II samples are simply not available to be included in the household
based survey.

® ADAM II 2011 data (10 sites) are compared here because that is the year for which the most recent NSDUH data
are available.
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Unfortunately, though a large number of ADAM II arrestees test positive for illegal drugs, many do not
and/or have not ever sought treatment and, consequently, may also be missed in treatment-based data
collections. In 2012, from 62 to 86 percent of ADAM II arrestees in the five participating sites tested
positive for at least one illegal drug at the time of arrest, and from 12 to 34 percent tested positive for
more than one illegal drug. Depending on the site, from 7 to 26 percent had never been in outpatient drug
of alcohol treatment, and from 13 to 32 percent had never been in any inpatient or residential drug or
alcohol treatment. Though many of those testing positive for drugs may not have required treatment, none
of these users would be counted in treatment datasets like TEDS.

Questions regarding drug use prior to incarceration are included in the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ survey
of inmates of the Nation’s prisons and jails. But this, too, is likely a subset of those the ADAM II data
collection reaches in the ADAM II sites. Only a portion of all arrestees are ultimately either held post
arraignment and/or face incarceration or initial jail time: those who are charged with more serious crimes,
those with a number of outstanding warrants or long criminal histories, and those who cannot make any
bail that has been set. In the ADAM II samples, while arrestees’ prior arrests are known, their full
criminal histories are not. But it is known that in 2012 only 38 percent of those adult males arrested and
booked in the five sites had committed a felony, a charge more likely to result in some jail time.

Finally, ADAM II offers another important piece of information not available in other surveys—a
bioassay that detects the recent use of each of 10 different drugs, providing the ability to validate self-
reports of use. The bioassay is collected no more than 48 hours after arrest, catching the often short
window of detection for many of the drugs of interest to policymakers (i.e., cocaine, opiates, and
methamphetamine). This short detection window, true in the case of all but marijuana, occurs long before
arrestees who are to be detained may be tested as part of jail or prison processing procedures. The ADAM
II program asks arrestees if they had used each of the drugs over the prior 3 days, 7 days, and 30 days,
and matches those answers to the test results. These data provide a “gold standard” of proof of use and are
not subject to changes in patterns of “truth telling” regarding drug use over time, by age of the
respondent, or stigmatization of the drug.

However, data from ADAM and ADAM II are limited in important ways. Because the original 35 NIJ
sponsored sites were selected purposively in a grant process, the sites do not represent a probability-based
sample of county areas. The original sites and the subset of ONDCP sponsored sites are instead sentinel
sites and reflect only the trends in adult male arrestee use for each county area.

But the local focus of ADAM and ADAM Il is one of its greatest strengths as well as a limitation. Drug
use patterns and drug markets are not uniform across the country. Instead they vary considerably from
region to region based on demographics, historical factors in the population, trafficking activity, and law
enforcement strategies. For this reason, data on what is happening in a specific area are of greatest interest
to policymakers, treatment agencies, and law enforcement in those areas. For instance, 2011 national
estimates of methamphetamine use from the NSDUH indicate that 1 percent of adult male residents used
the drug in the past year.” In contrast, ADAM II data from Sacramento in 2011° showed that 43 percent of
arrestees tested positive for the drug in that year, and 41 percent admitted using it in the prior 12 months.
In the East, methamphetamine use among arrestees has never risen above 2 percent, and in some areas

7 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) Results from the 2011 National Survey

on Drug Use and Health, 2012.

¥ Weuse 2011 ADAM II data for a more accurate comparison to available NSDUH.
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like New York (Manhattan) it has consistently remained around 0.1 percent. So while national estimates
may indicate a more minor problem given wide geographic differences, local or regional data become
critical for law enforcement and treatment entities that are trying to manage and understand their areas’
drug problems more effectively.

The ADAM Il Methodology

The arena in which ADAM II executes a rigorous sampling protocol is unique and challenging. Interviewers
are located in the active booking areas of large urban jails where male arrestees are processed (booked, held
for federal law enforcement agencies, etc.) before arraignment. In most cases, arrestees are brought in from
multiple city and county law enforcement agencies, fingerprinted, and placed in holding cells or areas for
further processing. In ADAM 1I, interviewers are located as close to the active booking area where male
arrestees are booked “as permissible in order to conduct interviews as close to the time of arrest as possible,
and always within 48 hours of arrest. Some arrestees may have been in custody for only a few hours, while
others may have been moved to other areas of the jail to await arraignment and, if they are part of the
sample, are brought to the interview area by assisting officers. All adult males arrested and booked within
48 hours of their arrest constitute the ADAM II sampling universe.

The timing of the interview and collection of the urine sample is critical. The collection of a urine
specimen must allow for the reliable detection of drugs, many of which pass out of the system within a
few days. For that reason, the program cannot wait until arrestees are arraigned and placed in more
permanent quarters, because a large number of those charged with lesser offenses or those able to make
bail will have been released, leaving a biased sample of all arrested in the 21-day period. In addition, for
those remaining for several days, too much time has passed for urinalysis to detect many of the drugs of
interest in the urine testing. '’

The methodology developed for ADAM in 2000 and continued for ADAM II through 2012 is guided by
the following:

e Protocols used in ADAM Il are a continuation of those used in the original ADAM to allow
estimation of trends in the ADAM II sites over time.

e The sample frame consists of all adult males arrested and booked in the designated booking
facilities, regardless of charge.

e The sample constitutes a probability-based sample of all adult male booked arrestees in each
24-hour period in the collection period; for 2012, there was one 21-day data collection period,
from April 1 to July 15.

e No sampled arrestee was arrested longer than 48 hours prior to the interview.

e All cases are weighted to represent all adult males arrested and booked in each hour and each
day of the 21-day period (for 2012) or the of the two 14-day periods (for previous years),
based on data provided by law enforcement officials on all arrests during that period.

?  Males and females are segregated in booking

1% With the exception of THC, the active ingredient in marijuana, for the drugs of greatest interest (cocaine,
methamphetamine and other stimulants, opiates, and synthetic opiate compounds) the reliable window of
detection is only a few days.
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The following sections describe the methods used to gather and analyze ADAM II data. For a complete
explanation of ADAM II methodology, refer to Appendix B and ADAM 11 2012 Technical Documentation
Report, available along with the data from the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social
Research (ICPSR) at www.icpsr.umich.edu.

Continuing the Methods of the Original ADAM Program

Since the ADAM program was reinstated in 2007, all instrumentation, sampling, and data collection
protocols that were utilized in the NIJ-funded ADAM program from 2000 to 2003 were replicated in the
10 former ADAM sites from 2007 to 2011, and in five of those sites in 2012. In addition, ADAM II offers
improvements in estimation methodology; a centrally supervised cadre of trained survey professionals
conducting the interviews, the analysis of the statistical significance of observed trends, the use of
propensity scores in case weighting, and imputation of missing test data for all years.

The Site Sample
Exhibit 1.1 identifies the five sites that collected data in 2012."" While sites are referred to by the name of
the primary city, the sampling area is the county in which those cities reside.

Exhibit 1.1: 2012 ADAM Il Sites

Primary City County Area

Atlanta, GA Fulton County and City of Atlanta
Chicago, IL Cook County

Denver, CO Denver County

New York, NY Borough of Manhattan
Sacramento, CA Sacramento County

Sampling Facilities and Arrestees

There are two levels of sampling in ADAM II: (1) sampling from the total number of facilities that book
adult male arrestees in each county, and (2) sampling from the total number of adult male arrestees
booked in a county. In developing the county-level plans, analysts document the total number of booking
facilities, the volume of adult male arrestees booked in each, and any movements or transfers that
routinely move adult male arrestees from one facility to the other. Based on this information, facilities are
selected for inclusion.

" The original 10 sites reinstated in 2007 by ONDCP included Charlotte, NC; Indianapolis, IN; Minneapolis, MN;
Portland, OR, and Washington, DC, in addition to the sites listed in Exhibit 1.1. Data covering 2000 to 2011 for
those sites can be found in prior ADAM II reports available on the ONDCP website:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/ondcp/arrestee-drug-abuse-monitoring-programs.

ADAM Il 2012 Annual Report 5 1. Overview of ADAM I



One of the challenges in sampling and interviewing in active
booking areas is that the sample to be interviewed is
constantly moving. Offenders in the ADAM Il sample have
just been arrested and are in the booking process; that is,
they have not been arraigned and, consequently, include
both those who will be released within a few hours as well as
those who, due to more serious charges or outstanding
warrants, remain for more extended periods of time.
Executing an interviewing protocol that represents all
arrestees in a setting where researchers cannot operate 24
hours a day requires a sampling plan and case weighting

method that accommodates and accounts for this movement.

In most ADAM II counties, regardless
of the arresting agency, all persons
arrested are taken for booking to a
single central jail, either the county jail
or a city’s large detention facility,
where they await arraignment. In some
counties, arrestees can be booked in
various jails. For example, in Atlanta
there are two booking facilities where
males are booked (Fulton County Jail
and the Atlanta Detention Center), and
both are included in the sampling plan,
with sampling targets proportional to

the arrest volume in each. The sample in Chicago (Cook County, IL), has always been somewhat
different. In the city of Chicago there are 96 police precincts, and in the county there are nine bond courts
where persons arrested on misdemeanant charges may be booked and released. However, all persons
charged with serious misdemeanor and felony offenses are brought to the central Cook County Jail, where
(on the male processing side), the ADAM II program conducts interviews. For cost reasons, interviews
are not collected in the bond courts. Consequently, the Cook County sample has always been one of

felons and serious misdemeanants only.

ADAM II continues a plan that is statistically sound and accommodates the reality of booking facilities.
The plan divides each 24-hour period on each of the 21 days of collection (prior to 2012, on each of 28

days divided into two periods) into two strata:

1. an existing stock of adult male booked arrestees who are already in the facility when a data
collection period begins but were not arrested more than 48 hours prior, and

2. aflow of adult male booked arrestees who enter the jail after data collection has begun.

The distribution of how many cases to sample within each of these strata is based on an examination of
recent data from each facility on the flow of adult male arrests throughout the day to identify the most
advantageous window in which to capture the highest flow of incoming cases. Interviewers work a
designated eight-hour period each day and systematically sample from the stock of eligible offenders who
were booked during the previous 16 hours and from the flow of arrestees who arrive at the jail during the

eight-hour work shift.

Even though the process ADAM II uses should create a sample that represent adult male arrestees across
each 24-hour period (see Exhibit 1.2 for a description of the sampling and data collection process), there
are factors that impact the probability of selection: the time of day and day of the week that the arrestee is
brought in (higher volume periods of the day like evening hours and higher activity days of the week
reduce the likelihood of any one arrestee being sampled in the flow) and the arrestee’s charge (arrestees
with less serious charges and with no outstanding warrants are more likely to be released quickly).
Because all of these factors create variation in the probability of being interviewed, particularly in the
stock sample, it is critical to weight the cases to reflect the data collection period.
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Exhibit 1.2: Tracking the Stock and Flow Arrestees of the Sample

In ADAM lI, lead interviewers manage the process of sampling adult male arrestees, interviewing
them, and collecting the urine specimens at each site. Prior to each data collection shift, the lead
interviewer obtains from the law enforcement agency a list of all adult males who had been booked
since the end of the prior data collection shift (the prior day in ongoing collection, or the prior 24
hours on the first day of collection) to begin sampling stock arrestees. The target number to be
sampled is based on a target number provided by Abt analysts and is tailored to each site’s daily
volume. Using this information, the lead interviewer selects every nth case from a list sorted by
booking time, completes a study facesheet for each case sampled, and assigns the case to an
interviewer. Officers who are assisting the ADAM Il program during collection bring the sampled
arrestee to the interview area, where the study is explained and the arrestee is asked if he wishes
to participate. Lead interviewers move through the list of sampled stock cases until the target
number has been reached. If an arrestee has been released or is not available (for example, if the
arrestee is in court or in the medical unit, or if the arrestee, once brought to the interviewer,
refuses), he remains part of the sample but is replaced with the nearest neighbor and the reason
for no interview is recorded.

The flow cases are sampled using the continuously accumulating booking records of those booked
while interviewers are working the data collection shift. Data are recorded from active booking
sheets onto facesheets on each arrestee in the flow, and the arrestee, who is generally in a nearby
holding cell, is approached. As with the stock cases, if the sampled arrestee refuses, he remains
part of the sample, the reason for refusal is recorded, the nearest case in time is selected as a
substitute, and the interviewer approaches the replacement arrestee. As interviewers finish a case,
the most recently booked eligible arrestee to that time becomes the next case to approach. This
process continues until the data collection shift is over.

The 20- to 25-minute ADAM II interview is recorded in paper-and-pencil format because most jails will
not allow electronic equipment, such as a laptop or even a cell phone, into the active booking area. Prior
to the interview, the interviewer explains the purpose of the study, the privacy of the data collected, the
topics and length of the interview, and the request for a urine specimen. The IRB-approved consent
statement is read and the arrestee is asked if he wishes to participate.'* Interviews are conducted in either
English or Spanish. At the conclusion of the interview, the arrestee is asked again if he is willing to
provide a urine sample for testing. If he consents, he is given a urine cup bar-coded with the numeric
identifier that is also placed on the facesheet and interview form. The sample is transported to the central
laboratory for testing (see Exhibit 1.3). No identifying information on the arrestee is retained, included on
any data collection tool, or shared with law enforcement.

12 IRB refers to the Institutional Review Board of Abt Associates.
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Exhibit 1.3:  ADAM Il Drug Testing

ADAM Il is the only U.S. survey of drug use that provides verification of self-report data on drug
use through the testing of a biological sample that is linked to a respondent’s answers. At the start
of the interview the arrestee is asked if he will provide a sample for testing. He may continue with
the interview regardless of the answer, though the reverse is not true—a sample cannot be taken
without an interview. Interview questions about drug use match the approximate windows of
detection for the drugs in question (3 days, 7 days, and 30 days). The samples are tied to interview
data through a common bar code placed on the interview form and the sample bottle. All samples
are shipped to a central laboratory for testing using immunoassay for the presence of 10 drugs
(amphetamines/methamphetamines, barbiturates, benzodiazepines, cocaine, marijuana,
methadone, opiates, oxycodone, phencyclidine (PCP), and propoxyphene), using the same cutoff
or threshold detection levels as used previously in ADAM. Any positive amphetamine sample is
confirmed for methamphetamine. If a sample is negative, it means the drug was either not present
or present at a level too low to be detected. (See Appendix B subsection “Determining Test
Thresholds.”)

Weighting Cases Using Propensity Scores

The procedures developed for weighting cases weights each ADAM 11 arrestee based on a known
probability of selection into the sample. The case weights have to reflect all selection probabilities to
represent all persons arrested in the data collection time frame.

For ADAM 11, analysts introduced propensity score weighting in 2007 and reweighted data from 2000—
2001 using this method."® The method uses logistic regression to estimate an arrestee’s probability of
being sampled conditional on those factors that affect the probability of being sampled: day of the week,
time of day, and charge. The resulting predictions are the estimated propensity scores, and the inverse of
these propensity scores provide the case weights.

Accounting for Critical Data on Arrestees Who Do Not Provide a Test Sample

Each year, about 10 to 12 percent of interviewed arrestees do not provide a urine sample for testing. This
is a group that it is likely different from those who do provide a sample, in that they may be more likely to
want to hide drug use. This desire to hide drug use also likely varies with the drug the arrestee is using, as
indicated by the congruence analysis between willingness to accurately self-report use, discussed in
Section 3.

Consequently, to avoid both data loss and bias, in ADAM II analysts developed a statistical method to
impute missing test values based on the probability that an interviewed arrestee will test positive or
negative for the presence of a specific drug when answering “Yes” or “No” to the relevant question. This
imputation process is not made simply on the basis of the self-report of the respondent who refused.
Instead, the method estimates these probabilities based on existing data, draws a random sample from a
Bernoulli distribution, and assigns a value of 1 (positive ) or 0 (negative) to replace the missing test value.

" Census data for the years 2002 and 2003 could not be retrieved from the contractor implementing ADAM during
those years so those years could not be reweighted using propensity scoring.
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Estimating Trends over Time

In ADAM 11, one of ONDCP’s policy goals was to develop the appropriate statistical methods to
determine the significance of trends, as the original ADAM program (2000—2003) did not provide
information on the significance of trends reported.

Estimating trends in drug use for arrestees involves a different approach than typically used in survey
reporting. In traditional survey analysis, the process involves creating the estimate with the appropriate
confidence interval and determining significance between time points. However, there are problems using
this simple approach here. Police arrest practices and pre-trial processing practices that affect who is in
the arrestee sample change over time. For example, in one year police may focus on special initiatives
that address a particular law enforcement problem (e.g., gangs, drug sales, or quality-of-life crimes). They
may also shift from year to year in the ways they process minor offenses, such as using desk appearance
tickets or citations in the field for minor drug possession. As a result, the mixture of the booking
population can change over time. Looking simply at the statistical significance of point estimates from
year to year, a researcher might conclude that there are real trends in drug use that in actuality may be
nothing more than trends in arrest practices and pre-trial processes.

For this reason, ADAM II uses model-based estimates of trends that hold arrest types constant and that
answer the question: “What would the trend in drug use have been had the same mix of offenses and
offenders been booked into local jails?” This method provides trends in drug use that can be attributed
confidently to drug use among arrestees rather than to changes in law enforcement practices.

Finally, in examining trends over time, ADAM II analysts considered differences between the data
collection schedules from 2000 to 2003, from 2007 to 2011, and in 2012. From 2000 to 2003, ADAM
sites collected data during all four quarters of the calendar year, for 14 days each quarter. From 2007 to
2011, sites collected data in one 14-day collection period in each of two calendar quarters, and in 2012
sites collect data in one 21-day data collection period. Analysts also considered seasonal variations in
drug use or arrests. ADAM II deals with seasonality by using a model-based routine that estimates
weighted regressions, where urine test results are the dependent variable and the year, the offense,
seasonality factors, and other factors that vary from site to site (shifts in booking policy, addition of a jail,
and so forth) are the independent or predictor variables. ADAM Il refers to this adjustment as annualizing
the data and uses these data for the cross-site comparisons reported here.
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2. The ADAM Il Sample

The ADAM II samples consist of all adult males who have been arrested and booked on any charge
within the prior 48 hours.'* They are not yet arraigned, but they are past the booking process and are, in
general, waiting to be taken before a magistrate. The facilities in which data are collected vary in how
long processing takes and how arrestees are held in the process. In some facilities, arrestees are held for
several hours in the active booking area before being moved to a more permanent area, and in others they
are moved more quickly through the process.

The ADAM II interviews cover a range of questions, and additional data are recorded from the arrestee’s
official booking sheets (see Exhibit 2.1).

Exhibit 2.1: ADAM Il Data Domains

Official Records Data
Arrest date, time, precinct, arresting agency
Arrestee birthdate, race/ethnicity, address (zip code), three most serious charges, location of arrest
Booking date and time

Interview Domains
Demographics: age, race/ethnicity, education, employment, insurance, marital status
Residency (current and prior 12 months)
Drug, alcohol, and mental health treatment experience (lifetime, prior 12 months)
Arrest, incarceration history (lifetime, prior 12 months)
Alcohol use (five or more drinks at one time)
Prior 3,7,30 days use
Prior 12 months use by month
Drug use: Marijuana, crack, powder cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine, other specified drugs
Lifetime use, age at first use
Prior 3, 7, 30 days use
Prior 12 months use by month (number of days using in each)
Method of drug ingestion at last use
Secondary drug use: List of other drugs
Use in the prior three days
Dependence and abuse screener: drugs, alcohol
Drug market activity
Unit purchased, method of purchase, frequency in prior 30 days, circumstances of acquisition

Urine test for 10 drugs

Demographic Characteristics of ADAM Il Arrestees

Tables 2.1 through 2.3 present demographic characteristics of ADAM II arrestees from 2007 to 2012. All
are males over 18. Arrestees across all five sites on average were in their thirties, ranging from 31 years
old in Chicago to 37 in Atlanta. Denver ADAM II arrestees were on average older in 2012 than in 2010,

4" Persons who are given a citation or released with a desk appearance ticket are not included in the sample.
However, all persons who are arrested and booked on all misdemeanor or felony charges are included.
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but there were no other significant changes in the age of ADAM II arrestees in any other site (Table 2.1).
Over 60 percent across all sites in 2012 were single.

Two sites (Atlanta and New York) had significantly more ADAM II arrestees who were U.S. citizens than
in prior years, though the proportion of ADAM II arrestees who were U.S. citizens was high in all sites,
ranging from 86 percent in Denver to 98 percent in Atlanta.

ADAM II arrestees appeared to have a higher average rate of unemployment (Table 2.1) than does the
population in general. Half or fewer of adult male arrestees in four of the five sites reported that they were
working either full or part time in 2012. For Sacramento, where only 33 percent of the ADAM II arrestees
were working, in 2012, there was a significant decrease in the proportion employed since 2007.

Table 2.2 indicates that, with the exception of ADAM II arrestees in New York, less than 40 percent of
arrestees in the other sites had any form of health insurance. The percent insured in Atlanta (26 percent)
was significantly lower than what was reported in 2007 (32 percent). ADAM II arrestees are also asked
about their housing situation, both in the past 30 days and over the course of the past 12 months. From 74
percent (Sacramento) to 90 percent (Chicago) reported that they had stable housing in the prior 30 days.
There was a significant decline in the stable housing status of ADAM II arrestees in Chicago since 2009.
The stability of housing over the prior 12 months appeared to be more volatile: among all ADAM 11
arrestees across all sites, 16 percent had changed residence three or more times.

The ADAM II sites are situated in five different geographic areas, and the racial and ethnic makeup of the
adult male arrestee population reflects those regional differences (Table 2.3). Sites with large populations
of adult male Hispanics arrestees were Denver (40 percent of adult male arrestees), New York (45 percent
of adult male arrestees), and Sacramento (25 percent of adult male arrestees). There was a significant
decline in the proportion of Hispanic adult male arrestees in Chicago and Atlanta in 2012 from 2007 and a
significant increase in New York. Among white non-Hispanic adult male arrestees there has been an
increase in Chicago and Denver since 2007 to 12 percent and 28 percent, respectively. The largest
proportions of African-American male arrestees continued to be in Atlanta (80 percent) and Chicago (76
percent) and the lowest proportion was in Sacramento (23 percent). The proportion of African-American
adult male arrestees has increased significantly since 2008 in Chicago and decreased significantly in
Sacramento since 2007.

Arrestees’ Histories of Involvement with the Criminal Justice System

In addition to their current criminal justice involvement, many of the ADAM II arrestees have been
arrested before. The interview asks each adult male arrestee about the number of times he has ever been
arrested prior to this arrest and the number of arrests in the prior year. Tables 2.4 and 2.5 show that over
83 percent of ADAM Il arrestees had been arrested at least once prior to the current arrest and from 15
percent (Denver) to 24 percent (Atlanta) had been arrested two or more times in the prior 12 months.
ADAM II arrestees in 2012 in these sites were also more likely to have been involved in the criminal
justice system over the past year than was true in prior years. The number of recent repeat offenders (two
or more arrests in the past 12 months) has also increased significantly in four of the five sites since 2003.
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All adult male booked arrestees are included in ADAM II samples, regardless of charge. Consequently, a
wide range of charges were represented in the samples (Table 2.6)."> The percentage of ADAM II
arrestees with at least one violent charge in the current arrest ranged from 17 percent in Atlanta to 27
percent in Chicago. The 2012 numbers represented a significant decline since 2007 in the proportion of
ADAM II arrestees charged with a violent offense in New York, and a significant increase in those
charged in Sacramento. Drug crime charges were most common in Chicago (43 percent), and more than a
quarter of ADAM II arrestees were charged with a drug crime in two of the other sites in 2012. There
were significantly fewer ADAM II arrestees charged with a drug crime in Chicago and Denver than in
2007, while the proportion has remained essentially the same in other sites. Property crime charges also
varied across sites: only 15 percent of ADAM II arrestees were charged with a property crime in
Sacramento and Denver, compared to 27 and 33 percent in Atlanta and New York, respectively. New
York has also seen a significant increase in the number ADAM II arrestees with property crime charges
since 2007.

Differences between Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Those Who
Tested Negative

Both interview and bioassay data are collected on all consenting ADAM 1I arrestees; for the proportion
(10 percent in 2012) of interviewed ADAM II arrestees who do not provide a urine sample, imputation
methods are applied. One of the questions of interest to policymakers is whether there are significant
differences between arrestees who have illegal drugs in their systems at the time of arrest and those who
do not."'® Tables 2.7 and 2.8 show some of the comparisons made for 2012 in the five ADAM II sites.

With the exception of citizenship status and employment, there were few significant differences between
these two groups across all or almost all sites. Users and non-users (positive/negative for any drug) were
roughly the same age (only in Denver and Sacramento were drug positive arrestees significantly
younger), and had roughly the same level of health insurance coverage in all but Chicago. Differences in
educational attainment were found in Atlanta, Chicago, and New York, where a smaller percentage of
drug positive ADAM II arrestees had a high school diploma or GED.

In terms of citizenship, however, there was a significant difference in all sites but Chicago in the
proportion of ADAM II arrestees testing positive for drugs who are U.S. citizens; that is, more U.S.
citizen ADAM II arrestees tested positive than non-citizens. ADAM II arrestees testing positive in New
York and Sacramento in 2012 were also less likely to have had stable housing in the prior 30 days. In all
but Atlanta, ADAM II arrestees who tested positive for drugs were also significantly less likely to be
working (Table 2.7). In four of the five sites, ADAM II arrestees who tested positive for drugs were no
more likely to have had a prior arrest than those who tested negative (Table 2.8). However, Sacramento
arrestees testing positive were more than twice as likely to have been arrested before.

The only exception is the Cook County Jail (Chicago) where the sample includes only adult males arrested for a
serious misdemeanor or felony offenses. For that reason, the charge category listed in Table 2.6 as “Other
Crime,” which typically means a range of more minor offenses, is less populated.

This comparison does not distinguish which of the drugs ADAM 11 arrestees had in their systems. It is simply a
comparison between those with any drug and those with no drugs in their systems.
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Substance Abuse and Mental Health Treatment Experiences among ADAM II
Arrestees

Given the large proportion of adult male arrestees who test positive for illegal drugs at the time of
booking, it might be expected that many have a history of accessing some form of substance abuse
treatment, recently or ever in their lifetimes. All ADAM II arrestees, regardless of whether they admit to
any drug use, are asked if they have participated in outpatient and/or inpatient drug and alcohol treatment
and inpatient mental health treatment in a psychiatric facility, either in their lifetime or within the past
year (Tables 2.9 and 2.10). Variation by site may be related to availability of treatment facilities and/or
insurance options in each area, as well as to differences in the prevalence of drug use in each area.

For both lifetime and current treatment utilization, the proportion of ADAM II arrestees reporting
utilization was low. Overall, only 30 percent of adult male arrestees had ever been in any form of drug or
alcohol treatment. In 2012, the proportion who had ever used any outpatient drug and/or alcohol treatment
ranged from 7 percent of ADAM II arrestees in Atlanta to 26 percent in New York. Inpatient treatment
utilization varied, from 13 percent in Atlanta to 32 percent in Denver, and there have been few significant
shifts in these numbers over the ADAM II years (Table 2.9). The proportion of Atlanta ADAM II
arrestees who had ever entered outpatient treatment declined significantly since 2009, and the proportion
of New York ADAM II arrestees with lifetime outpatient treatment experience significantly increased
since 2007, albeit to just over a quarter of arrestees.

The proportion of ADAM II arrestees who have had some treatment experience in the prior 12 months
also varied by site (Table 2.10). Only 2 percent of Chicago ADAM II arrestees reported receiving
outpatient services and 4 percent inpatient services in the prior 12 months. New York and Denver ADAM
IT arrestees reported higher levels of participation in treatment, 8 and 11 percent, respectively, for
inpatient, and 9 and 7 percent, respectively, for outpatient treatment. There have been few changes over
time except in Chicago, where the percentage reporting either form of treatment in the past 12 months in
2012 was significantly lower—Iless than half the number in both cases—than reported in 2007.

There have been no significant changes in the proportion of ADAM II arrestees who reported ever having
received inpatient psychiatric treatment in these five sites over the 2007-2012 period (Table 2.10): from 9
to 13 percent of arrestees reported ever having inpatient psychiatric treatment. Of those, from 1 to 4
percent had inpatient psychiatric treatment in the prior year. The only significant change in recent mental
health treatment occurred in Sacramento, where there was a significant decline in the proportion of adult
male arrestees receiving psychiatric inpatient care from 2011 (4 percent) to 2012 (1 percent). Tables 2.11
through 2.13 break down the reported outpatient and inpatient experiences into numbers of admissions
and treatment nights over the prior 12 months.
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3. Drug Use and Drug Market Activity among Arrestees

Congruence between the Self-report and Urine Test Results

ADAM Il interviewers collect a urine sample from all consenting adult male arrestees who have been
interviewed. In 2012, 90 percent of interviewed ADAM II arrestees provided a specimen for testing.
ADAM II arrestees are asked whether they had used each of the drugs in the relevant window of reliable
detection for that drug (3 days, 7 days, and 30 days). The results of the drug panel are then compared to
the self-reported data on each drug, matching the window of detection specific to each drug with the
appropriate self-reported answer.

Figure 3.1 (Table 3.1) indicates the overall congruence between those self-reports and specific drug tests
in 2012; that is, the proportion of ADAM II arrestees who answered that they did not use each of the
drugs and whose tests were negative for that drug, plus the proportion who admitted use of the drug and
whose tests were positive for that drug. Table 3.1 provides this information by site in 2012. At first glance
at these results, it appears that self-report of drug use was remarkably good—averaging the self-report
across the sites, over 80 percent reported truthfully regarding their marijuana use, 87 percent for cocaine
(crack or powder) use, and 95 percent for opiate and methamphetamine use.

Figure 3.1: Rate of Congruence between Self-reports and Urine Tests for Selected Drug Use,
2012°
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However, these figures can be misleading. Figure 3.2 (Table 3.2) shows the level of “truth telling” among
those of the greatest interest—the respondents who were actually using the drugs (tested positive) and
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were or were not admitting use. As this figure indicates, those who were actually using marijuana
admitted it over 80 percent of the time, but those who were using one of the other three drugs were less
likely to admit that use. Averaging across the sites, only half of the ADAM II arrestees who tested
positive for opiates admitted their use; 63 percent of the methamphetamine positives admitted their use;
and only 43 percent of cocaine positives admitted use. These data highlight the need to validate answers
to drug use questions, even in a public setting (not a residence), where there is no unique identifying
information taken on the respondent, where 90 percent of the respondents have agreed to the test, and all
are aware that a test will be taken.

Figure 3.2: Rate of Congruence between Self-Report and Urine Tests Among those Testing
Positive, 2012
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Test Results for the Presence of lllicit Drugs

Figure 3.3 (Table 3.3) indicates the proportion of ADAM II arrestees in each site who tested positive for
any of the drugs that make up the 10 drug panel,'” covering the years 2007 to 2012 (Table 3.3 covers
from 2000-2003 and from 2007-2012).

Figure 3.3: Percent Testing Positive for Any Drug
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As Figure 3.3 shows, in 2012 over 60 percent of ADAM II arrestees in all sites tested positive for at least
one of the drugs in their system at the time of arrest, and over 70 percent in four of the five sites. These
numbers have remained stable in Atlanta and Chicago, but in Denver, New York, and Sacramento there
has been a significant increase since 2009 and 2010.

Many ADAM II arrestees also tested positive for more than one drug in their system at the time of arrest.
In 2012, over 20 percent of ADAM II arrestees in four of the five sites tested positive for the presence of
multiple drugs. Figure 3.4 (Table 3.4) shows that there has been a significant decline in multiple drug
positives in Chicago since 2000, dropping from over half of adult male arrestees in 2000 to just over 20
percent in 2012. New York has shown a similar significant decline.

The 10 drugs tested include marijuana, cocaine, opiates, amphetamine, PCP, benzodiazepines, propoxyphene,

methadone, barbiturates, and oxycodone. Methamphetamine is confirmed in an additional test of amphetamine
positive samples. The narcotic pain reliever propoxyphene was removed from the marketplace in 2010, so any
access or use should be considered illicit.
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Figure 3.4: Percent Testing Positive for Multiple Drugs
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The sections that follow provide results for urinalysis and self-report answers as well as information about
ADAM II arrestees' involvement in drug markets for marijuana, cocaine (crack and powder), opiates, and
methamphetamine, each treated individually. However, these are not mutually exclusive groups. The
reader should bear in mind that in 2012 anywhere from as low as 12 percent to as high as 34 percent of
ADAM II arrestees tested positive for more than one drug in their system.

Marijuana

Prevalence of Use: Marijuana

Marijuana remained the most commonly detected drug in all five sites, ranging from 37 percent of
ADAM II arrestees testing positive in Atlanta to over 50 percent testing positive in Chicago, New York,
and Sacramento. Figure 3.5 (Table 3.5) shows the trends in marijuana use among ADAM II arrestees in
each of the five sites from 2000 to 2012. Three sites have maintained a relatively stable, albeit high,
proportion testing positive for marijuana; the exceptions are New York and Sacramento, where there has
been a significant increase over time.
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Figure 3.5: Percent Testing Positive for Marijuana
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ADAM II arrestees were more likely to admit to marijuana use than the use of any other drug.
Respondents are asked about their more recent use (past three days, seven days), as well as past 30 days
and their use in the past year (Tables 3.9 and 3.10). In 2012, as in prior years, fewer admitted very recent
use and greater numbers admitted to use in the more distant past. When asked whether they had used
marijuana in the prior 30 days (Figure 3.6, Table 3.9), from 40 percent of Atlanta ADAM II arrestees to
57 percent of Sacramento ADAM II arrestees admitted use. As seen in Table 3.10, roughly the same
percentages reported use in the prior week (33 to 53 percent) and even higher numbers admitted use in the
prior year (44 to 63 percent).
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Figure 3.6: Percent Self-reporting Use of Marijuana, Prior 30 Days
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Marijuana users in the ADAM II samples also reported they used the drug frequently. ADAM II arrestees
are asked on how many of the past 30 days they used the drug (Table 3.33), and in all sites, marijuana
users reported that they had used the drug on 13 days or more of the prior 30 days. In New York and
Chicago, ADAM II arrestees admitting marijuana use reported that they used the drug 18 to 21 days of
the prior 30 days.

ADAM II arrestees who admit to use in the prior 30 days are also asked at what age they first used
marijuana (Table 3.11). In 2012, ADAM II arrestees admitting marijuana use reported the earliest age of
initiation than found for any other drugs, 15 to 16 years old in all five sites. The initiation age reported in
2012 was also significantly younger, by a year or more, than found in some prior years in Chicago,
Denver, and New York.

Buying and Selling: Marijuana Markets

ADAM Il is a unique source of information on the nature of retail or street-level drug markets in each
site. All adult male booked arrestees are asked if they have acquired each drug (marijuana, crack, cocaine
powder, heroin, methamphetamine, or other drugs specified by arrestee) in the prior 30 days (Tables
3.14-3.18), even if they have not used it themselves. If they answer affirmatively, they are asked a series
of questions about the nature of the last transaction in which they acquired the drug: whether they paid
cash or something else (traded services or goods, got it as a gift, or it was shared); whether they obtained
it indoors or outdoors; whether they obtained it in or out of their neighborhood; whether they obtained it
from a dealer or an acquaintance and whether this was a regular or new source; how difficult it was to
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obtain and why; and the quantity they obtained and the price paid. This provides information on the price
of each drug in an area, the difficulty in obtaining it, and the nature of the market (open air, many sellers,
etc.).

The ADAM II interviewers ask about the circumstances of drug acquisition—whether it was a purchase
or a barter—for each drug, because drug markets often differ in terms of what the medium of exchange is
and the nature of the relationship between buyer and provider (Table 3.19 and Table 3.20). Drugs that are
predominantly traded, gifted, or shared represent a less commercial market, and the relationships between
buyer and provider may be as friends or associates known to each other in contexts other than the drug
market. Drug transactions that are between persons not well known to each other, are from new sources,
often take place in open air places, and rely predominately on cash transactions are more commercial in
nature. For this reason, the ADAM Il interview asks whether the arrestee had acquired the drug in the
prior 30 days using cash and/or via a non-cash transaction and the circumstances of each of those
transactions.

Table 3.21 indicates the average number of days over the prior 30 days that ADAM II arrestees acquired
marijuana by each method. In three of the five sites (Atlanta, Denver, and Sacramento) ADAM II
arrestees were almost as likely to have acquired marijuana through a cash as through a non-cash
transaction. In Chicago, Atlanta, and New York, marijuana was more often obtained using cash. Users
also purchased the drug frequently (Table 3.22), from an average number of 7 purchases in Atlanta,
Denver, and Sacramento to 12 purchases in Chicago in the past 30 days.

ADAM II arrestees’ recent marijuana cash transactions were from a dealer over 80 percent of the time in
2012, and that dealer was a regular source approximately half the time in all sites (Tables 2.23 and 2.24).
Marijuana does not appear to be a drug most often transacted in outdoors (street sales) in Sacramento;
only 15 percent reported that the last marijuana buy occurred outside (Table 3.25). The percentage of
ADAM 1I arrestees reporting outdoor sales was considerable higher in other sites, ranging from 33
percent of buys in Denver to 62 percent in Chicago. In the years since 2007, the percentage reporting an
outdoor or street purchase of marijuana has dropped significantly in four of the five sites.

Marijuana also appeared to be readily available across the five ADAM II sites. In 2012, in four of the five
sites less than 30 percent of ADAM II arrestees reported that they had the funds, went to purchase
marijuana, and could not get it (a failed buy) in the prior 30 days (Table 3.26). Only in New York was
marijuana somewhat more difficult to obtain (44 percent reported a failed buy). While there appears to be
no significant change in the availability of marijuana in three of the five sites since 2007, as indicated by
the proportion of arrestees reporting a failed buy, there were significantly fewer failed buys in Atlanta and
Denver in 2012 than in 2007. In most cases a failed buy in 2012 was not attributed to police activity
(Table 3.27).

Cocaine: Crack and Powder

Cocaine can be used in two forms: as powder (sniffed, injected, or sometimes smoked) or as crack (a
freebase or crystalline form to be smoked or burned and inhaled). Crack is made by transforming cocaine
powder into an easily smokable form that appears as pieces rather than powder. The standard urinalysis
testing used in ADAM II tests for cocaine’s metabolite, benzoylecgonine, and cannot distinguish between
the crack and cocaine powder form. Since the program does not conduct a further test that detects the
byproducts of ignited cocaine (as in smoking crack), ADAM II test results for cocaine could indicate the
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drug in either form. The test results are reported first, below, then self-report data are used to assess in
which form the drug was consumed.

Since 2000 (2002 for Atlanta), cocaine metabolite positives have dropped significantly in all sites (Figure
3.7, Table 3.6), and dramatically in some sites. For example, in Chicago and New York, where at least 50
percent of arrestees tested positive for cocaine metabolite in 2000, that number had dropped to 19 and 25
percent, respectively, by 2012. Even in Atlanta where the base rate of cocaine positives has been the
highest across all sites since 2007—over 40 percent from 2002 to 2008—in 2012, the drop to 32 percent
represented a significant reduction in use.

Figure 3.7: Percent Testing Positive for Cocaine Metabolite
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As the numbers of ADAM II arrestees testing positive for cocaine metabolite have declined, there has
been a rise in the average age of those testing positive for cocaine. For this report age cohorts were
created to examine any changes in the age composition of users in ADAM II. The analysis first identified
an ADAM arrestee as a cocaine user based on a positive cocaine metabolite result, placed those arrestees
into one of three periods (2000-2003, 2007-2009, and 2010-2012) and then examined how the average
age of arrestees may have changed across years, conditional on the drug. This analysis also included data
from the five other ADAM II sites spanning 2000-2011 with the current 2012 sites to provide a fuller
picture of any age-related phenomenon.

Figure 3.8 (Table D.1 in Appendix D) shows changes in the average age of ADAM II arrestees who tested
positive for recent cocaine use. As this indicates, the average age of arrestees using cocaine has increased
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over time, a change that is statistically significant everywhere except Chicago and Sacramento.'® The
implication is that cocaine users (predominately crack users in these data) are an aging population; the
younger generation of ADAM II arrestees are less likely to use cocaine, perhaps contributing to the
decline in cocaine use described in the previous section.

Figure 3.8: Average Age of ADAM Il Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Cocaine Metabolite
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ADAM Il arrestees who tested positive for cocaine
in 2012 were also likely to test positive for opiates
in their systems—35 percent of arrestees in
Chicago who tested positive for cocaine also tested
positive for opiates, and over 20 percent of the
cocaine positives in New York and Sacramento
also tested positive for opiates. Concurrent use of
cocaine with another stimulant (methamphetamine)
was almost non-existent in all but Denver and
Sacramento, where 13 and 16 percent of arrestees
with cocaine metabolites in their system also tested
positive for methamphetamine.

Prevalence of Use: Self-reported Crack and
Cocaine Powder Use

In all but Sacramento, ADAM II arrestees were
close to twice as likely to self-report they use
cocaine as crack than in powder form (Figure 3.9,
Table 3.9), but even the popularity of cocaine as
crack has been declining. With the exception of
New York, the percentage of ADAM II arrestees
in all other sites who reported that they had used
crack in the prior 30 days has dropped
significantly since 2007, ranging in 2012 from 4
percent in Sacramento to 15 percent in Denver. In
some places, these declines have been dramatic. In

'8 Statistical significance was based on an ordinary least squares regression, with the dependent variable being age

at the time of arrest.
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Atlanta, 27 percent of ADAM II arrestees admitted to using crack in the prior 30 days in 2007 and that
number dropped by more than half to 11 percent in 2012.

Other sites showed similarly steep declines. The percentage of ADAM II arrestees in Chicago self-
reporting crack use in the prior 30 days dropped from 23 percent in 2007 to 9 percent in 2012, and in
Sacramento the number went from 11 percent to 4 percent in that time period.

Figure 3.9: Percent Self-reporting Use of Crack Cocaine, Prior 30 Days
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Self-reported use of cocaine in powder form in the prior 30 days, while less common than crack use, has
remained at the same level since 2007 in four of the five sites, from 2 percent of adult male arrestees in
Chicago to 9 percent in Denver in 2012 (Figure 3.10). The level of powder use in Chicago decreased in
2012 from a peak of 8 percent of ADAM II arrestees in 2009.

ADAM II arrestees are also asked at what age they first used cocaine in crack and/or powder form. Table
3.12 shows that crack users in 2012 initiated their crack use at a considerably older age (23 to 26 years
old) than found with marijuana use (14 to 16 years old). Powder cocaine users reported initiating use of
the drug in that form at an earlier age (from 19 to 22 years old), though still four to five years later than
reported for marijuana initiation. Age of cocaine initiation has remained approximately the same in three
of the five sites, but dropped significantly in 2012 in Denver and Sacramento from what arrestees
reported in 2000.
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Figure 3.10:  Percent Reporting Cocaine Powder Use, Prior 30 Days
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In 2012, ADAM II arrestees who reported that they used crack in the prior 30 days reported almost twice
the frequency of use than those who reported using cocaine in powder form (Table 3.33). Adult male
crack users reported that they used from 9 days out of the last 30 days in Denver, to 16 days of the last 30
days in Sacramento and Chicago. Powder cocaine users reported considerably less frequent use: from 2 of
the prior 30 days in Sacramento to 8 of the prior 30 days in Atlanta and New York. The frequency of
admitted powder cocaine use has remained unchanged since 2007 in four of the five sites, but the
frequency of self-reported crack use has declined significantly in three of the five sites.

Buying and Selling: Crack Markets

Since 2000, the percentage of ADAM II arrestees reporting acquisition of crack cocaine has fallen
significantly in each of the five current ADAM Il sites (Table 3.15). In 2012, in four of the five sites,
from 11 to 15 percent of ADAM II arrestees reported any crack acquisition in the past month; in one site
(Sacramento), only 4 percent reported acquiring the drug. Most ADAM 11 arrestees reported using cash to
buy crack cocaine in the past 30 days (ranging from 36 to 97 percent), although many also reported non-
cash acquisitions of crack cocaine—from 15 to 77 percent. (See Table 3.19 and Table 3.20.) The crack
market differed considerably from site to site. For example, Atlanta’s crack market appeared to be a
traditional retail crack market, with most ADAM II arrestees paying with cash (97 percent), few reporting
non-cash transactions (15 percent), and more reporting outdoor purchases than in other sites (67 percent).

ADAM II arrestees who acquired crack did so frequently (Table 3.22), making averages of 9 to 13 crack
cocaine purchases per month across the five sites. Availability of crack, as measured by the percentage of
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arrestees reporting a failed buy, varied by site in 2012, though only in New York was there a significant
change over time—from 63 percent of 2007 ADAM II arrestees who acquired crack reporting a failed buy
to 40 percent in 2012. (Table 3.26). Seventeen percent of adult male arrestees who bought crack cocaine
in Atlanta reported a failed buy due to police activity, while in other sites between no one and 11 percent
of arrestees reported such a disruption (Table 3.27). In 2012, only 17 and 19 percent of ADAM I1
arrestees in Denver and Chicago, respectively, reported a failed crack buy, whereas from 36 percent
(Atlanta) to 48 percent of ADAM II arrestees (Sacramento) reported the inability to buy crack when they
had the funds and went to make a purchase.

Buying and Selling: Cocaine Powder Markets

Reported acquisition of cocaine in powder form by ADAM II arrestees in the current five sites has not
dropped as precipitously as it has for crack cocaine since 2000. Across the five sites, 10 percent or fewer
ADAM II arrestees reported acquiring powder cocaine (Table 3.16). Of those who did, approximately 50
percent of ADAM II arrestees in Denver and Sacramento reported purchasing powder cocaine with cash,
while 70 to 75 percent reported cash transactions in Atlanta, Chicago, and New York. Over 50 percent of
adult male arrestees in Atlanta, Denver, and Sacramento also reported acquiring powder cocaine with a
non-cash transaction in the prior 30 days, while in Chicago and New York those percentages were much
lower (19 and 33 percent, respectively).

ADAM 1I arrestees also purchased powder cocaine less frequently than those reporting crack purchases
(Table 3.22). The average number of purchases reported by powder cocaine users in the prior month
ranged from three to seven, unchanged from last year in four of the five sites. No ADAM II arrestees who
acquired powder cocaine in 2012 reported getting it in outdoor venues in Chicago and Sacramento; while
35 and 33 percent reported outdoor purchases in Denver and New York, respectively; 64 percent reported
purchasing powder cocaine outdoors in Atlanta in 2012. This wide variation reflects the relatively few
adult male arrestees who report acquiring powder cocaine in 2012, as well as the diversity in the powder
cocaine drug markets across sites. The proportion of ADAM II arrestees reporting a failed buy (Table
3.26) in 2012 for powder cocaine also indicated varying availability of that drug across sites. Only 17 and
18 percent of ADAM II arrestees reported a failed powder buy in Sacramento and Atlanta, respectively,
while over 35 percent encountered a failed buy in New York and Chicago.

Heroin and Other Opiates

Test results for opiates can indicate use of heroin, morphine, codeine and opiate combinations like
oxycodone. Opiate positive samples are also tested separately for oxycodone. In addition to the urinalysis
results in ADAM 11, arrestees are also asked about their use of opiate synthetics, including specific
products such as Vicodin, Percocet, and Dilaudid.

Prevalence of Use: Heroin and Other Opiates

Use of opiates among adult male arrestees has varied significantly from site to site since the first ADAM
interviews in 2000 (Figure 3.11, Table 3.7). New York (20 percent positive in 2000) and Chicago (36
percent positive in 2000) were the two most active opiate sites throughout the 12-year period. Both sites
also experienced steady declines in the proportion testing positive in 2012, to half those early levels. By
contrast, two other sites with far lower base rates of adult male arrestees testing positive in the first years
of ADAM collections (Sacramento at 3 percent and Denver at 4 percent) have had significant increases in
the percentage testing positive in 2012, to 8 and 9 percent, respectively. The fifth site, Atlanta, shows the
percentage of arrestees using opiates fluctuating at low levels from 2002 to 2012, but with a gradual
increasing trend over the past few years. The same pattern of increasing use in Denver and Sacramento,
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and decreasing or stable use in Chicago and New York was reflected in the self-report of use in the prior
30 days (Figure 3.14, Table 3.9) and in the past 12 months (Table 3.31).

There has been speculation that some of the rising use of opiates may be attributable to the use of
synthetic opiates, in particular, the popular prescription opiate oxycodone. The ADAM II test profile has
included tests for the presence of oxycodone since 2007 (Table 3.37). These test results indicate that, at
least among adult male arrestees in these sites, there has been little use of this substance, ranging in 2012
from no positives in Chicago to only 2 percent of ADAM II arrestees testing positive in Denver and
Sacramento. In New York where less than 1 percent of ADAM II arrestees tested positive for oxycodone
in 2012 but 10 percent tested positive for opiates, the incidence of testing positive for oxycodone in the
adult male arrestee population in these sites has significantly declined since 2011.

Figure 3.11:  Percent Testing Positive for Opiates
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Adult male arrestees who tested positive for
opiates in ADAM Il in 2012 are also likely to be
using other drugs in addition to opiates at the time
of arrest. Over 45 percent of ADAM Il arrestees
who tested positive for opiates also tested positive
for cocaine metabolites in their system at the time
of arrest in three of the five sites. No opiate users
in Chicago, Atlanta, and New York also tested
positive for methamphetamines, but over a third of
the opiate users in Denver and Sacramento also
tested positive for methamphetamine.

ADAM II arrestees who tested positive for opiates
began using that drug in their early 20s in all sites.
While there have been fluctuations in the reported
age of initiation into opiate use, the window of
from approximately 21 to 24 years old as the
initiation age has remained approximately the same
in all sites.

As with trends in use, data on the age of opiate
users varies across sites. In Chicago, the average
age of opiate users has been increasing while
trends in use are falling. Using the same age cohort

analysis described earlier (on page 21), analysis indicated that there has been a significant trend toward a
younger average age of opiate users among adult male arrestees over time in Atlanta and an increasing
average age in New York. (Figure 3.12, Table D.1 in Appendix D.)

Figure 3.12:  Average Age of Arrestees Who Test Positive for Opiates
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However, when we look at the proportion of young opiate users (an arrestee who is between 18 and 24)
(Figure 3.13, Table D.2 in Appendix D) over time, we see significant increases in the proportion of young
opiate users in three sites (Indianapolis, Minneapolis and Portland). This analysis indicates that some
locations are experiencing a resurgence in heroin use, consistent with the localized positive trends in use
reported earlier, and that an increasing number of users are being drawn from younger ranks of arrestees.

ADAM Il 2012 Annual Report

27 3. Drug Use and Drug Market Activity



Figure 3.13:  Percentage of Arrestees 18 to 24 Testing Positive for Opiates
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ADAM II arrestees who use heroin consume the drug more often than users of any of the others drugs in
ADAM II (Table 3.33). In four of the five sites, ADAM II arrestees testing positive for opiates reported in
2012 that they consumed the drug on 10 or more days in the past 30 days; in Chicago, the site where both
opiate positives and self-reported use of heroin are the highest, arrestees reported that they used heroin on
25 of the prior 30 days. Only in Sacramento has the frequency of consumption of heroin changed since
2007, dropping to 10 days in the last 30 from highs of 20 and 23 days of the last 30 reported in earlier
years.
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Figure 3.14:  Percent Self-reporting Heroin Use, Prior 30 Days
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* Differences between each year and 2012 are significant at the 0.05 level or less.

Self-reported heroin use (prior 30 days) increased in Sacramento and Denver over earlier years (Figure
3.14, Table 3.9) and decreased significantly in Chicago.

Buying and Selling: Heroin Markets

Since 2000, the percentage of adult male arrestees in Chicago and New York reporting heroin acquisition
has fallen significantly from 32 and 18 percent, respectively, to 10 percent and 7 percent (Table 3.17).
Heroin acquisition in Atlanta, Sacramento, and Denver ranges from 2 to 7 percent of ADAM II arrestees.
With the exception of those in Denver, most ADAM II arrestees (ranging from 47 to 100 percent) who
acquired heroin reported both cash and non-cash transactions—only 24 percent of Denver ADAM 11
arrestees reported non-cash acquisition (Tables 3.19 and 3.20). The average number of heroin purchases
per month ranged from 8 to 16 (Table 3.22). Most ADAM II arrestees (77 to 94 percent) reported buying
heroin directly from a dealer, though the place of purchase varied widely across sites: 8 percent purchased
heroin in an outdoor location in Sacramento, while 92 percent did so in Chicago. Significantly fewer
ADAM II arrestees in New York reported purchasing heroin outdoors in 2012 compared to previous
years, down from 76 percent in 2011 to 30 percent in 2012 (Table 3.25).

There was also considerable variation across sites in terms of heroin availability, as measured by a
reported failed buy (Table 3.26). Only 4 percent of Denver ADAM II arrestees who admitted recent use
reported a failed buy, but 20 percent (New York) and 42 percent (Sacramento) reported a recent failed
heroin buy. The percentage of failed buys has also declined significantly in Chicago (from 32 percent to
10 percent) and New York (from 77 percent to 20 percent) since 2007, indicating greater availability.
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Methamphetamine

One of the original goals for ADAM II was to determine whether the use of methamphetamine that had
been rising in Western states over the past two decades was moving eastward. Figure 3.15 (Table 3.8)
indicates the urinalysis results for the five ADAM II sites from 2000 to 2012.

Prevalence of Use: Methamphetamine

Methamphetamine continued to be a serious problem in 2102 in the ADAM II Western site, Sacramento,
where 40 percent of adult male arrestees tested positive for methamphetamine in their systems at the time
of arrest. The high percentage in Sacramento was consistent with what was found in 2011, but continued
an upward trend since 2000 and 2001 when 31 percent of arrestees tested positive. In three of the five
sites (Atlanta, Chicago, and New York) there was little to no methamphetamine use, but in Denver there
has been a significant increasing trend in the proportion of ADAM II arrestees testing positive for
methamphetamine. From only 3 percent of ADAM II arrestees testing positive in Denver in 2000 to 7
percent in 2003, figures for 2012 were almost double (13 percent). These numbers were reflected in the
percentage of ADAM II arrestees who self-report methamphetamine use in the prior 30 days in all sites
(Figure 3.16, Table 3.9): 38 percent of arrestees in Sacramento, 12 percent in Denver, 2 percent in New
York, and 1 percent or less in the other sites admitted to use in the prior 30 days.

Figure 3.15:  Percent Testing Positive for Methamphetamine
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* Differences between each year and 2012 are significant at the 0.05 level or less.

Methamphetamine use, as with cocaine and heroin, appears to begin in the ADAM II users’ early to mid-
20s in most sites. Only the few New York ADAM II arrestees who reported they had used
methamphetamine reported an average age of initiation as older (28 years old) in 2012 (Table 3.13). In
those sites where methamphetamine was more prevalent (Sacramento and Denver), users reported
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frequent use. In Sacramento, ADAM II arrestees reported using the drug on 16 of the prior 30 days, and in
Denver arrestee reported using it 14 of the prior 30 days (Table 3.33). In Atlanta, the smaller group of
users (less than 1 percent tested positive) used frequently (21 days out of the last 30 days)

Again an analysis of any age trends among those testing positive for methamphetamine was conducted for
this report (Table D.2 in Appendix D). This analysis showed that, like cocaine users, methamphetamine
users are an aging population among adult male arrestees, a trend that was statistically significant in three
(Denver, Portland and Sacramento) of the five sites with over 2 percent of ADAM II arrestees testing
positive for methamphetamine; the aging of the methamphetamine population may explain what appears
to be a flattening of the trend in methamphetamine use during the latter part of the period.

Figure 3.16:  Percent Self-reporting Methamphetamine Use, Prior 30 Days

40%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0y .

Atlanta Chicago Denver New York Sacramento

W 2007 w2008 W 2009 m 2010 m 2011 2012

* Differences between each year and 2012 are significant at the 0.05 level or less.

ADAM Il 2012 Annual Report 31 3. Drug Use and Drug Market Activity



Buying and Selling: Methamphetamine Markets

ADAM II arrestees in Atlanta, Chicago, and New York City reported almost no methamphetamine
acquisition (one percent or less). In the other two sites, Denver and Sacramento, reports of

methamphetamine acquisition were up significantly
since 2010 (Table 3.18). In Sacramento, a staggering
38 percent of adult male arrestees reported acquiring
methamphetamine in the past month, second only to
marijuana as the most-acquired drug. Twelve percent
of ADAM II arrestees in Denver reported acquiring
the drug, continuing an upward cycle in
methamphetamine acquisition in Denver that has seen
a tripling since 2000. More than two-thirds of adult
male arrestees who acquired methamphetamine in
Sacramento and Denver (70 percent and 73 percent,
respectively) reported using cash to do so (Tables 3.19
and 3.20). Denver also appeared to be a more
predominantly cash market than Sacramento. In
Sacramento, 74 percent also reported getting
methamphetamine with non-cash transactions, though
fewer (42 percent) report non-cash acquisition in
Denver.

In 2012, fewer than 10 ADAM Il arrestees
tested positive for methamphetamine in Atlanta,
Chicago, and New York. By contrast, in Denver
and Sacramento, 13 percent and 40 percent,
respectively, tested positive. In the latter sites,
there was interesting variation in what other
drugs methamphetamine users had in their
systems at arrest. In Denver, 21 percent of
ADAM Il arrestees who tested positive for
methamphetamine also tested positive for
opiates and 27 percent also tested positive for
cocaine. In Sacramento, only 13 percent also
tested positive for opiates and 4 percent for
cocaine.

In both places, most ADAM II arrestees reported getting methamphetamine directly from a dealer (79 to
97 percent), and more than half reported that the dealer was their regular source for methamphetamine
(Tables 3.23 and 3.24). The two sites also differed in the type of location where ADAM II arrestees
purchased or obtained methamphetamine, i.e., in a public or outdoor location or inside in a less open air
transaction. Only 15 percent of ADAM II arrestees who reported buying methamphetamine in
Sacramento purchased it outdoors, while almost half (46 percent) reported doing so in Denver (Table

3.25).

The drug also appeared to have differing availability in the two sites, as measured by the percentage
reporting a failed buy. Half of the adult male arrestees in Sacramento who bought methamphetamine
reported difficulty obtaining the drug in the past 30 days (a failed buy), while only 27 percent reported

this problem in Denver (Table 3.26).

Drug Injection

In the ADAM Il interview, after ADAM II arrestees have identified each of the drugs they may have used
in the prior 12 months, they are asked to think about the /ast time they used each and report how they used
it, i.e., smoked it, snorted it, injected it, ate it, or swallowed it. The three drugs reported as injected were

heroin, powder cocaine, and methamphetamine.

The practice of injecting powder cocaine was reported by 11 percent or fewer users in all but Atlanta,
where, as has been true in prior years, in 2012 a high proportion (90 percent) of cocaine powder users
injected it at last use (Table 3.34). Methamphetamine injection was reported by 11 percent of ADAM 11
arrestees using methamphetamine in Denver, a significant decrease in the practice since 2000 and 2001,
and by 17 percent of users in Sacramento, which also reflected a significant decrease in the practice since
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2000. Heroin was the drug most commonly reported as injected at last use in 2012: from 37 percent of
users in Chicago to 57 percent of users in Sacramento. The practice of injection has also become
significantly more common among arrestees in Chicago and less common in Sacramento and Denver over
the prior 10 years.

Use of Other Drugs

Urinalysis in ADAM Il includes a panel of drugs beyond those discussed above: barbiturates,
propoxyphene, methadone, PCP, benzodiazepines, and oxycodone. In addition, ADAM II arrestees are
asked about whether they have, in the prior three days, used any of a list of drugs read to them. Tables
3.36 and 3.37 present the results of the urinalysis testing for other drugs, displaying results from 2007 to
2012 for the five ADAM Il sites. As indicated, the proportion of adult male arrestees testing positive for
many of these drugs was in general low, with some drug (benzodiazepines) and some site specific
exceptions. For example, from 2 to 8 percent of adult male arrestees in the five sites tested positive for
benzodiazepines, but far fewer tested positive for oxycodone, PCP, or propoxyphene. On the other hand,
in Atlanta, 20 percent of adult male arrestees tested positive for barbiturates in 2012, whereas that
proportion was one percent or less everywhere else.

Looking at the list of other drugs (Table 3.38), there were some interesting variations across sites. Denver
and Sacramento had 8 to 9 percent of ADAM II arrestees reporting the use of a hallucinogen in the prior
three days and 5 to 6 percent of in New York and Chicago reported use of MDMA or Ecstasy. Other
opiate painkillers (Dialudid, Vicodin, Percocet) were frequently also reported, from 3 percent of arrestees
in New York, Chicago and Atlanta to 15 percent in Sacramento.

Washington, DC in 2012

Washington, DC was not included as one of the sites for ADAM II data collection in 2012. However,
ADAM II has benefited from data from the PSA on drug test results since 2007. The PSA tests booked
arrestees held for arraignment for the same panel of drugs as in ADAM II, though it does not include
marijuana. Using the drug test data and other information PSA provided, a 2012 fact sheet (Appendix C)
was generated for demographics, charges, and trends in for Washington, DC. Because there was no
interview administered, data on other aspects available for other sites were not available.

The proportion of DC arrestees testing positive for any drug (28 percent) and for multiple drugs (5
percent) at pre-trial was considerably lower than found in other ADAM II sites, primarily because of the
dominance of marijuana use in the other sites and the absence of these data for DC. Trend data show that
a continuing downward trend for cocaine use was also apparent in DC in 2012 (Table C.1). The
proportion of arrestees testing positive for opiates (6 percent) did not change significantly from earlier
years. Methamphetamine, however, while still rare (1 percent), appears to be significantly higher in 2012
than in 2009 to 2011 levels.

The most notable difference between Washington, DC and other sites was the continued proportion of
arrestees testing positive for PCP. PSA data (Table C.1) indicates that 12 percent of PSA arrestees tested
were positive for PCP in 2012.
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4. Summary and Conclusions

Since 2000, the Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring program has provided 10 years of data on a probability-
based sample of adult male arrestees in selected U.S. counties. From 2000 to 2003, the N1J-sponsored
program covered 35 counties, and from 2007 to 2011 only the ONDCP-sponsored program covered 10 of
the original counties. In 2012, due to budget limitations, only five of those counties were included. Data
collection consists of three sources of data on each sampled ADAM II arrestee: an interview in which
adult male arrestees who have been booked are asked a range of questions about their drug use, drug and
mental health treatment experiences, and participation in drug markets conducted within 48 hours of
arrest; official data on charges and demographic information; and a urine sample, which is tested for 10
drugs and linked to interview answers. Since 2000 in the five 2012 sites, almost 30,000 interviews have
been conducted and over 25,000 urine tests taken, weighted appropriately to represent almost 300,000
arrests in those counties.

The protocols and sampling methods used in the 2007-2012 collections continue those developed in
2000, but improvements have been made to case weighting and imputation to increase the precision of
estimates. In addition, the development of estimates to determine the significance of trends over time was
introduced in 2007, and data from the years 2000-2003 were reanalyzed using those techniques. The
result is a panel of data on the significance of trends in the use of a range of drugs by an important
population of users reaching back over a decade.

The ADAM II data are unique. In 2012, 92 percent of ADAM II arrestees who were sampled and
available (physically in the facility) agreed to be interviewed; of those, 90 percent provided a urine
sample. When asked about their drug use (by drug), there was interesting variation in the willingness to
tell the truth—from over 80 percent of adult male marijuana users testing positive and admitting use to 50
percent of adult male opiate users and 43 percent of adult male cocaine users testing positive and
admitting use. Both the discrepancy between “truth telling” in general and between different drugs
highlights the importance of these data in understanding the actual consumption of drugs.

The population of arrestees reached in ADAM 11 is an important one for drug policy for several reasons.
First, its members are among the heaviest users of illegal drugs in the Nation: in 2012, over 60 percent of
adult male arrestees in all sites tested positive for some drug in their system at the time of arrest. While a
large portion of those arrestees tested positive for marijuana, substantial numbers were also had opiates
(from 5 to 15 percent depending on the site), cocaine metabolite (from 9 to 32 percent), and
methamphetamine (from less than 1 percent to 40 percent) in their systems at the time of arrest, indicative
of recent use. When compared to adult males in the general population, with some criminal history, the
ADAM II arrestees are more heavily drug involved. Males in the NSDUH, who have been arrested at
least once, report recent marijuana (17 percent), crack (1 percent) and methamphetamine (1 percent), and
heroin (less than 1 percent) use at lower frequency than found in the ADAM II sites.

The ADAM II population is often missed in surveys designed to gather information on drug use. In 2012,
10 percent of adult male arrestees across all sites were homeless in the 30 days prior to arrest and 16
percent had changed residences three or more times in the prior year, making them unavailable for
inclusion in NSDUH. In addition, while drug testing revealed a large percentage of ADAM II arrestees
with drugs in their systems at arrest, 71 percent had never been in any type of drug or alcohol
programming, making it impossible for them to appear in drug treatment data like TEDS. Finally, 62
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percent of adult male arrestees in 2012 were not booked on a felony charge, making it less likely they
would appear in jail or prison surveys as a result of this arrest.

ADAM II arrestees in 2012 continued to be an important population for policymakers on a number of
issues. Only from a third to a half of adult male arrestees across the sites were employed either full or part
time, and in all but New York, over 60 percent had no form of health insurance. They were also a
population that appears frequently in the criminal justice system: in all sites; over 83 percent had been
arrested before the current arrest, and from 15 to 24 percent had been arrested two or more times just in
the prior year.

Trends in use as monitored in these sites indicated some promising decreases in drug use as well as some
increasing trends. The trend in cocaine use, particularly as crack, was significantly down in all sites,
dropping from high points that were over 50 percent of adult male arrestees testing positive for cocaine
metabolites in Chicago and New York in 2000 to less than half that amount in 2012. Atlanta, the site with
the highest percentage of ADAM II arrestees testing positive since 2007, has also seen a significant drop,
from 46 percent testing positive in 2007 to 32 percent in 2012. In all sites, analysis of the age of adult
male arrestees testing positive for cocaine metabolites over time indicated that this is a population of
aging users, with few younger users entering.

The trends in opiate use presented a different picture. The percentage of ADAM II arrestees testing
positive in two of the five sites (Denver and Sacramento) has increased significantly since 2000, more
than doubling in both sites (to 9 percent in Denver and to 8 percent in Sacramento). On the other hand, the
percentage testing positive in what are traditionally the highest ADAM II opiate positive sites, New York
and Chicago, has dropped by half since 2000, to 15 percent in Chicago and 10 percent in New York.
Analysis of the age of opiate users across the sites also indicated a shift. The average age of opiate
positive ADAM II arrestees in New York and Chicago has been, as with cocaine, increasing, while the
average age of opiate positives in Atlanta has been decreasing over time. When examining the proportion
of young opiate users (18 to 24 years old), analysis using all ten ADAM 1I sites from 2000 to 2011/2012
showed a growing proportion of this group in Indianapolis, Minneapolis, and Portland.

ADAM II continued to be an important source of data on retail drug markets in these sites. Marijuana, the
most commonly consumed and, consequently, the most commonly acquired drug among ADAM 11
arrestees, appeared to be available across all five sites. In four of the five sites less than a third of ADAM
I arrestees who admitted to use of marijuana in the prior 30 days reported a “failed buy” during that
period; that is, a time when they had the funds to buy the drug, went to do so, and could not get it. Only in
New York (44 percent reporting a failed buy) was it somewhat harder to obtain. Those who were buying
crack also had varying experiences across the five sites. Less than 20 percent of ADAM II arrestees in
Denver and Chicago reported a failed attempt to buy crack, whereas over 35 percent in Atlanta and
Sacramento reported a failed crack buy. The greatest variation in availability across sites in 2012 was for
heroin. Only 4 percent of ADAM II arrestees in Denver reported a failed buy, but 40 percent in
Sacramento reported a failed buy. Since 2007, the percentage of ADAM II arrestees reporting a failed
heroin buy has also declined dramatically from 2007 to 2012—in Chicago from 32 to 10 percent and in
New York from 77 percent to 20 percent.

The 2012 data again highlights the value of ADAM II data, offering the ability to see site differences in
drug use and differences in drug markets from one area to another. As noted, opiates are one example, as
use of opiates has moved in different directions in different sites. Methamphetamine continued to be the
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most dramatic example of this difference: one percent or fewer adult male arrestees continued to test
positive in three of the five sites, while 40 percent of Sacramento adult male arrestees and 13 percent of
Denver adult male arrestees tested positive, significant increases in both sites since 2000.

ADAM Il provides an important resource to Federal and local policymakers, treatment providers, and law
enforcement; it can help them understand changes in drug use and related behavior among some of the
Nation’s heaviest drug users. Its unique value is due to the following attributes:

o The ability to develop validated estimates of drug use in specific sites over time through
verification of a self-report with a bioassay.

e The ability to reach persons who are not captured in traditional surveys.

o The ability to capture information about all persons arrested rather than just on that subset of
offenders who are eventually incarcerated.

e The ability to show trends in use in specific geographic areas, highlighting differences in both
drug use and drug markets in different parts of the country.
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Table 1.1: ADAM Completed Interviews, Urine Specimens, and Weighted Case Numbers' (2000-2003 and 2007-2012)

. 2 | 200 f 2002} 20 | 2007

Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
Primary  [Completed | Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case

City Interviews | Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews | Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews |Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews |Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews | Specimen | Numbers?
Atlanta n/a n/a n/a n/a nla nla 571 527 4,714 869 812 8,169 386 280 1,880
Chicago® 441 378 1,645 302 287 8,825 1,234 1,137 | 37,767 930 852 28,672 457 384 7,504
Denver 731 683 5,191 771 729 4,187 814 768 4,301 580 555 2,573 501 422 2,338
New Yorkb 1,091 1,054 | 18,037 742 699 10,409 942 917 13,485 730 695 10,529 446 266 4,859
Sacramento 603 513 7,540 718 675 6,816 737 708 6,844 540 530 5,223 508 440 4,579
Total 2,866 2,628 | 32,413 2,533 2,390 | 30,237 4,298 4,057 | 67,111 3,649 3,444 | 55166 2,298 1,792 | 21,160

2008 2000 2010} 2011 ] 202 |

Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
Primary  |Completed | Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case Completed |  Urine Case

City Interviews | Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews | Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews | Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews | Specimen | Numbers? || Interviews |Specimen | Numbers?
Atlanta 419 354 1,994 484 417 2,173 446 402 2,251 472 423 2,273 367 323 1,447
Chicago® 485 426 6,697 483 449 6,665 535 513 5,985 525 504 6,079 395 374 4,519
Denver 511 460 2,220 541 480 2,315 432 394 2,087 496 418 1,802 364 324 1,302
New Yorkb 515 365 4,444 697 541 4,550 674 560 4,196 927 797 8,658 402 351 4,306
Sacramento 562 508 4,649 494 430 3,767 513 452 3,737 513 465 3,639 410 364 2,581
Total 2492 | 2113 | 20,004 2,699 | 2,317 19,470 2,600 | 2,321 18,256 2,933 | 2,607 | 22,451 1,938 1,736 14,155

Notes:

“Reflects all arrestees booked during 14-day periods in the facilities.

" Case numbers are higher for these sites in some 2000-2003 years as sites collected in all four quarters of the year in those years.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated for greater accuracy using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012 for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.

An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:

1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.

2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.”
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Table 2.1: ADAM Il Characteristics of Adult Male Arrestees, 2007—2012: Age, Marital Status, Citizenship, Employment

Average Age Single (%) U.S. Citizen (%) Working® (%)
Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 (| 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011
371 367 (371 |358 |36.2 371 707 (712 (794 (722 |744 781 945 |90.7* (955 |90.7***|196.8 |97.8 522 |51.8 428 434 (434 |49€
Atlanta ©08) [(07) |(07) |(©06) [(08) |(1.0) |[31) |33 |24 |@7 |@1) |35 |18 [B2 |(15) (25 |[(14) |(13) ||35 |B6) |32 |29 |B7) |45
) 322 319 (322 |306 (314 (307 712* |749 (777 (840 (847 |804 951 |916 [89.2 888 (992 |0 547 522 |534 432 (485 |45E
Chicago 114y o7 |10 |(10) |08 |09 |37 |32 |39 |36 |@n 168 |l |4 |67 @0 08 &) |4 (37 48 |49 |38 |49
340 |346 |33.7 |335* 351 |351 55.3** |57.7 |64.8 |58.7 |61.3 |63.0 82.0 (862 |84.7 868 |864 86.3 57.0"**|59.3***|148.1 525 |539 |48.C
DR 06) [(06) |(06) |(06) [(06) [07) [[25 |5 |24 |29 |@4) |31 ||@1 |18 |19 |0 |(18) |23) |25 |25 (26 |29 |25 |33
320 |327 (339 |332 |332 |327 749* |772 (7541 |766 |79.9 803 86.4** |84.1**87.6* |85.9"*89.9 |917 588 |584 |52.7 499 |535 |537
NewYork 106 |06 |05 |05 04 07 |4 |22 @0 @) a1 s |len 22 (07 2o 13 08 |len |en @4 |5 @2 @63
Sacramento 3211338 (342 |332 |349 |[339 625 |63.5 (621 657 |62.0 [63.0 883 903 |84.3* 904 (922 (903 474 |46.6"* |41.5" |38.1 |326 |33.1
05) [(05) |(06) |(©06) [(06) [07) |[|[@7) |5 |28 [@7) |[@6) |32 ||@0) |1.7) |@7) |0 |(15) |22 |28 [@26) |29 |(28) |25 (3.1
Notes:

* Indicates working full-time, part-time, or on active military status.

Differences between each vear and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (***).

Table 2.2: ADAM Il Characteristics of Adult Male Arrestees, 2007—2012: Education, Health Insurance, Housing

High School Diploma, GED,

Health Insurance,

Stable Housing,

Primary or Higher (%) Past Year (%) Past 30 Days (%)
City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
650 |673 |655 |645 |676 616 ||37.0 |298 |294 |242 |242 |264 |[798 |77.3 |804 817 |81.3 |79.
Aanta 133y |35 |32 [29) (35 |46 [|33) |62 |29 |25 |29 |38 |28 |61 |25 |22 @8 |37
_ 707 |646 [660 |682 (612" |71 |[268 [237 [254 (216 |17.9 |249 |[895 |932 [98.3* |966* 932 |90.4
Chicago 138y |35) |46) |(46) |37 |44 |67 |31 @) |39 |28 |44 |5 |18 (12 |15 |19 |39
688 |721* |675 |660 (688 (659 |[337 [325 (302 |200 |344 |333 |[s2.4* |81.8* [80.1 |806* |80.0 |75.3
Denver — oay 123) |25 |8) |23 61 |24 |24 @4 |en |es 61y |19 19 20 (22 |eo e
674 |717 |682 |694 (673 |719 ||536™ |57.7 |52.4* |562* |589 (621 |[854 |858 [89.0 |868 |87.6 |865
NewYok 1ng) 125 |22 |23 |20 |29 |lee @1 4 @5 |e2 62 |09 (08 (13 e 013 @1
680 (652 |67 |651 |674 (691 |[31.9% 358 [37.7 |401 |366 |39.3 |[84.4* 837 |88.8 822" |80.0* |74.4
Sacramento |, 6 |05y |28) |28 |(26) |31 |26 |25 |28 |28 |26 |63 | 19 |07 |2 |e2 @1
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).
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Table 2.3: Race and Ethnicity of Adult Male Arrestees, 2007-2012

Pi Hispanic (%) White non-Hispanic (%) Black non-Hispanic (%) Other non-Hispanic (%)
rimary

City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011
105 105 |69 |82 |65 |48 ||93 |122 |106 |97 |130 [137 |[818 |774 |e47 |82 |783 801 |02 |08 |04 |05 |11 |05
Aanta 104y 127) |19 (19 |19 |18 [0 |25 |22 |18 |28 |36 |lee) |61 |@3) |@4 |61 |36 [0 |04 |02 |©03) |06 |04
. 192 |23.0"* 272|155 |204**83  [|63* 106 |112 |87 |91 [124 |[723 |47 |585%*|734 |709 |764 ||28* 12 |15 |10 |02 |02
Chicago 134 |35) |47 (@) (35 |28 |18 @) (29 |28 2 |60 |67 36 |49 @1 |36 |42 |12 07 |01 (0o (02 |02
435 (435 |449 |376 |404 (400 ||225* |227 |223 |294 (319 |279 |[268 |263 |268 |226 |209 229 |[67 |69 |61 |93 |65 |66
Denver o5 |25) |26) |28 |24 32 |len @) @2 |en e 29 |23 |22 @3 |e4 o |len 12 @3 12 (a7 |02 |15
37.8* 458 |463 |473 |450 |449 ||152% [130 [124 |105 |114 |93 |[423 |37.4 (387 |369 |412 (398 |[46 [37 |30 |43 |29 |43
NewYork 108y 128) |25 |26) |22 34 |22 @0) |19 |18 |15 |2n |28 @6 |4 |4 |21 |62 |12 a1 |08 |10 |08 |13
259 (244 |314 |306* |254 |254 ||204 |384 (332 (316 (363 |333 |[3127*|256 (223 |244 |240 |234 |[133 |110* 119 |122 |143 |158
Sacramento | 5 103y |29) |28 |24) |29 |25 |26 |28 |en |26 60 |2 22 2 e |e2 e |19 |07 19 o @) |ee
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).
Hispanic and non-Hispanic ethnicities are mutually exclusive as per standard data collection protocols suggested by the Office of Management and Budget in which the
respondent first self identifies as Hispanic or non-Hispanic.
Data will not add to 100% because arrestees may identify themselves as multiple races.
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Table 2.4: Self-reported Arrest History, 2000-2003 and 2007—2012",
Any Prior Arrest

_ All Arrestees — Prior Arrest History (%)®
Primary

City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
846 |794 [74.1" |814 872 |851 880 839
Atlanta 26) |25 (62 30 @) |@1) |23 |32
. 67.0*| 78.9* | 82.6** | 847" |922 |936 (928 [960 |927 |90.8
Chicago 149y |40) |(10) (14 |@n |01 @3 |17 (18 |(@8) Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.

Denver 84.8 846 820 854 848 87.0 858 89.1* 1888 84.8 Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
enve (15) |(1.4) |((15) |(1.7) (1.8 |(1.7) [(1.8) |(1.8) |(1.5) |[(23) 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (***).
84.7 87.7 82.6 789 68.5* | 72.6*** | 78.4 824 84.1 83.0 Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.
NewYork oy 114y 13) |07 |@n) @5 |20) |(19) |(16) |@26)  “Doesnotinclude juvenile arrests.
90.7** | 85.9 84.2 90.2* | 819 88.3 834 85.8 85.8 84.1 " Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012 for
Sacramento ADAM 1I. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously

(1.3) (14) (15 (14) |(20) (16) |(22) (2.0) (1.8) [(2.3) published under the original ADAM program.

Table 2.5: Self-reported Arrest History, 2000-2003 and 2007—-2012",
Arrested 2 or More Times in Past Year

P q 0/ \@ Notes:
Primary LA U A 9157 () Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
City 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (¥**).
12.3"* 1 6.9 | 18.7 184 193 243 29.9 23.7 Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.
Atlanta (25 |(15) [(3.00 |32 [(29) [(29 |@42) |(4.6) An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample
. size considerations:
Chicago 120 282 14.9 9.8 17.3 23.3 129 243 187 185 1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
(2.8) (6.2) |(1.1) (1.1) 3.1) 32) |31 (4.3) (29 (4.0) 2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in
207 | 159 |113 [126 |152 |82 |7.9* |133 [13.1 |151 one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
Denver (1.6) (14) (1.2) 15 | (19 (1.3) |(1.4) (1.9) a7 |25 3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.”
135 149 [154 | 113" | 102 |124 |94 (162 |131 [16.7 * Does not include juvenile arrests.
New York 13) (15 |(13) | (14) |(16) |(19) |(13) |19 |(15) |(@28) " Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012
144 | 136" 1097 | 1337 | 177 |120% |105™ [150° | 134" |209 for ADAM Il
Sacramento ’ ’ ’ ) ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously published under
(8 (14 (14 (18 |22 [(1.8) |(1.8) [21) [(18) |(31) the original ADAM program.
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Table 2.6: ADAM Il Arrest Charge, 2007—-2012: Violent, Drug, Property and Other Crimes

Prima
Cityry 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
17.9 18.5 16.6 175 16.4 16.6 31.3 239 295 271 225 241
Alanta —1os) [@27) |23) |22 |5 |30 ||65 |33 |32 @8 |62 @)
. 18.6 194* 311 18.0 24.0 26.6 62.1*** | 60.4*** | 48.1 52.8 46.4 432
Chicago  135) |(29) |48 |37) (63 |@#5) ||62) |67 (60 |60 |39 (50)
23.7 240 226 25.3 21.8 20.8 24.0** |24.9** |245* |246* |14.2* [185
Demer 14y |21 @) (@5 |20 |25 |[2 |22 |22 |25 |18 |@24)
27.2%** | 24.7* 228 24.1* 223 18.7 24.8 26.1 30.8 243 279 29.8

NewYork o7y @7 (@) |3 (18 |6 [e4 (@5 |3 |2 @0 |@1
17.6%** [ 14.9"* 1 21.2 18.9* 225 25.3 375 37.2 434 410 347 375
Sacramento | qg) (15 |@1) |@0) (@) @D ||en 8 |60 |29 |26 |@3)
@ O oraed O
Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

341 33.2 28.2 26.9 30.2 26.6 376" |40.1* |485 |454 481 50.2
Alanta —133) 134) |29) [(26) |34 |38 ||G4 |36 |33 |30 |37 |45
. 209 3145 (212 16.9 249 235 16.3*** | 8.8 15.0* [14.9* |11.7 71
Chicago 135 |(36) |39 |37) (63 @) |[62 @1 (35 |36 |25 |@1)
19.3* [194* [19.2 20.9* (176 147 53.9*** | 50.5*** | 52.2*** | 60.5 69.5* (634
D 200 [(20) |20 |23 (19 |22 |25 |25 |26 |28 |22 |@31)
24.2***28.9 335 30.0 323 331 32.7 343 324 36.2 354 339

NewYork o4y |25 |@3) |3 |20) |61 |8 |26 |2 |@5 @) |@1

196 [17.7 18.1 23.8** [17.9 154 56.5** | 59.9*** | 45.7 478 56.4** (475
Sacramento o) ((18) |@1) |@4) |19 @) [|en e85 |9 |29 |6 |63
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses () represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
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Table 2.7: ADAM Il for Adult Male Arrestees Testing Positive for Any lllicit Substance and Arrestees Testing Negative,
2012: Age, Citizenship, Employment, Education, Health Insurance, Housing

Pri Average us Health Stable
r&nﬁt;ry A eg Citizt;n-(%) Working® (%) | Any Degree (%) Insurance Housing
J Past Year (%) Past 30 Days
Atlanta
Ay oosiive UA 368 9.1 447 556 270 80.3
yp (1.2) (1.0) (5.7) 6.0) 4.9) (4.5)
- 38.8 93.0 55.8 723 234 70.0
No positive UA 2.0) (4.8) (9.1) (7.8) (6.7) (9.1)
Chicago
" 305 995 438° 67.1% 277 89.4
Any positive UA
ny positive U (1.1) (0.5) (5.8) (5.4) (5.4) (3.6)
No positive UA 312 97.8 56.3 813 138 89.1
2.1) (2.4) (10.7) (8.4) (6.7) (8.5)
Denver
N 33,97 88.6 440" 65.7 33.1 758
Any positive UA (09) (29) (4.1) (4.1) (4.0) (34)
" 373 797 538 63.7 3758 774
No positive UA
0 positive U (15) 4.7) 6.2) (5.9) (5.9) (5.2)
New York
N 334 95.9 444 68.3" 63.4 84.1™
Any positive UA (09) (16) (4.1) (38) (4.0) (2.8)
" 320 84.8 728 757 66.0 91.1
No positive UA
0 positive U (13) (4.4) (5.8) (5.6) (6.4) (3.5)
Sacramento
N 33.6° 91.7% 29,54 70.0 40.2 727
Any positive UA
ny positive U 08) (2.5) (3.5) (3.6) (3.9) (3.7)
No positive UA 353 797 46.9 734 341 84.9
(16) (7.4) (.7) (7.0 (7.2) (5.3)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.

Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (***).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:

1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.

2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.

* Indicates working full-time, part-time, or on active military status.
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Table 2.8: ADAM Il Housing Detail and Prior Arrests for Adult Male Arrestees Testing Positive for Any
lllicit Substance And Arrestees Testing Negative, 2012

Housing Prior Arrests®
Primary Group Jail (% Homeless or Report(i)ng
City Stable (%) Living (%) ail (%) Shelter (%) Ever (%)
Atlanta
. 80.3 5.6 0.2 12.2* 18.0
Any positive UA (4.5) (24) 03) (3.7) (6.2)
. 70.0 59 nl/a 24.7 279
No positive UA (9.1) (4.0) (102) (11.4)
Chicago
w 894 5.0 2.5 37 30.8
Al t A
WEEELEE (36) (34) 24) 20) (75)
No positive UA 88.6 nl/a nl/a nl/a 445
(10.3) (15.2)
Denver
- 75.7 5.6 17 15.5 43.9
Any positive UA (3.4) (18) (10) 27) (56)
No positive UA 776 6.3 nla 10.6 48.7
(5.2) (2.7) (3.7) (10.2)
New York
- 84.4** 1.9% 3.1 9.3 11.5
Any positive UA 28) 09) (19) 21) @1)
No positive UA 91.3 0.3 2.0 8.1 7.3
(3.4) (0.3) (2.8) (3.6) (4.8)
Sacramento
3 73.64** 14 1.6 22.1% 45.8***
Any positive UA (37) 06) 09) (36) (538)
No positive UA 85.6 0.7 1.1 10.2 19.3
(5.2) (0.6) (1.3) (4.5) (10.4)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.

Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:

1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.

2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.

3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.”

* Does not include juvenile arrests
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Table 2.9: ADAM Il Lifetime Drug, Alcohol, and Mental Health Treatment Experiences Among All Adult Male Arrestees, 2007-2012

Drug or Alcohol Treatment (%)

Inpatient Mental Health/

Primary Outpatient Inpatient or Residential Psychiatric Treatment (%)
City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

89 103 |127* |75 |70 |67 || 164 |167 |183 |11.9 |144 |134 |[135 |91 |104 |75 |108 |85
Attanta 18) |20 |22 |14 |18 19 |5 @5 @4 |17 (@4 @1 |6 |22 |@1) (15 |24 |@5
. 227 |227 |229 |208 [165 (251 | 249 |252 |227 [154 (196 (204 [ 107 106 134 (88 |85 | 120
Chicago @35 |31 @) @0 |29 |@n ||ee) |G @0 (33 G0 @) |4 |@1) |33 @6 (20 |@33)
209 |211 |195 [216 |226 (226 |[322 [209 |301 |304 [307 [320 (130 | 112 |118 |104 |124 |127
DERET @) @) @) (@4 (@) @8 [le4 |@3) @4 26 (@3 |30 |17 |15 |an an 11 |2
178239 206 (229 |27 (260 || 200 |21.3 |220 (234 (254 (222 |[97 |90 |88 |103 |97 | 128
New York 20 @3 (19 [0 |20 |29 |len @) |19 [0 |19 |26 |16 |ve |14 |[de |13 |@3
138 177 141 128 [180 |154 [|211 |195 |166 |198 |215 |195 |[121 [107 |120 [134 |[112 |125
SEERIIIL 19 |20 |0 (19 @1 @3 [[@3 |@) |22 |@3 |@3 |@n |18 |15 (19 |19 |16 |22

Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (***).

Table 2.10: ADAM Il Drug, Alcohol, and Mental Health Treatment Received in the Past 12 Months, 2007-2012

Drug or Alcohol Treatment (%)

Inpatient Mental Health/
Inpatient or Residential Psychiatric Treatment (%)

Outpatient

Prima
Cityry 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
15 |06 |23 |14 |23 27 |[53 [39 [32 |29 30 |26 |20 o8 [10 [13 [17 |39
Atlanta 09) |(04) |(14) [(06) |(15) |1 [[(18) |(13) | (11) |09 (.1 |12 (1) |05 [©06) |(08) |(1.0) |(24)
. 61* |36 |63 |24 |56* |17 |[98~ |59 |29 |22 |33 |41 |43 |15 |32 |09 |26 |30
Chicago @1 |(14) |4 (15 |(18) |(13) |[@5 |7 |¢15 [(12) [13) (19 [(16) |(08) | (16) |(0.7) [(1.1) |(1.9)
43 |43 |59 |83 65 69 |97 |77 |100 |94 |99 |12 |12 |12 |14 |14 |18 |14
Cramess A1 (0 |14 (18 |(13) |19 |[(18) | (14 |¢1e) |17 |5 |@21) |05 |(©5 |(©06) |06 [(06) |(0.7)
70 |91 |62 (84 |88 (92 {52 |72 |61 |71 |92 |79 |23 |24 |23 |20 |21 |40
New York a4y (16 () (14 (12 109 |[(12 |14 | |12 |13 (17 |09 |(©08) |(©07) |06 [(06) |(14)
Secramento 49 |43 |34 |45 |55 |47 ||77 |54 |19™ |64 (82 192 20 |16 |07 |25 |36 |11
13) 1(10) [(10) (12 |(13) |(15) |[(18) |(1.3) |08 [(15) |17 |@23) |07 |(©06) |(04) |09 [(1.1) |(05)

Notes:
Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (***).
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Table 2.11: Past 12 Month Drug and Alcohol Treatment Admissions, Table 2.12: Past 12 Month Drug, Alcohol, and Mental Health Inpatient
2000-2003" and 2007-2012 Treatment Nights, 2000-2003" and 2007-2012
Drug or Alcohol Treatment Inpatient or Residential to Drug or Alcohol Treatment
Primary Primary
City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
na |04 |00 |01* |00 |04 |00 447 |40° |26 |00 |08 |07 |04 |03
Atlanta 00) [(00) |00 (00 |©00) |(©0) Atlanta 18) | (14 |19 |12 |13 |y (13 @)
_ 04 |04 |04 |o1 o1 |02 |04 |04 |02 |04 _ 17 |22 |19 |29 |69 |20 |07 |06 |12 |29
Chicago 1109y |(0.0) |(00) |(00) |(00) |(©1) |(©3) |(00) |©1) |(00) Chicago 1 og) | (14) |05 |(07) |01 |(10) |13 |(10) |©8) |(15)
04 |00 |04 |o1 Jot [00* |01 |04 |01 |04 39 |20 |23 |19 |42 |27 |53 |32 |53 |29
D 00) |(00) |(©0) |(0.0) |(00) [(0.0) [(00) |00 |(©0) |(00) DEnET ©7 |07 |[©7n |(10) [(10) (08 |12 |10 |(14) |(12)
02 |02 o4 |o1 Jo1 Jo2 |02 |o4 |01 |0d 57 |57 |49 |74* |14 |19 (35 |51 |45 |36
NewYok 100y |00) [(00) |00) |(00) [(00) |(04) |00 |00 |(00) NewYork | o) |12 ((10) (12 |(18) 1oy |12 (4 |0 |08
02¢ |01 |04 |00 Joo |00 |00 |00 |00 |00 13% |24 |[11% |14 |32 |43 |04* |25 |51 |46
Sacramento | o Loy 0.4) |@©4) |©1) |04 |©01) |01 |00 |1 Sacramento | 5 | 05) |(05) |06 |(07) |(12) |03 |08 |13 |(13)

Table 2.13: Past 12 Month Mental Health Inpatient Treatment Nights,
2000-2003" and 2007-2012

Average of Total Number of Nights of Inpatient Notes:
) Mental Health/ Psychiatric Treatment Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Primary Question asked only of arrestees who reported 12-month drug use.
City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
Atlant 08 06 06 0.4 1.2 06 09 1.0 Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.
anta (05) |(04) |(06) |(03) |05 [(03) [(0.5) |(0.6)
0.2 0.7 0.8 | 0.2 0.7 02 02 03 0.0 02 " Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012 for
Chicago ADAM 1I. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
(1.5) 0.7) (03 (04) (0.9 (0.3) |(04) (0.3) 0.3) 1(0.3) published under the original ADAM program.

03 |06 |04 |02 |05 |05 (10 [15 |10 0.
D 02 (02 |02 |(©03) |04 |(©3) |08 [08) |[(05 (02
11 |07 |06 |03 |06 |15 |07 |08 |04 |21
(0.3) |(04) |(03) |04 |(05) |07 [(03) |©5 |02 |(1.0)
02 |02 |01 |03+ |o1 |02 |05 |03 [114* |00
©1) 1) [©1) |[©1) |01 [©1) (06 |02 |06 (1)

New York

Sacramento
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Table 3.1: Proportion of All Adult Male Arrestees with Agreement in Self-report and Urine Test by Site, 2012

Primary City Marijuana Cocaine Opiates Methamphetamines
Atlanta 85.0% 78.5% 96.3% 99.4%
Chicago 77.3% 90.6% 94.9% 99.7%
Denver 84.2% 86.6% 95.1% 94.1%
New York 81.4% 85.8% 94.3% 99.4%
Sacramento 81.5% 92.9% 92.0% 84.5%
Overall Congruence 81.7% 87.1% 94.5% 95.4%

Table 3.2: Proportion of Adult Male Arrestees Testing Positive and Self-reporting Use by Site, 2012

Primary City Marijuana Cocaine Opiates Methamphetamines
Atlanta 79.1% 34.3% 25.0% 50.0%
Chicago 80.2% 43.1% 59.0% 50.0%
Denver 87.7% 51.3% 55.6% 55.6%
New York 82.5% 46.4% 54.1% nla
Sacramento 88.0% 38.9% 43.9% 65.2%
Overall Congruence 83.4% 42.8% 50.0% 62.8%
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Table 3.3: Urine Test Results on Any Drug Test Among Adult Male Arrestees
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Percent of Arrestees Testing Positive for:

Any of 10 Drugs®

Primary Trend®

City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | p.yalue
723 699 |678 |600 |646 |620 |641 |623

Atlanta 66 |39 les |49 |en |68 |64 |67 |
_ 893 (896 |874 |891 |865 |865 |821 (826 |805 |864

Chicago |y |45 (13 |(14) @7 |9 @2 |@o) |36 |@34) 0.002
685 |66.0° |667 |733 |714 |67.6 |696 633" |687 |719

DEnET 19 (19 |19 |22 |@5 |@7 |25 |30 |(26) |29 0.880
83.8" 80.8 (832 | 737 [692 |69.2* |68.9" |752 |727 |759

NewYork | 160 (19 (1) |(19) |31 |29 61 |@n |63 |@n | o0
746 (756 |799 840 |779 |776 684|800 |810 |795

Saciamento |, 0 100 |17) |0) (@5 |@4) |62 |@n @5 |z | %

Table 3.4: Urine Test Results of Multiple Drug Use Among Adult Male Arrestees

2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Percent of Arrestees Testing Positive for:

Multiple Drugs (Any of 10)°

Primary Trend®

City | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2042 | pyaie
199 |170 | 142 (153 |137 |131 |145 |17

Atlanta 66 |35 161 62 |60 |63 |68 @1y | 21
_ 56.4%* 321|365 | 40.8"*| 382 |404™* (282 |272 |313 |218

Chicago | (s9) |(70) |(19) |@3) |(42) |4 |48 @43 |39 @4 0
26 |214 (219 [295 |218 |205 [192 |14.3%* |235 |243

D A7 1(16) (17 |4 23 |22 |22 |[@1) |25 |30 0.339
3407|323 203" | 261 |234 (245 (254 |261 |204 |222

NewYok | o0 102 o) |18 |29 @9 |7 |en e o |00
206 |288 (358 |396 |321 |287 |274 |377 |382 |343

Sacamento | oo |03 |21) |28) |30 @7 |29 |63 |64 |69 | ™

Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (¥**).

Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.

* Ten drugs tested include marijuana, cocaine, opiates, amphetamine, phencyclidine (PCP),
benzodiazepines, propoxyphene, methadone, barbiturates, and oxycodone.

® The p-value from a test for a linear trend in estimates over 2000 — 2012.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007 — 2012
for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.
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Table 3.5: Urine Test Results for Marijuana Among Adult Male Arrestees
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Percent of Arrestees Testing Positive for:

Marijuana
Primary Trend®
City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | pyalue
377 1330 |309 |318 368 |351 |359 368
Atlanta @2 |64 |63 ey |6 |64 |63 |6e |
_ 530 (559 |486* |525 |515 (486 |494 |558 |549 |584
Chicago  1(g0) |(76) |(19) |(22) |@2 |@44) |53 |48 |@43) |(4) 0.543
Demver 44 401 (306 (433|427 |16 |450 399 |43 |42 |
200 (19 |@0) |5 |7 @7 |28 |G |@8 [(33) '
Moo |S057T 42T 42Tt 422 (382t 419" (412 482 400 515 |0
@21 123 @2 o |63 |32 |B1) |G |35 |@36) '
Socramento | 192|480 805 495 458 467 |46t (577 861|540 |
@7 |(26) [@1) |28 [(B0) (29 |B2 |33 |(33) |(40)

Table 3.6: Urine Test Results for Cocaine Among Adult Male Arrestees
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Percent of Arrestees Testing Positive for:

Cocaine®
Primary Trend®
City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | p.yalue
46.1* | 4884557 405" |369 |333 |328 |323
Atlanta @3 |45 |48 @9 @1 |63 |61 |E3 | OV
_ 50.4* | 40.2° 489 | 528" 40.9* | 438|332 |20.0* |252 |1838
Chicago 1 (g6) |(75) [(19) |(22) |@2 |42 |50 |43 |35 |@1) <0.001
Demver 343 |335° (316|307 370 327 (286 |194% 248|206 | oo
200 (18 |19 |(26) |27 |(26) |25 |@3) |@5 |@3.1) '
Now Yo | BHO 458" 498 3677 336" 297 (318" (303|246 250 | o0,
@1) @24 |22 [0 |63 |31 |29 |29 |9 |30
Sacrameno | 1867 [ 1737|2060 | 225 214 172 1105 122|103 84 | o0
@1) (19 |18 |4 |5 @1 |17 |@1) |(18) |@0) '

Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***). Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not

collect data.

® The p-value from a test for a linear trend in estimates over 2000 — 2012.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007 — 2012
for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.

Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level
(**), or 0.01 level (***). Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.

 Arrestees tested positive for cocaine metabolites which can represent both the crack or powder forn
® The p-value from a test for a linear trend in estimates over 2000 — 2012.
" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007 — 2012
for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.
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Table 3.7: Urine Test Results for Opiates Among Adult Male Arrestees
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Percent of Arrestees Testing Positive for:

Primary Trend®

Ciy | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2042 | 5 yaie
37 (19 |14 |16 |25 |58 |66 |47

Atlanta 20 |y o |0 05 |G8 |68 |3y | 00
_ 361 |204* 251 | 238" 202 286" |178 |144 |186 |15.1

Chicago | s) |(72) (17 |(19) |33 |39 |39 60 |31 @7 0
36" |43 [34% |77 |32 |40 500 |52 [101 |93

D ©7) (08 |(©7) |15 |08 |10 |(12) |[(14) |@0) |2 <0.001
197 162" (128 |136 |82 |68 |92 |76 |84 |10.0

NewYork | 7y Ly |y (4 |8 (16 (15 |14 |6 |@o | O
3% |63 |54 |73 |61 |43 |55 [107 |96 |79

Sacamento | o |12 (09) |(14) |(15 (10 |13 @2 @y |2 |0

Table 3.8: Urine Test Results for Methamphetamine Among Adult Male Arrestees
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Percent of Arrestees Testing Positive for:

Methamphetamine
Primary Trend®
City 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 p-value
27 113 07 |04 02 05 |07 |03
Atlanta (14) |(08) |(06) |(04) [(02) |(05) [(0.6) |(0.3) 0.130
_ 00 (14 (08 |13 o7 |04 |06 |06 |10 |08
Chicago | 03y (23 (03 |(05 (08 |04 |07 |05 |07 |09 |0
bemer | B4 42 657 65* |57 34 g (40 500 134 |
©07) |08 |09 (2 |14 (09 |12 |12 |¢5 |@8 |
02 |03 |06™ |03 |04 |04 |00 |01 |04 |00
NewYork | o0y 10y |02 |04 o) (01 |00 |01 |01 o1 |
311% 310" |364 | 458 |356 |345 |307* (332 |429 |404
Sacamento | ) |03 24) |28) |G |29 |30 62 |35 |@wo | M

Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***). Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not
collect data.

® The p-value from a test for a linear trend in estimates over 2000 — 2012.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007 — 2012
for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.

Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***). Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not

collect data.

® The p-value from a test for a linear trend in estimates over 2000 — 2012.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007 — 2012
for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.
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Table 3.9: Self-reported Past 30 day Use, 2007-2012: Marijuana, Crack and Powder Cocaine, Heroin and Methamphetamine

O e [ cooooame | powsrcom
Primary

City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
421 M4 |445 403 422 394 ||[267°234"*[188™ | 166 |125 |105 |[90 |82 |64 |44 |45 |52

Aanta 134 136) |(33) (29 |37 (@5 [|GN) 160 @5 |@n |en |e4 |leo |19 |15 |12 |12 |(16)
, 566 (519 |44.3* 534 |532 562 ||22.8"*|23.0**135 |81 109 |94 ||54 |29 [82* |43 |55 |23
Chicago 144y |37 |@8) |49 |38 |49 [|35 |31 163 @3 |23 |en |19 |12 |en @2 |18 |14
454|446 (476 |527* |477 |463 [|203* [167 |149 [110 |137 |148 |[141* |104 [102 |82 |85 |87

Denver o5y |25) |26) |9) |25 33 |len (19 (19 |08 (07 @2 |l1e |15 |16 |¢5 |04 |17
39.3* 402" (443" |514 (512 |530 ||99 |72* [104 [112 |93 114 |[83 |72 |93 |94 |92 |75

NewYork 1og)y 127) |24 |26 22 |64 |15 |03 |04 |16 |13 ey |04 (12 |04 |14 |13 |06
447 454 467+ | 534|553 |57.3 |[114%+|89 |53 |62 |58 |38 |[72 |47 |37 |36 |51 |57

Sacrameno | o 106 |29 [29) |@7) |63 |18 15 |12 |13 02 @y |05 @ |ao @y @ |15

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
03 |05 05 |06 |08 |52 |[13 |01 |04 |11 |10 |05
Atlanta 03) [(04) [(04) |©04) |07 [B9 [[07) [(01) |(©03) |06 |(07) |(0.3)
, 206248134 119 [149* 85 {00 (00 |na |nfa |na |00
Chicago |33y |32) |30) |30) |26) |25 [|©0) |(00) (0.0)
33 |15 |42 |36 |44 |58 |[5.1%* [3.0** |49 |58 |78 [119
Denver — 1og) |05 (1) |10) |10 |15 |12 |09 (12 |05 |15 |26
55 |55 |71 |54 |42* |73 |lo8 |02 |04 |09 |10 |15

New York
12 112 a1 109 |08 |17 |07 [(03) |04 |07 |(07) |(10)
277 |24 |26 |42% |57 |81 |[28.9" 256|253 | 266|356 |375
Sacramento | ey 107) [08) |(10) (13 |19 |26 |23) |25 |26 |@7) |33

Notes:
Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to
sample size considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform
annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters.
If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.10: Self-reported Use of Marijuana, 2007-2012

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 ([ 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

285 [276 [298 [284 293 [312 |[343 [354 [389 [347 [358 [331 |[[469 (470 [482 [460 [46.1 [44d
82 B3 B2 |27 |G @4 [|@3) @B B3 |28 |36 [(42) |34 G |33 |29 (1) [@49
. 36.4* |356" 328" |369 (442 |469 ||447 |458 |397* |468 (496 |527 |[60.7 |586 |492* 582 |57.1 |618
chicage o) |36 @6 @7 (8 |49 |[@) 67 |48 |49 |68 |49 |40 66 |48 @8 |7 |47
334|343 [341 (347 |348 299 [[400 |402 (417 439 |411 |400 [|512 [493 |520 |579 |542 |532

Atlanta

Demver 4y |@4) |25 |28 |4 |29 |[@5 (@5 |28 |29 |5 |62 |5 |25 |26 @9 |25 |62
27.6"* | 31.9* |324* |36.7 |38.9 408 32.8%** | 36.8*** | 37.4* |43.7 |44.7 474 46.4** | 4471494 565 |55.3 55.5
NewYok 1os) |26) |23 (25 |22 |63) |[e8) @7 |4 @5 |22 |64 |8 @1 @4 @5 |2 |63
31.6™** | 33.5*** | 35.0*** | 40.7** |43.5 48.1 37.0** | 38.0** | 40.8** |45.0 |504 50.3 49.5%** | 51.3** | 52.5** 160.3 |59.5 63.3
Sacamento o) s |8 |9 @1 64 |en ee |9 9 ey |64 [es e ey lesy len |62
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses () represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
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Table 3.11: Average Age at First Use for Those Who Admit Use in Prior 30 Days, 2000-2003 and 2007—-2012", Marijuana and Heroin

City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

158 161 | 164 |161 |164 |164 [160 |159 219 | 214 |219 |238 [231 |196 |227 |237
Atlanta 03) 102 [(©03) [03) |03 |02 |(03) |[(04) (14) |(13) |(16) |(19 (19 |(14) |(19) |23
_ 157 1657|154 |152 |149 [146 |145 (151 |147 |147 |[251 |226 |242 |248 |238 |236 |202* |206 |255 |23.9
Chicago | o7y |(03) [01) |02 |04 |03 03 |04 |02 04 [@0 |11 04 |05 |13 09 (10 |14 |14 |(16)
153|151 |155% [150 |149 [151 [149 (146 |148 [148 |[246 |226 |242 232 |27.7" |250 247 |240 267 241

Denver —102) |02 |02 |02 |02 |02 |02 |02 |03 |03 |08 |07 |07 |09 a9 |13 @y |12 |13 (12
150 [150 [148 |148 154" 146 [153* |154* |150* |[146 |220 |213 |205% |208* (237 |219 |215 |223 |234 233
NewYok 104y 102 1) |02 |03 (02 |02 02 |01 (03 |04 |05 05 |08 |11 |08 |09 ©8 |07 |(12)
146 |145 |145 |149 147 |149 |145 |150* |144 |145 |221 |236 |237 |232 |237 |233 |227 |230 |239 |236
Sacrameno | o0 102 102 |02 |02 (02 |02 |02 02 |02 |[en |08 07 |08 |t |02 |01 0o |08 |00
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).
Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012 for ADAM II.
Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously published under the original ADAM program.
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Table 3.12: Average Age at First Use for Those Who Admit Use in Prior 30 Days, 2000-2003 and 2007—-2012", Crack, Powder Cocaine

Primary

City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
276 | 258 |279 |262 |275 |248 |263 |262 230 | 207 |225 |216 |215 202 |210 |219

Atlanta ©09) |07 |(10) |09 |09 |08 |(1.1) |(12 07 |05 |07 [©07) [©07) |06 [(08) |(1.0)
, 281 |27 (262 |263 (257 |242 |239 |285 (250 |245 |[247% |223* |21.8% | 227°* 220* |21.9% [210 |227* |204 |190
Chicago 103y | (10) |(04) | (05) |(14) (09 |(12) |23) |(13) |@0) |4 |10 |04 ©5 |11 [©09 (10 |16 |07 |(13)
26.9%*| 260" | 26.9** | 26.7**| 24.8" | 26.1** | 258 |24.6* (243 |229 || 217* | 214 |217* |21.0 |219% |212 |217 |215 |220* |205

Denver 1105 |05 |05 |07 |07 |08 |08 |08 |07 |08 |03 |04 |04 |05 |05 |04 ©5 |05 |05 |08
260 |252 |262 |256 [256 |253 (262 |250 |253 (257 |[21.0 |200 |202 |197* |212 [197 |212 |204 [203 |212

NewYok 104y (05 |05 |06 |(1) (09 |08 |08 |08 |11 |03 |04 ©3) |04 |07 |06 |05 |05 |05 |07
259* |257* |240 |250 |243 244 |254 |258* |232 |236 | 20.6**|20.0* |202* |19.9 196 |21.0%*|206* |20.0* |205 |18.9
Sacramento | 5 | 06) |06 |(07) |08 |©7 |10 09 |©n |an 03 |03 |03 |04 |05 05 |05 |05 |05 |05

Table 3.13: Average Age at First Use for Those Who Admit Use In Prior
30 Days, 2000-2003 and 2007-2012", Methamphetamine

. Methamphetamine
Primary

City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
248 206 245 211 234 |219 |202 |222
Atianta 5 |(13) |(19) |(16) |@3) |(15) [(18) |(25)
, 254 258 |218 |212 |253* [220 |186 |51.8** |286* |19.8
Chicago | (10.4) | (7.4) |(14) |(15) |26) |25 |28 |(19) |@46) |(@24)
214 | 225 |219 |232 | 242 |237 |27.2%|254* |242* | 217
DEnET 05 |(©06) |06 |07 |08 |(10) |(11) |(1.1) |10 |09
227 237 |209* |206* |274 |233 (242 |[19.7* |294 |278

New York
an (16 |2 |15 |(19 (18 |20 |(16) |28 |40
205 206 |209 [210 213 (214 |215 |205 |214 |216
Sacramento | o | 04) |(04) |(04) |05 |(06) |06 |08 |06 |©07)

Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).

Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012
for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.
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Table 3.14: Acquisition of Marijuana by Adult Male Arrestees, Table 3.15: Acquisition of Crack Cocaine by Adult Male Arrestees,
2000-2003 and 2007-2012" 2000-2003 and 2007-2012"
Acquired Marijuana in Past 30 days Acquired Crack Cocaine in Past 30 days
% of Arrestees % of Arrestees
Primary Primary
City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
433 | 503" |441 |454 455 |430 422 400 3147 | 247 28.7°* | 2427 [19.7* |[17.0~ |128 |107
Atlanta @37 |31 |35 (38 |33 |29 |37 |@4) Atlanta 36) |26 (32 |30 |25 |@1) |@1) |@3)
_ 487 |481 |513 |570 |556 |555 (462 |555 |539 |56.9 _ 27.3% | 256 |31.3"* | 34.6"*| 22.3** | 255 166 |92  |147 |12
Chicago | uo) |(51) |(15) |(19) |@1) |37) |49 |(49) |38 |@49) Chicago | 38y |(40) [(14) | (19) |(34) (32 |(36) |(26) |(26) |(29)
448 463 |440 463 |446 (444 479 523 |457 |446 19.9* [195* |187* 190 |20.1* [17.2 (153 |123 |139 |145
DEnET 20) [(19) |19 |3) |5 |25 |(26) |29 |@5 |32 DEnET 16) (15 |15 (18 |1 |19 |19 |¢18) |(17) |2
494|483 496 |412* (422 (398" 448 |505 |505 |48.2 2147 22,3 | 244 | 147 1108 |74* 100 |11 [102 |116
New York New York
19 (22 |18 |22 |8 |27 |4 |(26) |2 |33 (15 [(18) |15 |(16) |(16) |(13) |(14) |(15) |(14) |@1)
475 |529 |524 | 475" | 430" 456 |46.0** |51.7* |545 |58.3 14,6 | 127|151 | 146|117 |9.9™ |52  |63* |53 |36
Sacameno | o5 100y [21) |26 |@7) |26 |29 |29 |@7) |33 Sacramento | v |43y (1) | (19) |(18) |(16) (1) (13 |12 | 1)

Table 3.16: Acquisition of Powder Cocaine by Adult Male Arrestees,
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Acquired Powder Cocaine in Past 30 days
% of Arrestees
Notes:

Primary

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.

City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
M2 [ 145787 8.9 6.0 46 47 54 0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***). Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not
Atlanta ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) collect data.
23) |22 |(18) [(19 (14 ((12) [(1.2) |(1.6)
chi 58 4.7 8.8*** |8.8"* 6.6 4.0 75 54 71 36 " Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012
Icago for ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those
(11287) (11'%)“ (1%'%)“ (112 18) (125 16)*** (11047) (12056) 22%5) 52%0) .531 67) previously published under the original ADAM program.
DEnET 13) [(14) |(13) |(16) |(19) |15 |(15) |(15) |(14) |(18)
New York 16.7** | 16.6** |14.6** | 104 |11.0 |81 9.4 9.9 9.5 9.8
BWYOK 14y [(18) |(13) |(13) [(18) |(13) |(14) |14 |(13) |(1.9)
3.6 4.0 5.7 6.5 8.7 58 41 3.3 6.1 6.8
Sacramento

10) |07 [0 |(13) (17 |13 () @0 (13 @7
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Table 3.17: Acquisition of Heroin by Adult Male Arrestees,
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Acquired Heroin in Past 30 days
% of Arrestees

Primary
City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011

2012

26 20 0.5 1.3 038 1.0 1.7 22

Atlanta (14) (09 |04 |07 |08 |(06) |(10) |(15)

31.5%%% | 29.2%** | 24.7%* | 24.4***) 21.9"* | 26.56* |15.0 |124 |16.6* |10.0

Chicago | 39) |45 |(13) |(17) |34 |32 |32 |34 |@7) |@7)

33 |40 3.6 B/ 3.3 16" |43 3.7 46 6.2

D ©on |07 o7 |11 |09 |05 (1) (10 |10 |16

New York

Sacramento

18.3* | 15.9** | 152 | 117 |60 |61 |72 |54 |43 |70
(14) [(18) |(13) | (14 |(12) |(13) |[(11) |©9) |08 (.7
52 |66 |60 |34 |33 |24 |24 |46 |62 |74
10) (1) @) |09 [(10) |07 |08 |1 |[(13) |(18)

Table 3.18: Acquisition of Methamphetamine by Adult Male Arrestees,
2000-2003 and 2007-2012"

Acquired Methamphetamine in Past 30 days
% of Arrestees

Primary
City 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011

2012

387 |18 1.1 0.1 0.4 1.2 0.9 0.5

Atlanta (16) | ©7) (06 |(01) |03 |(05) |06 |(©4)

n/a n/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a 0.0

Chicago 0.0) |(0.0) |(0.0) |(0.0) [(0.0) (0.0)

3.9 |6.0™ |53 |48 |47 |31 |48% |61 |82 118

Denver 08) [(09) |(08 |(10) |(1.1) (09 |(1.1) [(15) |(15) |(25)

New York

Sacramento

04 101 |08 |01 |07 |na |04 |04 |09 |13
©1) 101 [©3) |(0.1) |©06) 03) |(03) |(06) |(1.1)
2454 | 27.5%* | 285 | 357 | 28.0%* | 25.7 |57+ | 27.2%* |355 | 384
21 (18 |19 |@5 |25 [@23) (25 |26 |@7) |33

Notes:
Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*),
0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
Empty cells indicate years in which the site did not collect data.
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size
considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters.

If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.

" Data from 2000-2003 were re-estimated using the methodology utilized in 2007-2012 for
ADAM II. Consequently these estimates may differ somewhat from those previously
published under the original ADAM program.
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Table 3.19: Percent of Adult Male Arrestees Who Acquired Marijuana, Crack or Powder Cocaine, Heroin and
Methamphetamine Reporting Cash Buys in Past 30 Days, 2007-2012

O e [ cooooame | poweooam
Primary

City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
665 |718 |714 |622 |53.7 621 ||947 |97.2 |930 |887 860" |972 |[697 |440 |500 |783 |895 |69.8

Atlanta GA) [(52) |45 |@46) [(62) |69 |[22) |(14) |29 |@45) |®6.1) [(30) [|(11.8) [(12.0) |(135) | (109) |(8.0) |(16.6)
, 821 |735° |69.9* (766 |829 831 ||926 |87.9 (954 |755 (744 (364 |[89.3 |37.6 |614 428 |774 |74
Chicago 139y |43) |(64) (52 |(36) |44 ||43) |52 @47 |(134)|©1) |38) ||(105) |(165) |(187) | (258) |(12.0) |(246)
523 |537 |558 | 565 |525 (481 ||778 |754 |769 |792 |767 |702 |[474 |582 |514 |488 |423 |520

Denver 138y |38) |37) |@0) |@7) |48) |49 |61 |67 |64 |67 |75 |67 |79 |79 |@©5 |85 |(102)
650 (743 |735 687 |71.0 (672 ||966™ |966* |81.1 |817 |779 |804 ||[787 |835 [821 |769 |69.4 |746

NewYork 145 1oy |34) |37 30) |60 ||G4) |34 |64 |65 |63 |07 ||68) |59 |59 |62 (66 |©6)
56.7°*(39.0 |426 |51.2* |465 (422 ||790 |760 |886 |89 (807 |762 |[550 |414 [436 |344 |76.4* |482
Sacramento |, 1y 137y @) |@0) |67 |63 |69 (73 |64 |62 |69 |(132) ||104) |119) |(134) |(155) |88) |(12.9)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

n/a 927 (687 |[782 |359 [89.1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Atlanta (89) |(36.1) | (302) | (26.7) |(144)

844 (925 |956 815 (896 (943 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Chicago

(6.5 |(3.3) |(46) |(10.8) [(5.3) |(5.9)

754 846 (858 935 |87.0 |74.1 588 |60.1 (681 |59.2 |66.9 (732
Cramesy (12.9) |(14.4) |(8.3) |(6.9) [(9.5) |(12.8) [[(12.5) |(14.3) |(11.6) | (13.7) | (9.4) |(9.5)
New York 836 (736 |843 |769 |856 633 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
ewrok N2y l(104) (67 |89 |(7.0) |(15.2)

83.8** |741 |70.6 |83.0** |83.5* |52.3 750 |604 (631 |69.7 |706 [70.2
Sacramento

(11.0) |(12.7) |(16.8) |(8.5) |(8.6) |(13.0) [[(4.6) |(5.1) |(56) |(5.1) |(43) |(5.1)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.20: Percent of Adult Male Arrestees Who Acquired Marijuana, Crack or Powder Cocaine, Heroin and
Methamphetamine Reporting Noncash Acquisition in Past 30 Days, 2007-2012

O e [ cuoooame | poweooam
Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
527 1490 (485 598 530 511 |[31.3° |33.1* |39.4™ |411°*|42.3" 150 |[492 |613 |630 |366 |27.9 |54.7
Atlanta 53) |67) |61 (@5 |69 @) ||67) |65 |68) |66) |82 |69 |[(112) |(11.0) [(119) |(123) |(11.3) |(14.8)
, 504 |61.3* (724" 574 (506 (481 ||47.7 |437 (389 |538 |734"*|289 |[61.0* |57.9 |569 |74.2* 425 [19.0
Chicago 156 |(49) |(66) |(66) |(52) |65 ||(86) |(73) |(120) |(15.0) | (83) |(13.0) ||(16.9) |(17.3) |(187) | (2656) |(153) |(19.8)
685 (735 (694 (670 |755 (747 ||477 |553 |494 |466 |575 |594 ||674 |530 |528 |68.9 |66.2 (647
Denver 135 133) |36) |(40) |31 |40 [|68) |61 |69 |81 |68 |78 |69 |78 |79 |@©86) |(681) |(©9.0)
659 (644 (591 (688 (680 |60.7 |[37.6 |[357 |294 |397 |486 (415 |[406 |[354 [207 |518* 472 |33.1
NewYork 141y 143y |37) |34 29 |48 |7 @8 |67 |75 |72 o7 |76 |@4 |68 |79 (72 |©5)
809 798 770 |730* 802 808 |[|558 |50.9* |37.7** 3457598 |774 |[709 |770 |694 |666 |54.1 |728
Sacramento | a3 |50 |(34) |(36) |(29) |(34) ||@1) |86) |(11.0) |(100) |(120) |(11.9) ||@1) |©@0) |(122) |(150) |(114) |(115)
Primary
City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
n/a n/a n/a n/a 985 |99.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Atlanta (43.3) |(04)
. 487 (355 (395 [321 |33.0 |4741 nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa
Chicago  187) |(68) |(114) |(118) (80) |(14.6)
435 (230 (487 |399 |257 |246 ||665° (393 [565 (524 |60.0 |420
Denver 1134) |(16.1) |(135) | (14.1) | (11.3) |(104) ||(123) |(14.3) |(125) | (134) | (10.0) |(115)
374 (397 (345 323 |446 |50.1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NewYork 1102) |(124) |(83) |(68) |96 |(134)
513 (430 (411 (357|709 (699 |[67.0 |705 |650 |557**|686 |735
Sacramento
(14.0) |(16.9) |(17.2) |(11.7) |(102) |(104) ||52) |@7) |(56) |(6.0) |@7) |@49)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.21: Average Number of Days Acquiring Selected Drugs Through Cash and Noncash by Adult Male Arrestees, 2012

Acquired Marijuana Acquired Crack Cocaine [ Acquired Powder Cocaine Acquired Heroin Acquired Methamphetamine
in Past 30 days in Past 30 days in Past 30 days in Past 30 days in Past 30 days
Mean Number of Days Mean Number of Days Mean Number of Days Mean Number of Days Mean Number of Days
2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
Primary
City Cash Noncash Cash Noncash Cash Noncash Cash Noncash Cash Noncash
8.2 85 100 6.9 77 36 132 nfa 16.8 5.1
Atlanta (14) (13) (2.3) (3.1) (2.5) (13) (8.4) (11.2) (32
_ 153 59 171 15 94 03 17.0 2.1 n/a n/a
Chicago (15) 1.2) (3.0) (1.0) (3.9) (0.9) 2.8) 1.1)
7.2 6.3 119 6.5 6.5 34 16.0 58 116 102
DT (1.0) (0.8) (1.7) (1.8) (1.8) (1.0) (3.0) (3.2) @27) @7)
139 58 159 46 8.1 17 19.0 8.6 nia nia
New York (1.2) (1.0) 2.1) (1.6) (2.3) (1.1) (2.8) (3.5)
78 6.1 152 35 17 33 13.0 5.7 122 53
Sacramento (1.1) (0.8) 45) 2.9) (2.4) (16) (32) (2.4) (13) (1.0)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.

Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).

An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:

1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.

2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.22: Average Number of Purchases of Marijuana, Crack or Powder Cocaine, Heroin and Methamphetamine in

Past 30 Days, 2007-2012

O e [ cooooame | powscome
Primary

City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
70 |84 |76 |65 |84 |75 |[17.37 182" 142" [1427 [130 |90 ||67 |35 |59 |59 |44 |50

Alanta —109) |09 |08 |06 |09 |10 |14 |04 |04 02 |15 o |04 |00 |00 12 a4 @D
, 85 105 (103 [105 (126 |117 ||106 [109 |78 [72* |146 133 |[39 |23 |70 |73 |39 |66
Chicago 112 09) (13 |(12 |10 12 [l@) |14 (@5 @3 |19 |26 |28 |07 |28 |29 |08 |(34)
56 |61 |64 |53 |59 |68 {91 |89 |96 |71 |93 |91 ||46 |49 |43 |54 |34 |48

Denver o5 05 |05 |05 |04 (07 |0 (0o (@ (a2 (a0 @13 {09 @) (10 (12 |09 |12
73 114 109 |99 |115 |97 |[134 |160 [144 134 [130 |124 |76 |93 (90 |65 |69 |64

NewYork 110y 108 |07 @7 05 |09 |19 @1 (085 |15 |04 |08 |07 (03 |05 |13 |00 |19
83 (69 (72 |64 |81 |68 ||96 |104 |65 |78 |74 |102 |[24 |35 |18 |13 |81* |31
Sacramento | ey |05) |06 |05 |08 |07 |14 |15 |04 |16 |19 |63 |08 |10 |07 |08 |16 |(16)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
214 |64 |256 (139 |73 |116 |[76 |39 |59 |64 |28 |68
Atlanta (122) |(5.0) |(88) |(54) |(54) |(7.8) |[|(1) |(35) |(34) |(36) |(37) |(43)
. 18.0 |20.3** |21.0* |16.9 |21.2* |13.7 (|n/a nla nla nla nla nla
Chicago 102 |(15) |22) |(26) |(19) |27
146 (142 |151 |142 (143 [140 |[|84 |64 |74 |84 |78 |97
DEnET 32 |45 |29 |28 |5 |28 |18 |24 |19 |20 |(14) |(19)
152 |153 (185 [163 [171 |16.3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NewYork ooy 26 |(17) |(19) (18 |(26)
138" (86 |94 [139* |127* |78 ||95* |100* |74 |88 |106™*|7.7
Sacramento |\, 1) 1oy |36) | 29) |20) |24 ||0n) |08 |08 |09 |09 |08
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (***).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.23: Percent Reporting Last Drug Buy was Directly from Dealer, 2007-2012, Marijuana, Crack and Powder Cocaine,
Heroin and Methamphetamine

O e [ cooooame | poweooam
Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 ([ 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

927 |931 |944 |950 |920 (963 |[922 |923 |919 |941 910 |959 |[935 820 |89.3 |934 |850 |97.3
Atlanta 30) 1(30) |(24) |(20) |@1) |26) |47 |@3) |@4) |(33) |65 |45 ||(63) |(134) [(93) [(62) |(13.1) |(34)
820 887 (911 850 (902 835 |[667 |905 |90.1 |811 |940 (864 ||[515 |na |na 401 |775 |79.1

Chicago 153 |39) |5.1) |(57) |(36) |54 ||(104) |49) |99 |(134)|@61) |99 |[(20.0) (61.3) | (18.0) |(23.9)
829 (913 |87.5 (890 |842 (839 ||76.9* 695 |789 |844 |849 (006 |[827 |686 |726 |932 |723 (806
Cramess @1 |9 |63) |33 |37 [(50) |[69) [7.1) |65 [(80) |(68) |52 ||(7.0) [(11.0) |(11.0) | (7.1) |(11.8) |(11.6)
855 (822 855 (841 863 (846 |[[844 (919 (943 |825 (893 |87.3 |[934 [918 (967 (839 |97.0 [89.2
NewYork 137) 1oy |31) |34) 25 |45 |65 |62 |32 |65 |43 |60 |42 |48 |20 |70) (17 |66)
Sacrameno |65 895|880 867" 886 (940 ||0.1* 1882 786 772 (820 |948 ||953 (814 803 333 (618 680

28) 1(33) |(36) |35 |(30) |5 |77 |(65) |(101) |(10.1) |(8:8) |(5:8) |[(38) |(134) |(147) | (294) | (154) |(20.3)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Atlanta

810 (865 (899 714 (932 937 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Chicago

8.7) |(5.8) |(7.5) |(15.7) [(4.9) |(6.5)

722 |850 |58.6 1939 |744 |924 937 |757 (765 (724 |921 |97.2
Denver 1 47.9) |(144) |307) |66) |(16:8) |66) |[73) |(188) |(148) |(184) | 57) |(35)
New York 905 (978 |95.0 907 |93.0 883 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
ewrok 158) 1(23) |(34) |(53) |(45) |02

876 |864 (928 793 |846 |765 749 811 |746 |654* |78.0 [794
Sacramento

(11.5) |(15.4) |(8.1) |(12.8) |(9.6) |(15.1) [[(5.8) |(5.5) |(6.8) |(7.6) |(56) |(5.8)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.

Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).

An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:

1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.

2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.24: Percent Reporting Last Drug Buy was from Regular Source, 2007-2012, Marijuana, Crack and Powder Cocaine,
Heroin and Methamphetamine

O e [ cooooame | powecoam
Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 ([ 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

600 |544 656 |626 |614 (526 |[551 |585 |695 |598 633 |505 ||51.9° |455° |769 |59.8 |59 |86.7
Atlanta 62 |68) |57 |54 |69 |65 ||72) |77) |69 |(73) |00 |(121) ||(14.0) |(169) |(14.0) | (183) |(163) |(138)
, 462 |480 [480 (416 (490 (488 ||538 |506 |51.3 |60.1 |74.0* (407 |[844 [280 |532 |nla |244 (486
Chicago 167y 1(63) [93) (80) |62 |77 ||©8) (82 |(134) |(185) | (106) |(136) ||(15.0) |(21.8) |(255) (15.8) |(35.3)
504 |522 (365|637 |511 615 |[520 |524 |441 |483 (646 (479 ||497* |677 |651 |704 |458 |71.9
Denver 157 |54) |52 |(54) |65 |69 ||@) [78) |84 |@©6) |79 |09 |l©6) [(102) |114) |(112) |¢150) |11.7)
424 571 |575 |550 |536 |582 ||44.9* |539 |773 |695 |654 |663 |[482 |72.3* |69.2* 499 |662* (393
(55 |(54) |(44) |@48) @) |60 |[85) [(103) (61) |(8.0) |86) |98 |[(04) |©7) |78 |(10.4) |95 |(11.7)
420" |39.7* |555 |538 |562 [581 ||[41.1 |516* |49.1 |57.2% |589* [17.6 ||665 |71.8 |577 |nla |487 |440
(59 |(60) |61) |57 |65 |65 ||(10.4) [(104) [(132) |(126) | (138) |(16.7) ||(145) |(17.0) |(23.) (19.4) |(21.0)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

215 |68.0 |522 |46.8 |n/a 75.8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Allanta 1(503) |(46.0) |(96.5) | (68.3) (326)
. 744 169.7 |770 (698 |748 |59.8 |[[n/a nla nla nla nla nla
Chicago 187y |(74) |(11.0) | (136) (85) |(152)
606 |77.1 (821 |694 |852 |618 |[526 (588 |434 |830 |734 |57.8

New York

Sacramento

Denver 1 14.8) |(200) |(11.0) | (157) | 75) |(157) |[(17.3) |22.4) |(17.8) | (138) | (11.9) |(18.4)
New York 30.2*|59.9 |78.0 |59.0* |716 816 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
GWTOK 1 (11.4) |(138) |(6.9) | (105) | (10.5) |(9.6)

586 (801 (735 (700 (442 |649 |[[50.1* |540 |433* 590 |57.3 (650
Sacramento

(162) |(15.2) |(18.8) | (14.1) |(13.4) |(15.3) ||7.0) |(72) |(78) |(75) |(63) |(66)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.

Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).

An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:

1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.

2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.25: Percent Reporting Last Drug Buy with Cash was Outdoors, 2007-2012, Marijuana, Crack and Powder Cocaine,
Heroin and Methamphetamine

O e [ Coooooame | powerooam
Primary

City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
437 |493 |513 |396 345 [383 ||61.8 628 |751 |669 |567 |67.0 ||[186™ |323 363 |318 |316 |64.1

Alanta 165 [(7.0) |64) |(55 |67 |83 ||68) |75 |63 |7.0) |©3) |(112) ||¢t01) |(16.0) |(167) | (16.1) |(152) |(17.8)
, 505 (659 (629 |81.3* (688 (619 |[622 (693 [652 (435 |424 598 |[330 [334 (432 |nla |215 |0

Chicago 169y (60) [9.0) (62 |67 |75 ||©6) |(7.7) [(133) |(185) | (114) |(144) ||(203) |(24.1) |(224) (14.7) | (n/a)

370|394 |49.7 417 |286 (326 |[439 (469 |685 [559 |581 (534 |[459 [543 [413 |694* 487 |350

Denver 154y |(5.1) |54) |(56) |48 |66) ||69) |78) |77 |@©6) |©4) |(10.1) ||©8) [(109) |(124) | (124) | (149) |(126)

537 |517 |484 |62.4*(435 |416 ||634™ (639 |616 |66.7* 660" |39.7 |[406 [388 (392 |433 |57 |325

NewYork 160y |(56) |49 |@49) 462 64 ||©6) |(114) (68 |7 @71 |12 |02 |6 |68 |(100) ©3) |(10.9)
276" |400"*|30.5* |24.1 [164 |153 ||376 |413 [340 (496 |542 (597 ||96 [359 (296 |nla |268 |0

Sacramento |51y \64) |(57) |@47) |(39) |@45) ||96) |(104) |(11.8) |(124) | (135) |(184) ||66) |(187) |(19.4) (15.2) | (n/a)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
n/a n/a 509 442 |232 |525 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Atlanta (67.0) | (586) | (30.0) |(44.6)
. 55.4***53.7***|38.2*** | 88.7 |51.4™*|915 |[[n/a nla |nfa na |nfa |nfa
Chicago  1(102) |(85) |(127) |(112) | 9.9) |(85)
695 (600 (676 |784 |719 687 |[|562 |nfa |67 |205 |372 |464
Denver  1452) |(205) |(152) | (124) | (124) |(149) ||(189) (7.1) | (154) | (196) |(24.9)
65.0* |59.4* |69.7*** 76.6"* 763|298 |[ln/a |nfla |nfa |nfa |nfa |na
NewYork 1117) |(129) |85 |©5) |©8 |(118)
512 (292 1209 |277 |380% |75 |[117 |258 |[321* |214 |207 [150
Sacramento
(18.7) |(19.8) |(16.6) | (13.7) |(14.0) |64) ||47) |(64) |(76) |(63) |(5.1) |@45)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (**), or 0.01 level (*¥**).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.26: Percent Reporting Any Failed Buy, 2007-2012, Marijuana, Crack and Powder Cocaine, Heroin and

Methamphetamine

O e | coooocame | powsrcom
Primary

City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

416" 1432 326|372 |220 241 ||[#17 |344 [396 366 |234 1361 |[294 |416 |457 331 |63 |17.7

Alanta — 162) |66) |55 |(52) |62 |64) [|7) (73 (@7 |00 |72 |01 |[118) (175 [(174) |(135) |54) |(112)

, 380 |348 [187 |344 |184 (270 ||227 |352 |477 |513 |192 190 |[265 |227 (288 542 139 |405

Chicago 164y |61) (72 |77 (49 |72 |74 (79 |(132) |(172) |(100) |(133) |[(187) |25.4) |27.9) |(66.7) | (152) |(30.4)
335% |247 176 (189 |222 [190 ||31.0 |287 [157 |260 |103 172 ||226 |215 |91 153 |42 |0

Denver 152 |we) |@) |@4) |43 |62 |62 |68) |53 |86) |48 |72 |7 |78) |58 |©7) |43 |na)

500 |479 |468 |500 |49.3 (435 |[632* 629 (365 |39.9 [432 |402 |[|508 |634* 430 |352 |29.1 (349

NewYork ey |53 |45) |@46) |39 |62 |78 |©6) |60 |@©0) |@1) |(106) ||©6) |©2 (69 |@©8) |@©8 |(124)

353 (374 (247 [354 |312 |282 ||454 |345 |489 |377 |598 |47.7 |[176 |148 [140 556 187 |16.9

Sacramento | 5 56) |49 (1) |(48) |(54) ||©6) |89 |(126) |(122) |(128) |(186) ||(105) |©6) |(115) |(334) |(113) |(132)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Atlanta
. 323 179 (196 |33.1 101 [10.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Chicago 19 |(7.0) |(106) |(16.1) |(74) |(9.9)
103 |nla |62 |na |63 |36 ||[128 225 [197 |nla |206 |27.3
DEnET (7.5) 4.9) @7 |35 [|(10.0) [(17.0) |(11.9) (12.3) |(14.1)
New York 76.5** (525 |347 333 |258 |19.8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
eWYOK 193) |(13.1) |(86) |(04) |©@4) |(117)
306 (389 |27.3 |334 |149* (412 ||369* |427 |408 |264** 397 |49.8
Sacramento
(13.7) |(21.1) |(14.8) | (14.6) | (7.7) |(156) ||(6.2) |(6.7) |(74) |(59) |(6.0) |(7.1)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.
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Table 3.27: Percent Reporting Any Failed Buy Due to Police Activity, 2007—2012, Marijuana, Crack and Powder Cocaine,
Heroin and Methamphetamine

ey T T
Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
255 139 |114 |02 |134 |63 7.2 29 3.7 37 |40 16.8 |[n/a n/a n/a n/a nla n/a
Atlanta (103) [(71) |(7.0) |@g8) |(107) |(69) |[42) |@7) |(35) |(28) |(B3) |(157)
) 154 [1563 |n/a 178 188 |0 111 [118 |144 382 |n/a 0 nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa
Chicago |77) |(7.3) (M15) |(118) [(a) ||(10.9) [(114) |(156) | (292) (n/a)
78 n/a 182 |n/a 74 0 74 n/a n/a 6.2 n/a 0 n/a nla nla nla n/a nla
L (5. (13.7) 77 |(na) ||(58) (7.1) (n/a)
148 |77 |85 |122 [108 |56 |[147 |168 |74 |76 |35 (85 [[20 |62 |98 |113 |nla |n/a
NewYork 159y |37) |(35) @1) |(38) @4 ||eN |98 [(78) [63) |B7) |O4) ||@3) |44 (75 |©0)
34 35 |35 nfa |22 29 49 8.9 181 |n/a n/a 10.8 |[n/a nla n/a nla nfa nla
Sacramento |, e |29) |(39) 18) |25 |63 [©5 |@148) (13.9)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Atlanta
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Chicago
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Denver
New York 211 |89 3.6 169 |37 10.2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
BWYON V(125 |(74) |@40) |(135) |(42) |(14.2)
S . n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 54 n/a n/a 45 6.5 3.3
acramento (4.2) 46) |(53) |(26)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses ( ) represent the standard error of the estimate presented.
Differences between each year and 2012 are reported as significant at the 0.10 level (*), 0.05 level (¥*), or 0.01 level (***).
An estimate may be reported as “n/a” for one of three reasons, all related to sample size considerations:
1) There are less than 10 observations in the ADAM I data, so we do not perform annualization.
2) The annualization factors require variation in all four quarters. If there were no variation in one or more of the quarters, we do not report an estimate.
3) There are no non-missing values for this measure in the reporting year.




Table 3.28: Percent Reporting Any Failed Buy Due to Unavailability of Drug, 2007—2012, Marijuana, Crack and
Powder Cocaine, Heroin and Methamphetamine

O e [ Cooooosme | poweooam
Primary
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City | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
154 216 |92 94 19.7 132 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 309 (201 |56.1 |26 n/a 16.6
Atlanta 64) [87) |(53) |(4.3) [(95) |(88) (22.8) |(21.8) |(28.4) | (3.6) (19.1)
. 111 198 nla 118 |nla 74 370 |74 nla nla 675 |nfa nla nla nla nla nla nla
Chicago 177 |(6.9) (113) 79 |l176) |78 (435)
441 494 |243 265 [227 |246 460 |41.0 |[375 |332 |57.3 [39.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Denver lg) |(120) |(120) |(114) | 92) |(125) ||(130) |(15.3) |(193) | (22.1) | (30.8) |(248)
168 [257 (139 |153 |123 (149 |[139 |501 (242 |124 [333 [196 ||68 |424 [253 |nla |239 |na
NewYork 179y 1(73) |54) |(63) |38 (73 ||(10.1) |(17.9) |(138) |(84) |(158) (192) ||(54) |(16.3) |(15.4) (19.3)
266 (211 |65 [107 |73 [158 |[|199 |114 [106 |67 |na |94 ||448 [107 |na |na |247 |9.3
Sacramento | ;o) 1g0) |42 |50) |@48) |64 |[122) |@8 |(120) |©62) (11.1) ||(366) |(19.8) (54.0) |(22.8)

Primary

City 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 || 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Atlanta

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Chicago

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 642 (214
Denver (34.7) [(33.1)
New York 224 |46.0 |636 |159 |540 |46.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
BWTOK 119.3) |(234) (202) | (17.1) | (28.1) |(43.9)
S " 192 [463 |522 |n/a 398 |130 [|250 299 |5.1 77 15.1 |183
acramento | o5 3y |(44.9) |(41.8) 350) [(18.1) ||@7) |02 139 |62 |63 |(74)
Notes:

Numbers shown in parentheses () represe