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NOTES ON DATA QUALITY AND DATA PATTERNS FOR SOCIAL INDICATORS RELATED TO SUBSTANCE ABUSE

Key Data Quality
Issues/Problems
(Italics = Minor or no

(not govt. records).

Availability: County
data only for 2001.

real issues) Yrs State Honolulu Hawaii Kauai Maui
Availability of Drug
Near flat, but .
Alcohol Validity: Rates based Trend/ Near ﬂatf but recent slight Slt. declining/ Erratic/ Intially fla_t,.
Sales on resident pop. onl Best Fit | 'écent slight decline/ / Polynomial (2) | Polynomial (4) then declining/
01 ) - pop. only decline/ Linear . Polynomial (2)
a Outlets ignore tourist demand | 11 Linear
(Resident | for alcohol; hence, R’ 0.82 0.84 0.79 0.72 0.93
Pop. Rate) | overstate true rates. i
Typical #4 Lowest #3 Low R_ecently, #1 R_ecently, #2
Rank Highest High
Near flat, but Near flat, but . . .
Alcohol Trend/ | recent slight slight rises and | Slt. declining/ Rise, dip, . Intially fla_t,_
Sales . : : : recent slt. rise/ | then declining/
01 | Outlet BestFit | decline/ dips/ Linear Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (2)
b (DueFZ(fto No major issue 11 Polynomial (2) | Polynomial (4) Y y
2
Popula- R . 0.81 0.84 0.89 0.79 0.90
tion Rate) :g);?\fal #4 Lowest #3 Low #1 Highest #2 High
Validity: Data omit Trend/ Flat, drop,
military and mobile Best Fit slight rise/ (County data available only for Year 2001)
outlets. Rates based Polynomial (3)
Tobacco on resident pop. only R® 0.95 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sales ignore tourist demand
22 Outlets for alcohol; hence, 6
Resident | B iy Based on Rank
Pop. Rat L= ' iddli i i
op. Rate) annual Visits (o Stores 2001 #4 Lowest #3 Middling #1/1#2 Tie #1/4#2 Tie
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deleted them.

Flat, drop,
Tobacco Same issues as #2a Trend/. slight rise/ (County data available only for Year 2001)
Sales Best Fit .
02 Outlets above, except for 6 Polynomial (3)
b (DeFacto solution of tourist R’ 0.96 N/A N/A N/A N/A
opulation issue. i i ' ied:
Pop. Rate) pop Rank, #4 Lowest All 3 Neighbor Islgnd counties essentially tied;
2001 clearly higher than Honolulu
Transitions and Mobilit
Very steep,
inverted J,
reflecting the Steep fall, then Shallower,
N . Shallow U- ; rise, then level .
Validity: Permits do state’s econo- ——— | more erratic
L curve, reflec- . . at end of .
not distinguish Trend/ ting econom Flat, drop, flat/ | mic decline decade (no version of
between local resi- Best Fit 9 y Polynomial (3) | and later " Hawaii County
New dential and visi over 90s/ . rise like
Home ential and visitor- Polynomial (2) partial recov- others); patterns/
03 Construc- oriented uses (e.g., 11 ery at end of Pol non’nial 4) Polynomial (2)
fon 2" homes), and the decade/ y
Neighbor Island data Polynomial (2)
clearly affected by R® 0.81 0.86 0.93 0.86 0.90
this. In good
Typical economic #2 or #3, #2 or #3,
Rank #4, Lowest | yies #1, Middling Middling
Highest
House- Availability: Federal 10-Yr. Decline by ca. | Decline by ca. | Decline by ca. | Decline by ca. No change
holds in definition limited to Trend 2.5 pct. points | 2.5 pct. points | 2.5 pct. points | 2.5 pct. points 9
04 Rental decennial Census 2 |R° N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
: ears of 1990 and i
Properties | 355 e #1,Highest | #4, Lowest | #3, Middling | #2, Middling
Validity: The proce- Declines from | Declines from Declines from Declines from
dure of summing dif- Trend/ | positive to positive to o Flat, drop, rise/ | very positive to
i . . - very positive to . ; ;
ferent Census migra- Best Fit | negative/ negative/ . Polynomial (3) | just slightly
) ) ) zero/ Linear o )
tion components has Linear Linear positive/ Linear
05 Net some overlap. 8 R’ 0.90 0.81 0.81 0.86 0.84
Migration | Reliability: Census
often revises last year Tvpical #4, Lowest Varies but
in series, and 1999 R)Q?\k (most out- #1 or #2, High | usually #3, #1 or #2, High
figures so strange we migration) Middling
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Low Neighborhood Attachment and Community Disorganization
Validity: A better mea- Trend/ | Declining/ Declining/ Declining/ (Ij?:((::"enr?:]ly/ Declining/
Popula- sure is % of popula- Best Fit | Linear Linear Linear Ponnongial 3) Linear
tion tion voting, which has >
06 Voting in remained fairly flat R 0.83 0.80 0.87 0.76 0.89
Elections | through the 1990s, Typical clie;gntly, #2 Ereigntly, #2 Recently, #1 | Recently, #4
dropping only in 2000. y : '
pping only Rank Middling Middling Highest Lowest
Definition: Cannot Extremely . : Sharply
assign by prisoner’s Trend/ | Dip, thenrise/ | erratic, but Roughly level, D_|p, rise, slight increasing
. . ) - then rise/ dip/ .
place of residence, Best Fit | Polynomial (2) | rising lately/ Polynomial (2) | Polynomial (3) (stairstep)/
but rather by place of Polynomial (6) y y Linear
offe_n_se. R’ 0.92 0.93 0.86 0.94 0.80
Prisoners Validity: Ra_tes based
in State, on total resident pop.
Local understated for Hono-
07 P lulu because this in-
Facilities "
a (Total cludes m|I|tar()j/,_who
Resident are processed in a Typical
- ypica #2 or #3, #2 or #3, .
Pop. Rate) separate military Rank #4, Lowest Middling Middling #1, Highest

justice system for
which info not readily
available. (Also
should logically not
include under 18
population, either.)
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Definition: Cannot Extremely Rouahlv level Sharply
assign by prisoner’s Trend/ | Dip, thenrise/ | erratic, but h g y/ ' | Dip, rise, dip/ increasing
place of residence, Best Fit | Polynomial (2) | rising lately/ then rise/ Polynomial (3) | (stairstep)/

: but rather by place of Polynomial (6) Polynomial (2) Linear
Prisoners yp y
in State, offense. R’ 0.90 0.93 0.84 0.94 0.81
Local Validity: Rates based
07 | Facilities on adult civilians,
b | (Est. which is theoretically 9
Adult much soun?sr.. How-
Sl ever, no solid inter- Typical #2 or #3, #2 or #3, .
Rae)y | censal data for this Rank 74, Lowest | Middling Middling #1, Highest
population. (Dept. of
Public Safety uses
forecast projections
developed in 1990.)
Extreme Economic and Social Deprivation
Inverted J,
reflecting the
ﬁii;tedzcel;;(;no- Flat at start, Inverted U, w/ | Inverted J, but
. T ) Trend/ then inverted Inverted J/ clear peak in with early
Unem- m?;rrgilga:]t;lltljtgt:sue. Best Fit Eggiﬁt?ercov- J/ Polynomial (2) | mid-90s/ spike/
08 gl:timent alvv_ays subject to 9 ery at end of Polynomial (3) Polynomial (2) | Polynomial (4)
revision. the decade/
Polynomial (2)
R’ 0.89 0.96 0.89 0.85 0.60
W- ﬁi'v\'/'ﬁ‘r’]":;tp.) #1 or #2, High | #1 or #2, High | #3, Middling
Reliablity/Availability: Trend/ | State and all counties have been increasing, but 3 years too short to try to fit a trend
Consistently kept, Best Fit | line.
Free and available data only R® N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr)

09 | Reduced | from 1997-98. 3 #2 - #4 (other | #2 - #4 (other | #2 - #4 (other

Lunch Validity: Federal Typical #1, Highest counties all counties all counties all
definition excludes Rank (by far) fairly fairly fairly
private schools. clustered) clustered) clustered)
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Aid to Definition/Reliability: Trend/_ State and all cpunties seem to be declining in fairly linear fashion, but 3 years too
Families TANF replaced AFDC Best Fit | short to try to fit a trend line.
10 \gletgen in 1997, so data are R’ N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr)
) comparable only from Typical o #1, Highest N
dent s ) #3, Middling ’ #2, Middling #4, Lowest
Children fiscal 1997-98 on. Rank (by far)
Food Definition/Reliability: Trend/ | State and all counties seem to be declining in fairly linear fashion, but 3 years too
Stamp Changes in the law Best Fit | short to try to fit a trend line.
11| Reci- result in data being R’ N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr)
. comparable only from Typical s #1, Highest G
pients fiscal 1997-98 on. Rank #3, Middling (by far) #2, Middling #4, Lowest
Availability: Federal Trend/
Adults | definition limited to Best Fit N/A N/A N/A N/A
Without decennial Census R® N/A N/A N/A N/A
12 | High years of 1990 and
School 2000. (2000 data not Typical #4, Lowest #1, Highest #3, Middling #2, Middling
Diploma available for this Rank (1990) (1990) (1990) (1990)
study)
Single ﬁv?na_b lt - Eederal Trend/. Increases statewide and for each county from 1990 to 2000
Parent efinition limited to Best Fit
13 | Louse- decennial Census R® N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
hold years of 1990 and Typical #1, Highest #2 or #3, #2 or #3,
olas #4, Lowest N P
2000. Rank (both years) Middling Middling
Family History of Substance Abuse
Validity: Includes only Trend/ | Although 3 years is too short a time to fit a trend line, Kauai has been increasing;
participants funded by Best Fit | State and all other county rates have remained roughly flat.
DOH ADAD, not other R” N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr)
public/private pgms.
Adults in State uncertain if
14 | Alcohol large inter-island
differences are real or . .
Treat t
reatment | reflect program 'Fl;yplli:al #3 or #4, Low #g" If-llghest #3 or #4, Low &?gglmly ﬁZ h
resources/decisions. an (by far) l$adiing-rig
Reliability: Record-
keeping consistent
only from 1998 on.
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Substance Use

Validity: UCR Part Il Shallow rise, Even more Sharper rise, Erratic (twin- Rise, dip, rise,
figures are generally Trend/ L . shallow pattern | 7. = : peaked M Lo
.| dip, rise, dip/ . dip, rise/ dip (like state)/
suspect. Extreme Best Fit . like state/ . shape)/ X
) . Polynomial (4) . Polynomial (3) . Polynomial (4)
Juvenile Neighbor Island varia- Polynomial (6) Polynomial (4)
_ tion likely reflects en- R® 0.96 0.98 0.86 0.65 0.96
Alcohol e
15 | Related forcement policies. All | 8
Arrests Kauai juvenile data #2 or #3, #1 or #2, High
suspect and subject Typical #4 Lowest Middling (but | (but can drop | #1 or #2,
to future revision. Rank ' up to#lin to Middling -- | Middling-High
Reliability: Consistent 2000) #3in 2000)
data only from 1993.
- Rise, then flat . . Extremely Rising most of
Same validity and Trend/ | and slight Eratic but Sharp rise, fall, erratic (but 90s, but recent
reliability issues as Best Fit | decline/ shallow/ shallow rise/ overall rising)/ | dip/
Juvenile ﬁ(l)ﬁcibgr\g Q;fso?’ts Polynomial (3) Polynomial (4) - | Polynomial (3) Polynomial (6) | Polynomial (2)
Drug- R’ 0.93 0.95 0.80 0.91 0.95
16 Relagted strongly affected by 8 1 Fian T 77 or #3 Mid
funding availability — » High, for - OF #3, MId-
Arrests o t d . much of dling, for
r1se In arres's cou Typical #4, Lowest period but much of #2 or #3,
mean more money, Rank ' . Middling
not more problems. Ia.tely.more period but
Middling recently #1
Data so erratic M-shape
Trend/ Fairly flat, but | Steeper dip, Erratic but that even a 6"- (sharpppeaks
Same validity and Best Fit dip, rise, dip/ rise, dip/ mostly rising/ 0rp|er _Polynoé valleys)/ '
Adult e Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (4) | mial yields R .
reliability issues as Polynomial (6)
17 Alcohol- #15 above. (Note: 9 under 0.60.
. . Z
Ererlgig DUI procedures R 0.92 0.86 M‘dd|(')'93 0.59 0.83
changed as of 1992.) Typical mluchlgg #2 or #3 #L or #2, High
yp #4, Lowest e (but drop to
Rank decade, now Middling #3 in 2000)
#1, High
ExL_meI\[ - Extremely Extremely Extremely
Trend/ | Erratic (but Declining/ . . -
Adult S lidit d Best Fi hallow)/ Li Erratic/ Erratic/ Erratic/
Drug- ame valiidity an estFit | sha OW). inear Polynomial (6) | Polynomial (6) | Polynomial (6)
18 Related reliability issues as 11 Polynomial (6)
Z
Arrests #16 above. $ — 0.80 0.77 0.65 0.66 0.86
Rﬁfa #3 or #4, Low | #1 or #2, High | #3 or #4, Low | #1 or #2, High




12/22 /01 Page 7
Fairly flat, but Steeper dip, Slight dip, . ,
Same validity and 'El;rertldF/_t dip, rise, dip/ rise, dip/ steep rise, dip/ \Iéelry errqt|<|:/5 \P/elry errqt|(|:/5
Adult reliability issues as estr Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (4) olynomial (5) olynomial (5)
19 | Drunken | #15, #17 above. (Note | ¢ R® 0.83 0.81 0.97 0.78 0.90
Driving that this Indicator #19 #1 or #2, High
Arrests is sub-set of Indicator Typical 4L Recently, #1 | Recently, #3, | (but recent
#17.) Rank #4, Lowest or #2, High Middling sharp drop to
#3, Low)
Validity: Police reports Data so erratic | Data so erratic
do not always include Trend/ | Very erratic/ Extremely that even a 6" | that even a 6"- | Extremely
final blood tests, and Best Fit | Polynomial (5) erratic/ order PonnoE order Polynoé erratic/
changing no.s of non- Polynomial (6) | mial yields R mial yields R Polynomial (6)
Alcohol alcohol fatalities can under 0.35. under 0.45.
20 | Traffic also affect percents. 11 R® 0.78 0.92 0.30 0.40 0.77
Fatalities | Reliability: Natural
variation associated
with small numbers Typical Usually #3 or | Neighbor Island rates vary so much that there
results in huge shifts, Rank #4, Low is little stability among their relative ranks.
esp. on Neighbor
Islands like Kauai.
Validity: Includes only Trend/ Although 3 years is too short a time to fit a trend line, Hawaii and Honolulu have been
participants funded by Best Fit sharply decreasing; Maui and Kauai rates have increased (from zero to low). State is
Drug Use DOH AD_AD, not other uncertain if this reflects actual demand or programmatic decisions.
During public/private pgms. R’ N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr)
Preg- ADAD unsure if dra-
21 nancy Per g1at|c changes reflect 3 . _ 4 Low to
1,000 Live | demand or policy Tvpical #1, High (but | #2, High to #4, Low (but iddling (b
; decisions. ypica dramatic Middling (but | validit Middling (but
Births O Rank . Yy validity
Reliability: Record- drop) big drop) uncertain) .
keeping consistent uncertain)
only from 1998 on.
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Violence
Validity: “Assault” can Rise to sharp Rise to sharp Very erratic,
be defined differently Trend/ | peak, sharp peak, sharp though fairly %}gely Very erratic/
over time and place. Best Fit | decline, uptick/ | decline, uptick/ | flat/ Polynomial (6) Polynomial (5)
Arrest data always Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (5) Y
are imperfect crime R® 0.75 0.94 0.85 0.80 0.94
measure because of
varying levels of
Juvenile pollce_ success. All Typically #2,
22 | Violent Kauai juvenile da_ita 8 . Usually
Crime suspect and_ s_ubject #1, Highest Recently #3 highest of
to future revision. Typical (by far), most Recently #3 or #4, Low Neighbor
Reliability: Small ab- of this period, ’ .
Rank or #4, Low (but up to #1 Isles (but still
solute numbers, esp. but dropped in 2000) middlin
on Neighbor Isles, to #2 by 1999 com argd to
produce huge year-to- HoncF)JI lu)
year variation. Con- utd
sistent data only from
1993.
Same validity and Trend/ Erratic but Erratic but Erratic (recent Declining./ Extremely
reliability issues as Best Fit fairly flat/ fairly flat/ large spike)/ Linear 9 erratic/
Adult #22 above, though Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (5) Polynomial (6)
o3 | Arrests the small-number 11 R’ 0.77 0.76 0.80 0.94 0.64
for Violent | issue is not as Recently, #4
; ; ; Recently, #2 Recently, #2 Y. #5 | Recentl
Crime important as with Typical Y. Y, Lowest (until y
: : or #3, or #3, ; usually #1,
juveniles (except Rank Middli Middli 2000 spike to Highest
perhaps on Kauai). lkadiing l;adiing #1) 'ghes
validity: Rates based Data so erratirﬂ: Data so errat!rﬁ:
on resident pop. only Trend/ _yExtre_meI that even a 6 _yExtre_meI Very erratic/ that even a 67
; o .| erratic/ order Polyno- erratic/ . order Polyno-
ignore tourists; hence, Best Fit . o 2 . Polynomial (5) o 2
Homi Polynomial (6) | mial yields R Polynomial (6) mial yields R
omi- overstate true rates.
24 | . e under 0.60. under 0.50.
a cides Reliability: Small 11 R? 064 052 079 082 0.49
(Resident) | numbers, esp. on : h - P - — —— VS :
Neighbor Islands, . ere is so much year-to-year variation that the only clear
produce huge year-to- Typical statement to be made is that Hawaii County for most of the
year variation Rank decade had a higher rate than Honolulu or the Statewide
' average —though recently even this pattern has muddied.
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Homi-
cides (De
Facto)

Same small-number
reliability issue as
#24a above.

11

Page 9
Data so erratic Data so erratic
Treng/ | EXtremely that even a 6"- Extremely Very erratic/ that even a 6"-
Best Eit erratic/ or_der _Polynoi erratic/ Polynomial (5) or_der _Polynoi
Polynomial (6) | mial yields R Polynomial (6) mial yields R
under 0.60. under 0.50.
R® 0.66 0.55 0.80 0.79 0.48

Typical S
Rank

Non-Violent Crime

ame as above —only clear statement is that Hawaii County

usually had higher rate than Honolulu or Statewide average.

Validity: UCR Part Il . . . Rise, vast
Juvenile figures are generally Trend/ Rise, large Rise, large Shallower rise, drop, rise, L_arge drop,
.. | drop, flat/ drop, flat/ flat, drop/ rise, drop/
Arrests suspect. Extreme BestFit | poynomial (3) | Polynomial (2) | Polynomial (4) drop/ Polynomial (2)
for Kauai differences y y y Polynomial (4) y
Curfew, reflect enforcement R® 0.86 0.82 0.79 0.93 0.92
25 o . 8
Vandal- policies and possible 42 or #3. still #2 or #3,
ism, Dis- | record-keeping Tvoical Recently Lov?/r » St #1, Highest, down to #4 in
orderly issues. Ryp K usually #4, dt by vast 2000, all Low
Conduct Reliability: Consistent an Lowest &omp_are ° amount compared to
data only from 1993. aual Kauai
Validity: Arrest data Trend/ | Declining/ Declining/ Declining/ Dip, rise, steep Declining/
lead to different con- . : : : dip, rise/ :
. . Best Fit | Linear Linear Linear . Linear
clusions about which Polynomial (4)
counties have more R’ 0.90 0.89 0.86 0.94 0.79
property crime than
_ do reported crime
Juvenile rates. All Kauai
Property juvenile data suspect
26 . . 8 .
Crime and subject to future #1, Highest 43 or #4. Low
Arrests | revision. Typical #3 or #4, Low | #2, High for mostof 1 for most of
Reliability: Consistent Rank ’ 119 late 90s and | )
data only from 1993. 2000 S

Definition: Hawaii now
omits arson from
standard list of ser-
ious property crime.
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Fairly flat initial

Fairly flat initial

Fairly flat initial

Data so erratic

Trend/ dip and rise, dip and rise, dip and rise, Erratic, but that even a 6"-
Best Fit but recent but recent but recent trending down/ | order Polyno-
Adult sharp drop/ sharp drop/ sharp drop/ Polynomial (4) | mial yields R®
27 Property Same issues as #26 11 Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (3) under 0.60.
Crime above R’ 0.91 0.90 0.87 0.84 0.55
Arrests Most of 90s: 49 or 43
Typical #2 or #3, #1, Highest Recently, #4, N
- Middling (but
Rank Middling (but recent Lowest
recently #1)
drop to Low)
Suicide
Reliability: The small- Data are so
number problem erratic that Annual Annual Annual Data indicate
results in particularly Trend/ | even a6"- variation too variation too variation too o
. zero suicides
Adoles- huge year-to-year Best Fit | order Polyno- great to great to great to for the decade
28 | cent variation for youth 11 mial yields R® analyze analyze analyze
Suicide suicides. (Also, the under 0.60.
State changed death R® 0.58 N/A N/A N/A N/A
coding procedures in Typical Hawaii and Kauai both swing from 0 to very
1999, resulting in R)Q?\k high rates (an artifact of small numbers), so #4, Lowest
small inconsistencies) Honolulu by comparison appears “Middling.”
Adolescent Sexual Behavior
Validity: Data depend Initially fairly Despite many | Erratic, with Erratic. with
on reporting, and Trend/ | flat, then dips and rises, | extended spike - Very erratic/
) . . several spikes/ .
Adoles- many terminated Best Fit | decline/ clear general at decade end/ Polynomial (4) Polynomial (5)
cent pregnancies may go Polynomial (2) | decline/ Linear | Polynomial (4) Y
29 Pregnan- unreported. The in- 11 | Rr? 0.85 0.79 0.89 0.62 0.89
cies clusion of 10- to 14-yr. In truth ; K
olds yields a lower Typical Often #4. Lo Often #1, nh ru ,dcofL:n ygar:trs] ¢
rate than more stan- Rank » SOW High changed often, but these two

dard focus on 15-17.

generally Middling
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Validity: Same age O_verall de-_ _ Data so erratic _
range concern as #29 cline, but via Despite many that even a 6™ Very erratic,
above. (Note that this Trend/ | up-and-down dips and rises, | Erratic/ though down-

: . . . . order Polyno-
. Indicator 30 is sub-set Best Fit | stairstep clear general Polynomial (4) S 2 ward trend/
Birthrate . i - mial yields R .
of Indicator 29.) pattern/ decline/ Linear Polynomial (5)
30 | Among liability: I 11 I ial under 0.60.
Juveniles Reliability: Sma num- Polynomial (4)
bers on Kauai result R® 0.76 0.67 0.77 0.51 0.90
in particularly high . In truth, county ranks
year-to-year variation -Fr{g?]'lf al #4, Low Sift?]n #1, changed often, but these two
for that county. 9 generally Middling

Family Management Problems

Children Availability: Federal Trend/ : :
Living definition limited to Best Fit Increases statewide and for each county (except Kauai) from 1990 to 2000.

31 | Away decennial Census 2 |R° N/A N/A N/A N/A
from years of 1990 and Typical #1 High (2000, . #4 Low (2000,
Parents | 2000. Rank #4 Lowest was #3 1990) | #L 07 #2, High | | as 40 1990)

Definition: Hawaii Trend/ | State and all counties seem to be slightly increasing in fairly linear fashion, but 3
_ Dept. of Human Ser- Best Fit | years too short to try to fit a trend line.
Children | vices has data only R” N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr) N/A (3 yr)

32 Living in for children receiving 3
Foster DHS-funded services. Tvpical
Care Reliability: Consistent R};%k #2, Middling #1, Highest #3 or #4, Low | #3 or #4, Low

data only from fiscal
1997-98.

Family Conflict
Validity: As more un- Declining very | Erratic stair- Erratic — initial | Very erratic, Inverted-U,
married couples form Trend/ | steadily, with step pattern, dip, recently though rising then
families whose break- Best Fit | 1-year spike/ but downstairs/ | more flat/ trending down/ | falling/
ups are never recor- Linear Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (5) | Polynomial (2)
ded, divorce becomes R’ 0.70 0.64 0.96 0.81 0.78

33 | Divorce i 11
a less meaningful Recently, #2, Generally #1,
statistic. Also, rates High (though Highest but
based on total pop. Typical n(I)% trul urgeat Recently, #4, | Recently, #3, fell? back’ tcl)J
can be affected by Rank uly 9 Lowest Low

changing %’s in child
vs. adult brackets.

county differ-
ences)

State average
in 2000
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Definition: Maui pro- Shallow rise, Shallow Shallow di Steeper di
cedures differ; result Trend/ | fall: Slt. overall | Inverted V: fise: P fise ?:iip/ P Shallow
Domestic | I hllgh.e_r f.|gure_s. Best Fit | 5-yr decll_ne/ Rise, faII/_ Polynomial (3) | Polynomial (3) decline/ Linear
34 | Violence Reliability: Police say Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (2)
Arrests there was serious R” 0.99 0.78 0.86 0.89 0.79
under-reporting in .
R Typical - #3 or #4, .
some counties in this m #3 or #4, Low | #2, Middling Middling-Low #1, High

Low Commitment to School

Validity: Data exclude

Flat, slight rise,

private sch. students. -El;gesr,:dF/it dip/ (County data not readily available from Dept. of Education)
Availability: Readily Polynomial (3)
35 | Event available only on R 0.79 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dropouts | Statewide basis.
Reliability: Consistent Typical
data only for 1994-95 Rank N/A N/A N/A N/A
school year on.
Availability: Federal Trend/
definition limited to Best Fit NIA N/A N/A NIA
Status decennial Census R® N/A N/A N/A N/A
36 Dropouts | Years of 1990 and
2000. Year 2000 data Typical #2, Middling- | #3, Low #3, Low #1, Highest
from 15% sample not Rank Low (1990) (1990) (1990) (by far, 1990)
available yet.
| Early Initiation of Problem Behavior
Same issues as for Trend/ Decline, rise,
#35 above. Also, Best Fit slt. dip/ (County data not readily available from Dept. of Education)
Dropouts | “missing” students Polynomial (4)
57 | Priorto | who show up very late R 0.86 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Nint(? for school can be
Grade counted as dropouts Typical
at time official reports Rank N/A N/A N/A N/A
are compiled.
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Declining erra- | Declining erra- | Very erratic Very erratic Declined from
vandal- Note that this is a Trend/ gcﬁ(lg: ;harp gcﬁ("ey: dSiharp ]g':zﬁ)nu%ggd‘lown but mostly low to zero,
. sub-set of data from Best Fit | >P'<e: 1P, PIKE, Cip, . declining/ then uptick/
'sm Indicator #25, so all level, d|p_/ level, d'p./ spike)/ . Polynomial (5) | Polynomial (2)
38 | Arrests, ; di ' d Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (4) | Polynomial (5)
Ages 10- | SSUS (ISEASSE R 0.85 0.85 0.88 0.93 0.79
14 there would also - - - - R .tl v
apply here. Typical #2 or #3, #2 or #3, #1, Highest Lg\fveer;t}(lb :
Rank Middling Middling (by far) far) y
Sharp initial Data so erratic | Data so erratic
This is sub-set of data Trend/ | s ikep ¢all Shallow rise, | that even a 6"- | that even a 6™ | Extremely
f . . PIKE, Tall dip, rise/ order Polyno- order Polyno- erratic/
rom Indicators #15, Best Fit | level/ . S 2 o 2 -
Alcohol- i listed I ial Polynomial (4) | mial yields R mial yields R Polynomial (6)
Related S0 allissues fiste Polynomial (4) under 0.60 under 0.60
39 there (including large ~ — —
Arrests, : R 0.99 0.76 0.58 0.56 0.91
year-to-year Neighbor -
10-14 Isle variations) apply Neighbor Island rates vary so much that there
here. #4 Lowest is little stability among their relative ranks.
' However, Kauai tends to be higher than
others.
Fairly linear Fairly linear
. - - decline, but decline, but big
This is sub-set of Trend/_ D_ecllnmg/ D_eclmmg/ D_ecllnlng/ one enormous | 1998 drop,
bined Indi Best Fit | Linear Linear Linear . .
Violent + combined Indicators 1996 sp|I_<e/ then nse/_
Property #22 and #26, so all Polynomial (6) | Polynomial (6)
40 | orime. 10- | issues listed there R® 0.86 0.82 0.80 0.76 0.92
14 ' (including large year- #3 or #4, Low . Recently #4,
~ Neighbor Isl #2, ngh-
to-year Neighbor Isle Tvpical (but generally Middling (but Low (but
variations) apply here. P close to 9 UL 1 49 Highest close to
Rank i, close to Maui -
Hawaii and Hawaii and
; and Honolulu)
Maui) Honolulu)




