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This report provides selected statistical indicators which are
monitored in the Behavioral Ri sk Factor Surveillance System
(BRFSS) to detect changes in the quality of the data collection
procedures used in states. The value of these indicators is
primarily for individual states to identify changes that may
occur in their data collection process over tine. Wen the
indicators are below the objectives, it is appropriate to review
data coll ection procedures and determ ne whet her the procedures
are optimal. \Wen there are no evident procedural deficiencies
and the quality indicators are stable, not neeting an objective
is not an indication of poor quality. Simlarly, it is useful to
| ook at how the indicators differ between states to assess
whet her data collection procedures are optimal in all states.
However, quality indicators that rank lower in one state than in
anot her do not necessarily nmean the quality of the data
collection effort is also | ower.

Addi tional tables of quality control indicators include those in
Section 2 conparing denographic characteristics of BRFSS sanpl e
data with that of the population for each state, and Section 3

t abl es showi ng non-response rates for selected itens fromthe
core and nodul e secti ons.

RESPONSE RATES

The response rate neasures the extent to which interviews were
conpl eted from anong the tel ephone nunbers selected for the
sanple. The higher the response rate, the | ower the potenti al
wll be for bias in the data.

No definitive formula for response rate estimates exists. The
three estimates that are used for BRFSS provide a conbination of
monitoring information that is useful for program nmanagenent.
The formulas for each, translated into BRFSS call disposition
codes (see page 7), are as follows:



CASRO This response rate fornula, devel oped by the Counci
of Anmerican Survey Research Organi zations (CASRO,
apportions dispositions with unknown eligibility status
(ring-no-answer and busy) to dispositions representing
eligible respondents in the sane proportion as exists anpbng
all calls of known status (all other BRFSS cal

di spositions). The resulting estimate reflects tel ephone
sanpling efficiency as well as the degree of cooperation
anong el igibles contacted.
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Cooperation Rate: This rate is the nunber of conpletes

di vided by the nunber of identified househol ds contacted
that contain a resident 18 years or older. The resulting
measure reflects the cooperation of identified eligibles and
is not affected by differences in tel ephone sanpling
efficiency.
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Upper Bound: The nost |iberal of response rate fornulas,

t he upper bound cal cul ation includes only refusals,

term nations, and conpleted interviews. The resulting
estimate reflects the cooperation of eligibles contacted and
is not affected by differences in tel ephone sanpling
efficiency.
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Among Waksberg sanpling states, the call-back rules are

di sregarded during w nd-down interview ng (see page 3);
therefore, total response rates for an interview ng period wll
not accurately reflect performance under the call-back rules
during regular node interviewing. The response rate estimates
included in this report have been cal cul ated using only the
records dispositioned during regular node interview ng.



OTHER | MPORTANT QUALI TY CONTROL | NDI CATORS

Survey Efficiency: The efficiency rate used for BRFSS is the
percentage of all nunbers called (excluding nunbers rejected
during Waksberg prescreening) that resulted in conpleted
interviews. This indicator is directly related to the percent of
t el ephone nunbers in the survey area that are assigned to
househol ds. The degree to which interviewers adhere to survey
procedures and gain respondent cooperation also affects
efficiency. This percentage should remain static unless there is
a change in the phone conpani es' assignnment of phone nunbers in
the survey area, a change in sanpling design, or a substanti al
change in interviewer performnce.
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Wnd-Down: In order to termnate data collection activities
within the allotted tine period each nonth, w nd-down procedures
(i.e., suspension of the call-back rules) nmay be necessary with
Waksberg sanpling. Wnd-down is permtted once 95% of the sanple
has been conpleted. Each interview conpleted in the w nd-down
node shoul d be coded as such. Generally, if the percentage of

w nd-down interviews is greater than five percent, the survey
supervisor is going into wind-down too early. The greater the
proportion of interviews conpleted in w nd-down node, the greater
the potential for bias in the survey results. This is because
data coll ected during wind-down are reflective only of those
respondents who are easiest to reach. Respondents who are nore
difficult to reach may differ significantly fromthose who are
easier to reach

Refused Interview The percentage! of refusals of total nunbers
called in a given interview ng period is an indicator of both

i nterviewer performance and degree of potential bias in the
survey dat a.

Ri ng- No- Answer: The percentage! of ring-no-answers reflects how
many attenpts are nade and with what tinme variation on unanswered

This percentage is affected by the efficiency of the sanpling

met hodol ogy (i.e., by the nunber of nonworking and nonresidenti al
di spositions in the denom nator). Conparisons between survey
areas with different sanpling nethods may not be neani ngful.
Wthin a survey area, nonth-to-nonth and year-to-year changes are
i nportant to nonitor.



phone nunbers. States substantially above the average nay not be
follow ng prescribed call-back procedures or may be using this

di sposition inappropriately as a final disposition for a selected
respondent who was not i nterviewed.

Sel ect ed Respondent Not Available During the Interview ng Period:
This disposition is used nost often in w nd-down and therefore
reflects the proportion of calling done during wi nd-down. It
also reflects the diligence of efforts to contact sel ected
respondents whose availability is limted!. States substantially
above the average may need to extend the nunber of days they
interview during the nonth.

Li ne Busy: This disposition should be infrequent!. A percentage
substantially above the average may indicate that call-back
procedures are not being carefully followed or that this

di sposition is being used inappropriately as a final disposition
for a sel ected respondent who was not interviewed.

Variation in Custer Size: Variation in size of clusters in
Waksberg- Mt of sky designs is an indirect indicator of how the
sanpling design was inplenented. Percentages of records with a
cluster size of three are shown for states using Waksber g-

M t of sky desi gns.

Moni toring Capability: BRFSS protocol specifies that systematic,
unobtrusive electronic nonitoring be a routine and integral part
of nonthly survey procedures for all interviewers. Monitoring is
considered a valuable tool for training and achieving uniform
guestionnaire admnistration, resulting in less bias in the data
set. Mnitoring of interviewers can provide quick information on
features of the respondent recruitnent and questioni ng process
that needs inprovenent. NMonitoring capability information is
shown for all states as of Decenber 1999.




OTHER DATA QUALI TY MEASURES

BRFSS is developing a quality profile, which is a conpendi a of
all known information about the quality of the data, including
aspects of sanpling error, coverage, nonresponse, and ot her
indicators of quality. Tables in Section 2 present information
on the discrepancy between sanple data and popul ati on esti nates
for gender, race, and age. 1In these tables, the sanple data
percentage i s based upon data weighted by the variable W1,
conposed of nunber of tel ephones, size of household, and
geographic and density stratification. The rationale for using
the weighted data is that the factors which go into it are

del i berate features of the sanple design. Thus, any differences
between the raw and WI'l percentages are not considered as bias.

Respondent Sex Distribution: Survey sanples with a respondent
sex distribution that differs substantially fromthe popul ation
distribution in the survey area may produce biased estinates of
risk factor preval ences. A distribution substantially skewed
toward fermales relative to the popul ati on surveyed (after
adjusting for probability of selection due to nunber of tel ephone
and nunber of adults in househol ds) suggests that interviewers
may not be interview ng randomy sel ected respondents.

Respondent Age Distribution: The discrepancy between the
percentage in specific age groups in the sanple and the
correspondi ng percentage in the population is an indicator of the
age bias of the sanple. An age distribution that differs
substantially fromthe population distribution in the survey area
may produce biased estimates of risk factor preval ences,
particularly since many characteristics of individuals are
substantially affected by age. For exanple, younger persons tend
to be healthier than those who are older. Such a discrepancy

al so suggests that interviewers may not be interview ng randomy
sel ected respondents.

Respondent Race Distribution: Survey sanples with a respondent
race distribution that differs substantially fromthe popul ati on
distribution in the survey area may produce biased estinates of
risk factor preval ences. The di screpancy between the percentage
VWhite or Black in the sanple and the percentage Wite or Black in
the population is an indicator of racial bias of the sanple. The
percentage Wiite in the sanple is, however, affected by |arge
interstate differences in the protocol for coding the race of

Hi spanics. These differences in protocol significantly affect
the percentage Wiite in states with |large Hi spanic popul ati ons




and can introduce substantial bias in the race-specific risk
factor preval ences for these areas.

Item Nonresponse: Item non-response rates from conpl eted
interviews for selected itens fromthe core questions have been
cal cul ated by state, and are shown in Section 3. The assunption
is that these neasures are an indication of overall interview ng
and/ or coding quality. The percentages shown are based upon the
nunber of responses coded as mssing or refused. On the
gquestionnaire, the code 9 is generally listed as refused, but
this code may capture sonme responses that were supposed to be
answered, but for sone reason were not, and appeared as a bl ank
or other m ssing value synbol. These cases have been coded as 9
in order to neet the constraints of processing CATlI and editing
prograns. It is inportant to note that any survey will have
natural variation over sanple sites; therefore, some variation
between states is to be expected. |In evaluating possible
measurenent error stemmng fromvariation in itemmssing data
rates across states, the goal is to identify outliers in the
distribution of the indicators.
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BRFSS CALL DI SPGSI TI ON CCDES

Conpl eted interview

Ref used interview

Nonwor ki ng nunber

Ri ng- no- answer

Not a private residence

No eligible respondent at this nunber

Sel ect ed respondent not available during the
i nterview ng period

Language barrier
Interview term nated within questionnaire
Li ne Busy

Respondent unable to comuni cate due to physical
or nmental i npairnment



Interpretation of Summary Statistics

The tables in sections 2 and 3 contain sunmary statistics useful
in assessing data quality. Some of the tables in Section 3
contain Z-scores. Z-scores indicate how many standard devi ations
val ues are fromthe nean, and are one way of assessing the

| ocation of a case in a distribution. Standardization permts
conpari son of the scores fromdifferent distributions (e.g.
states). (Observations bel ow the nmean have a negative z-score.
As a general guide, z-scores falling outside the -2.0to 2.0
range can be consi dered extrene val ues, and indicate possible
problens in the item
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STATUS COF MONI TORI NG SYSTEMS 1999
Decenber
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STATE
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BRFSS Call Dispositions

Frequency Distribution by State, 1999

State | 1 2 | 3 4 | 5 6 | 7 | 9 | 10 11 | Total
No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No % No
AK 2051,  7.3% 854  3.1% 18968 67.8% 1427  5.1% 2655/ 9.5% 63  0.2% 297|  1.1%| 53] 0.2% 2 00% 1580  5.6% 34, 0.1% 27,984
AL 2097 16.8% 897  7.2% 5902 47.2% 533 43% 1919 15.4% 48| 0.4% 659| 5.3% 17| 0.1% 48| 0.4% 251] 2.0% 126 1.0% 12,497
AR 2997 13.1% 2483 10.9% 12113 52.9% 1120  4.9% 3239 14.2% 50  0.2% 460/ 2.0%| 46/ 0.2% 118)  0.5% 112  05% 146 0.6% 22,884
AZ 1744 10.1% 89 05% 8949 52.0% 2431 14.1% = 2317 13.5% 53|  0.3% 1245  7.2% 56 0.3% 0 0.0% 282)  1.6% 34/ 0.2% 17,200
CA 4304)  21.2% 669  3.3% 4708 232% 3190 15.7% 4152 205% 1719  8.5% 975/ 4.8% 167 0.8% 276, 1.4% 55 0.3% 61 0.3% 20,276
co 3053, 15.7% 897  4.6% 9765/ 50.1% 585 ~ 3.0% 4266 21.9% 171, 0.9% 571 2.9% 34 0.2% 3 0.0% 33 0.2% 118 0.6% 19,496
cT 3517, 17.3% 2406, 11.8% 8637 42.5% 1979 9.7% 3051, 15.0% 25 0.1% 426)  2.1%| 187 0.9% 49, 0.2% 5  0.0% 53| 0.3% 20,335
DC 1267  7.1% 504 2.8% 8509 47.6% 2611 14.6% 4282 23.9% 24 0.1% 479  2.7%| 96/ 0.5% 4 0.0% 69  0.4% 46/ 0.3% 17,891
DE 2561, 13.9% 1417  7.7% 9204, 49.9% 1944 10.5% = 2694, 14.6% 319  1.7% 166 0.9% 50 0.3% 59  0.3% 3 0.0% 33| 0.2% 18,450
FL 5177, 105% 5744 11.6% 20222 40.8% 4422  8.9% 10119 20.4% 866 1.7% 1569  3.2% 270 0.5% 122)  0.2% 432|  0.9% 582 12% 49,525
GA 2273 13.9% 1237 7.5% 7624, 46.5% 1057 6.4% 3118 19.0% 81  0.5% 526/ 3.2% 109 0.7% 39, 0.2% 145,  0.9% 187 1.1% 16,396
HI 2156, 21.2% 989  9.7% 4859 47.9% 898  8.9% 139, 1.4% 283 2.8% 322|  32%| 288 2.8% 33 0.3% 38 04% 141 1.4% 10,146
IA 3618 11.8% 890  2.9% 20052 65.2% 1249  4.1% 3209 10.4% 11, 0.0%  1206] 3.9% 68 0.2% 1, 0.0% 29/ 0.1% 404 1.3% 30,747
ID 4955 16.3% 3280 10.8% 14938 49.1% 1567  5.2% 4474 14.7% 51 0.2% 576/ 1.9%| 143 0.5% 191, 0.6% 111, 0.4% 117, 0.4% 30,403
IL 2910, 12.0% 1947  8.0% 13743 56.8% 441 1.8% 4235 17.5% 111, 0.5% 509/ 2.1%| 113| 0.5% 22/ 0.1% 0 00% 164 0.7% 24,195
IN 2443 17.1% 1882 13.1% 5903, 41.2% 923 6.4% 2631 18.4% 72/ 0.5% 240/  1.7% 0 0.0% 41 0.3% 114, 0.8% 70, 0.5% 14,319
KS 3878 13.6% 1031  3.6% 18764 65.7% 1352  4.7% 2691  9.4% 69  0.2% 662] 23% 42| 0.1% 0 0.0% 7. 0.0% 54| 0.2% 28,550
KY 7543 17.3% 1992  4.6% 26478 60.7% 1037 2.4% 4191  9.6% 98  0.2% 1714  3.9% 44 0.1% 300 0.1% 29 0.1% 494 1.1% 43,650
LA 1670/ 15.3% 703 6.4% 5116 46.7% 702, 6.4% 1928 17.6% 65  0.6% 532|  4.9% 41 0.4% 21 0.2% 48,  0.4% 122/ 1.1% 10,948
MA 5024 13.8% 4190, 11.5% 14937 40.9% 4856 13.3% 5600 15.3% 50  0.1% 765/  2.1%| 545 1.5% 138  0.4% 287/ 0.8% 112, 0.3% 36,504
MD 3959, 16.7% 1757  7.4% 10806 45.7% 1557  6.6% 2646 11.2% 467 2.0% 1994  8.4% 122 0.5% 33 0.1% 164  0.7% 145 0.6% 23,650
ME 1673| 13.9% 167, 1.4% 7113 59.3% 563 4.7% 1458 12.2% 327 2.7% 576/ 4.8% 20 0.2% 4 0.0% 36 0.3% 63/ 0.5% 12,000
M 2522 14.1% 2234 12.4% 7340 40.9% 1521  8.5% 3263 18.2% 177, 1.0% 568] 3.2% 64 0.4% 46, 0.3% 91 05% 123 0.7% 17,949
MN 5340, 39.1% 340 25% 4215 30.8% 1094  8.0% 1757 12.9% 153)  1.1% 521| 3.8% 76/ 0.6% 19 0.1% 47, 0.3% 111 0.8% 13,673
MO 4277, 142% 1922  6.4% 17896 59.4% = 1261  4.2% 3632 12.0% 69  0.2% 618 2.1%| 22| 0.1% 89  0.3% 190, 0.6% 166 0.6% 30,142
MS 2180, 18.6% 749 6.4% 5812 49.7% 520  4.4% 1832 15.7% 44, 0.4% 310 2.6% 15 0.1% 35 0.3% 37, 0.3% 166 1.4% 11,700
MT 1798 15.2% 353 3.0% 7535/ 63.6% 437, 37% 1346 11.4% 51 0.4% 198,  1.7% 7 0.1% 10, 0.1% 29, 0.2% 84/ 0.7% 11,848
NC 2445, 18.5% 806  6.1% 6064 45.9% 854  6.5% 2218 16.8% 69  0.5% 481  3.6% 47| 0.4% 10, 0.1% 161 1.2% 44, 0.3% 13,199
ND 1981 13.3% 334 22% 10619 71.4% 513 3.4%  1128| 7.6% 36 0.2% 206/ 1.4% 10/ 0.1% 4 0.0% 17, 0.1% 31 0.2% 14,879
NE 2824 10.9% 801  3.1% 16495 63.7% 1776  6.9% 3046 11.8% 48| 0.2% 428/  17%| 79 0.3% 4 0.0% 304  1.2% 94| 0.4% 25899
NH 1248 11.7% 865  8.1% 5936/ 55.5% 614 57%  1229| 11.5% 87  0.8% 294  27%| 12| 0.1% 28] 0.3% 337  3.1% 50, 0.5% 10,700
NJ 2822 11.6% 2280  9.4% 10238 42.0% 3753 15.4% 4175 17.1% 75 0.3% 562| 2.3%| 248 1.0% 65  0.3% 83  0.3% 50, 0.2% 24,351
NM 3488 17.6% 1109,  5.6% 9868 49.9% 1228 6.2% 3118 15.8% 93|  0.5% 545/ 2.8% 13| 0.1% 62  0.3% 150, 0.8% 113 0.6% 19,787
NV 2187 16.6% 646 4.9% 5224 39.7% 1749 13.3% 2453 18.6% 144, 1.1% 203]  1.5%| 203 1.5% 0 0.0% 169 1.3% 176 1.3% 13,154
NY 2650, 13.8% 2109, 11.0% 8163 42.7% 2080 10.9% 3160 16.5% 19 0.1% 412|  22%| 399 2.1% 71 0.4% 24, 0.1% 49| 0.3% 19,136
OH 1638 13.8% 746, 6.3% 5438 459% 1009  85% 2112 17.8% 17, 0.1% 616/ 5.2% 22| 0.2% 24, 0.2% 163, 1.4% 65 0.5% 11,850
oK 2968 14.4% 1549  7.5% 12308 59.6% 1205  5.8% 2090 10.1% 148)  0.7% 250/ 1.2% 10/ 0.0% 22/ 0.1% 57, 0.3% 35 0.2% 20,642
OR 1808/ 11.6% 1878 12.1% 7453 48.0% 853  5.5% 2994 19.3% 20 0.1% 291]  1.9%| 32| 0.2% 78 0.5% 75 0.5% 61 0.4% 15543
PA 3559, 15.7% 2464 10.9% 10149 44.9% 2318 10.3% 3311 14.7% 19 0.1% 458|  2.0%| 85 0.4% 54, 0.2% 111, 0.5% 72| 0.3% 22,600
PR 3052 24.8% 259 2.1%  5153] 41.9% 1169  9.5% 1763 14.3% 12 01% 633 5.1% 22| 0.2% 1 0.0% 75 0.6% 172 1.4% 12,311
RI 4003, 19.5% 2953 14.4% 7432 36.2% 2182 10.6% 2990 14.6% 27, 0.1% 473|  23%| 235 1.1% 95,  0.5% 51 0.2% 95| 0.5% 20,536
sC 3468 15.0% 2269  9.8% 11286, 48.7% 2055  8.9% 3224 13.9% 25 0.1% 513  22%| 36/ 0.2% 100,  0.4% 75 0.3% 118 0.5% 23,169
SD 4151, 12.8% 1127  3.5% 23014, 71.1% 853  2.6% 2584 8.0% 52| 0.2% 380/ 1.2% 28/ 0.1% 19 0.1% 83  0.3% 79 0.2% 32,370
™ 3015 28.1% 1343 12.5% 2937 27.3% 1828 17.0% 1236 11.5% 42, 0.4% 128°  1.2% 21 0.2% 7 01% 91  0.8% 96 0.9% 10,744
TX 4990, 11.6% 5929 13.8% 18955 44.2% 3046  7.1% 7544 17.6% 90, 0.2% 1485  3.5% 91 0.2% 305 0.7% 246/ 0.6% 205 0.5% 42,886
uT 3195 15.3% 616  3.0% 12054 57.9% 1059  5.1% 2131 10.2% 50 0.2% 574]  2.8%| 84| 0.4% 14, 0.1% 974  4.7% 67| 0.3% 20,818
VA 3502 18.9% 1765  9.5% 7326, 39.4% 1109  6.0% 3092 16.6% 100,  0.5% 837| 45%| 227 1.2% 1 0.0% 404|  22% 214 12% 18,577
VT 3163 11.9% 1072  4.0% 18027 68.1% 1460  5.5% 2230  8.4% 42, 0.2% 327  12%| 16/ 0.1% 48| 0.2% 220 0.1% 65 0.2% 26,472
WA 3608 18.9% 2168 11.4% 6549 34.3% 1517 8.0% 3469 18.2% 356 1.9% 566/ 3.0% 194/ 1.0% 104,  0.5% 423 22% 114 0.6% 19,068
wi 2177, 19.1% 1098  9.6% 5143 45.2% 548 4.8% 2024 17.8% 112)  1.0% 125 1.1% 0 0.0% 33 0.3% 57, 0.5% 68 0.6% 11,385
wv 2589 23.2% 796 7.1% 5187 46.5% 571 5.1% 1428 12.8% 29 0.3% 349  3.1% 1 0.0% 12 01% 60 0.5% 128 1.1% 11,150
wY 2403, 18.4% 1186 9.1% 6074, 46.5% 733 5.6% 2147 16.4% 36 0.3% 282|  22%| 20 0.2% 55 0.4% 61  0.5% 66/ 0.5% 13,063
Ccum 159921 79791 537200 77359 153740 7265 30102 4830 2659 8497 6283 1,067,647
Med 2939 1118 8573 1216.5 2692.5 64 511 485 33 79 95.5 19,102




BRFSS UPPER BOUND RESPONSE RATE ESTIMATES*

BY STATE, 1995-1999

State

WY
MEDIAN
MAX
MIN

1995
Rate
80.0
79.9
76.0
73.6
70.3
86.1
78.9

89.8
77.1
83.4
82.2
86.9
76.0
73.2
86.5
89.9
87.1
77.4
69.1
75.7
83.8
80.1
92.9
68.6
85.3
88.7
86.8
95.0
80.4
78.7
86.7
60.5
90.4
72.4
81.4
79.2
67.9
69.0

76.9
83.9
89.0
79.7
75.6
87.4
75.9
89.3
72.0
74.5
85.0
79.5
80.0
95.0
60.5

*Excluding wind-down records

1996
Rate
75.3
80.6
73.1
81.9
66.9
83.2
77.7
82.1
85.1
70.0
935

85.7
69.8
54.1
82.5
92.5
84.1
74.6
68.2
60.1
78.2
63.6
89.0
68.6
81.2
88.6
81.8
94.4
83.7
77.3
76.5
69.5
87.1
62.3
83.2
78.5
67.1
78.0

70.6
75.9
86.1
75.0
74.0
88.3
76.4
87.4
66.4
72.5
81.2
77.9
78.0
94.4
54.1
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1997
Rate
74.4
75.2
78.7
92.6
64.6
76.2
74.5
82.1
80.2
64.7
86.7
74.8
86.9
69.8
64.0
74.3
92.2
86.6
77.1
67.0
65.4
82.7
62.3
92.1
81.6
79.5
86.2
78.2
92.4
77.6
73.9
73.9
76.2
86.1
67.1
76.8
79.0
64.1
73.4

70.6
85.6
80.1
72.2
67.3
87.0
75.8
86.8
65.6
73.2
78.2
74.9
76.2
92.6
62.3

1998
Rate
68.2
69.4
74.5
95.4
83.0
79.2
65.5
76.9
73.2
45.4
60.6
73.3
84.0
68.0
62.1
57.7
88.3
80.6
76.7
59.0
74.6
87.3
59.4
92.8
73.4
71.8
86.6
76.2
88.6
78.6
74.0
61.9
75.6
79.1
62.2
69.4
70.0
53.7
63.6
89.4
63.7
68.6
79.6
66.8
50.5
84.1
73.6
79.6
60.6
71.8
76.9
711
73.4
95.4
45.4

1999
Rate
70.6
68.9
53.5
95.1
82.0
77.2
58.9
714
63.4
46.9
64.0
67.8
80.1
58.8
59.6
56.0
79.0
78.9
69.8
53.7
68.9
90.7
52.5
93.7
68.0
735
83.2
75.0
85.4
77.8
58.3
54.6
74.9
77.2
54.9
68.0
65.4
48.0
58.6
92.1
56.8
59.4
78.4
70.5
44.5
83.5
66.5
73.9
61.4
65.8
76.2
65.9
68.4
95.1
44.5
Revised: 6/28/00




BRFSS COOPERATION RATE*

BY STATE, 1995-1999

State

WY
MEDIAN
MAX
MIN

1995
Rate
64.5
74.4
65.7
65.7
57.7
76.5
67.5

77.6
55.0
81.3
50.9
75.4
71.0
56.7
79.2
81.3
71.5
70.6
62.7
66.3
71.1
57.8
82.3
61.3
73.0
76.8
71.4
83.3
71.4
64.5
84.6
55.5
79.8
53.1
71.0
73.8
56.1
66.5

69.9
79.9
82.3
73.6
63.7
76.4
62.5
81.0
63.1
72.4
77.3
717
71.3
84.6
50.9

*Excluding wind-down records

1996 1997
Rate Rate
63.0 60.2
711 61.9
63.2 67.7
75.0 83.6
55.3 51.1
75.1 67.8
64.1 62.9
61.9 66.2
74.0 70.4
58.9 51.8
914 80.7

52.4
76.5 70.0
62.0 60.1
46.1 46.8
73.7 63.2
85.0 85.3
66.4 70.9
65.5 66.2
59.2 53.4
55.1 62.2
67.8 65.9
55.8 50.5
81.3 83.8
60.5 55.9
715 69.3
76.5 74.3
711 66.4
86.3 82.5
74.1 65.8
63.9 56.0
57.7 55.5
65.0 67.8
78.0 72.1
47.4 50.0
75.1 61.7
72.2 72.1
56.5 54.4
65.5 62.3
61.4 57.2
71.6 73.2
79.4 73.0
68.6 65.2
61.5 56.6
80.8 74.1
59.9 59.0
76.2 75.7
55.3 54.2
69.8 70.5
72.4 66.0
70.5 65.5
68.2 65.8
914 85.3
46.1 46.8

15

1998
Rate
58.6
55.2
69.6
68.2
65.6
65.9
62.5
60.6
66.7
38.3
52.9
57.6
64.4
60.2
52.4
55.0
77.7
64.7
63.5
55.1
56.3
68.0
49.1
83.6
59.5
64.3
75.0
65.2
80.2
66.8
51.5
57.9
67.2
59.9
56.3
55.4
65.4
46.5
61.8
80.9
59.8
66.6
73.3
62.5
42.9
714
60.2
77.4
50.1
68.8
65.4
64.2
63.0
83.6
38.3

1999
Rate
62.3
54.6
48.0
55.1
66.7
65.3
53.0
52.9
59.8
38.5
52.0
54.9
58.4
53.5
51.4
52.2
68.4
63.8
54.1
46.6
49.4
66.8
45.4
83.9
60.3
63.1
73.4
63.8
77.2
66.8
50.0
46.8
65.4
64.0
46.6
52.7
61.4
43.6
53.2
73.7
51.0
53.3
71.8
67.1
38.4
70.2
53.5
67.4
53.4
62.2
66.8
59.9
56.7
83.9
38.4
Revised: 6/28/00




BRFSS CASRO RESPONSE RATE ESTIMATES*

BY STATE, 1995-1999

State

WY
MEDIAN
MAX
MIN

*Excluding wind-down records

1995
Rate
68.4
68.3
65.7
65.1
52.3
77.4
65.1

68.3
54.6
77.6
48.6
73.3
66.8
61.6
78.9
73.6
72.6
67.3
60.4
60.9
70.2
56.0
78.1
59.1
75.4
77.5
69.2
84.5
67.5
59.5
66.9
52.5
77.4
60.2
69.5
76.2
56.9
64.1

68.7
74.5
81.2
68.7
60.2
78.5
62.3
74.5
61.4
71.9
77.5
69.2
68.4
84.5
48.6

1996
Rate
62.9
69.1
62.5
67.1
47.9
74.4
60.4
64.1
63.5
55.8
87.1

74.9
59.6
45.6
73.2
77.5
65.5
62.7
56.6
54.6
66.0
54.6
73.6
59.5
71.3
76.5
59.3
85.6
68.0
59.3
52.4
61.2
75.9
50.6
74.4
72.8
55.4
61.8

59.4
60.9
76.8
62.5
52.8
77.6
61.2
71.6
53.7
69.6
71.8
67.7
63.2
87.1
45.6
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1997
Rate
59.5
59.6
65.9
725
48.2
62.5
60.7
67.8
59.8
49.4
76.8
41.3
69.4
59.0
44.2
62.8
75.1
69.6
63.8
50.4
54.9
66.1
49.6
77.9
54.2
67.4
72.6
64.4
79.3
61.6
51.4
51.0
62.5
71.8
51.6
61.7
72.3
53.1
58.2
88.9
54.7
58.8
70.0
60.1
45.7
71.9
59.6
715
52.3
69.7
65.9
63.4
62.1
88.9
41.3

1998
Rate
50.1
53.5
65.0
59.6
57.2
66.2
56.6
60.9
60.9
325
49.0
55.2
66.2
59.4
53.6
52.4
75.1
64.9
54.8
49.8
54.4
66.9
48.1
75.7
52.0
61.6
68.9
61.7
73.4
56.9
42.5
50.7
65.1
59.9
52.2
51.9
60.7
45.6
56.4
76.7
55.5
59.2
65.0
50.1
41.2
61.8
60.2
73.2
49.3
67.0
58.9
62.1
59.1
76.7
325

1999
Rate
57.1
53.1
46.8
47.7
58.1
65.3
49.6
47.8
54.5
37.0
51.7
55.9
60.6
52.0
53.0
49.2
66.3
65.2
53.2
42.7
47.4
65.7
42.7
80.8
59.0
63.4
73.2
60.3
75.7
64.0
46.7
41.5
62.4
61.5
45.0
48.8
58.2
41.9
48.6
69.5
47.4
49.6
71.0
60.1
36.2
65.5
52.7
64.8
50.3
60.0
65.2
57.5
55.2
80.8
36.2
Revised: 6/28/00




BRFSS EFFICIENCY RATES

BY STATE, 1995-1999

State

WY
MEDIAN
MAX
MIN

1995
Rate
22.4
40.6
35.6
315
31.5
29.0
26.3

38.8
30.3
38.2
17.9
411
315
23.6
41.6
54.3
35.4
33.6
25.1
27.5
35.4
10.4
34.5
22.7
42.5
36.0
30.7
43.6
19.3
26.4
455
24.9
58.8
24.0
29.7
30.0
25.9
32.2

29.6
30.4
39.5
35.3
31.0
33.3
33.6
35.0
37.9
27.0
42.5
27.6
315
58.8
10.4

1996 1997
Rate Rate
23.7 23.3
37.0 28.8
19.8 20.0
32.2 32.1
33.6 30.5
28.6 29.3
20.1 20.2
19.1 22.6
34.0 29.5
26.3 235
46.3 40.5

32.4
40.0 38.8
28.4 24.5
219 21.2
37.2 26.4
59.7 59.7
29.0 33.1
30.0 27.6
23.3 17.4
27.3 25.3
33.2 32.3
19.1 17.9
33.4 34.7
24.6 235
35.2 35.9
34.8 31.0
27.8 27.7
43.2 38.4
17.7 19.1
26.3 24.0
16.9 19.5
27.0 29.3
54.9 24.9
21.2 22.7
28.6 25.8
25.6 32.4
219 19.8
20.2 22.6
25.9 219
26.1 21.7
37.5 33.5
30.2 24.7
30.4 255
34.1 31.3
18.7 20.1
19.0 211
22.8 24.4
24.6 23.1
41.3 35.9
29.4 24.9
28.1 25.3
59.7 59.7
16.9 17.4

17

1998
Rate
13.6
18.6
15.8
14.8
19.9
18.1
17.9
9.2
18.0
14.8
18.5
40.6
13.8
18.8
20.3
19.3
16.3
23.6
25.9
15.8
20.5
15.3
16.0
36.8
24.6
23.0
30.9
19.5
34.7
26.8
21.2
15.0
18.9
14.3
15.7
16.7
17.3
13.7
19.1
32.8
18.1
16.5
31.0
25.0
13.7
29.3
20.2
14.7
18.5
21.8
33.9
20.1
18.7
40.6
9.2

1999
Rate
7.3
16.8
13.1
10.1
21.2
15.7
17.3
7.1
13.9
10.5
13.9
21.2
11.8
16.3
12.0
17.1
13.6
17.3
15.3
13.8
16.7
13.9
14.1
39.1
14.2
18.6
15.2
18.5
13.3
10.9
11.7
11.6
17.6
16.6
13.8
13.8
14.4
11.6
15.7
24.8
19.5
15.0
12.8
28.1
11.6
15.3
18.9
11.9
18.9
19.1
23.2
18.4
15.1
39.1
7.1
Revised: 6/28/00




Median Rates

BRFSS
Median Upper Bound, Cooperation, CASRO, and Efficiency Rates
1995-1999
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BRFSS W NDDOWN RATES
BY STATE, 1995-1999

WAKSBERG STATES ONLY

State 1995 1996 1997 1998
VN 3.1 1.6 2.0 2.0
TN 6.7 7.7 7.1 9.5

19
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TABLE 1: PERCENTAGE OF RECORDS WTH A CLUSTER Sl ZE OF THREE,
WAKSBERG STATES, 1995-1999

STATE 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 MEAN
M nnesot a 97. 3% 93. 6% 99. 6% 99. 9% 100. 0% 98. 1%
Tennessee 100. 0% 99. 7% 99. 5% 97. 3% 99. 6% 99. 2%
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1995- 1999
1997 1998 1999 MEAN

1996

AND POPULATI ON DATA BY STATE,
1995

TABLE 2: DI SCREPANCY | N PERCENTAGE FEMALE BETWEEN THE WEI GHTED* SAMPLE DATA
STATE

NNOONNONMNMADNNINONVONNMNNMANDONOO M AN OMMN~NAOANNNNINTN~NO T O
CONWOONOCONNTONODNMNTOOUINOITONTONOLINTONOCHNOOMO T I MW N

OMLTONONANAODDONNOCOOLMNANAATAONTIITANONINTAOD D OO T ML N~ ©
ﬂ9.9.&&7.7.7.7.7.7.7.7.6.6.6.6.6.6.6.6.6.6.6.6.6.GG66555554444444&&&&&&2L02

OYTNOAHONAHONIIANNLTOANONITOATHINVOOMNDOOOTHNDOHOTMPDO NN M ©
H.&6.3.6.7.557.5556.56.&6.6.27.6.3.7.6.&53.7.256.&&&5&12129.&&5&&&54502

OCLNTLWOLANMANNMNNDOMOWDWOOONNODOOONAAINNOONTINOMNT O©LONDOM®
n&7.57.27.6.7.O.7.24.6.6.3.5523.7.524.&4.57.26.6.41&&56.26.241256.4524LL&

NDOMOTHAMONMNMANNONANAININNONNOONDNOOCOMNMNOONDANND 1O MO D © OO
NNOOYWONNMNOLOONDONTONMANNOTIINTINONOCUIOLITINNOCNOCHOG FOANNMNO©

O DO OOAHOONOITONOMAONITIIONIONOOOANOTOOONNMODHO T T © IO
mo o< .&3.29.H.LO.7.9.3.54.3.L56.54.4.24.55214146.&4L6.46.&2_L554&9.22H_m

District of Colunbia

I1linois
North Carolina

Fl ori da
Sout h Dakot a

Il ahoma

Pennsyl vani a
South Carolina
M chi gan
Massachusetts
M ssi ssi ppi

W sconsin
Wom ng

Nort h Dakot a
West Virginia
Hawai i

| daho

New Mexi co
Mai ne

Rhode | sl and
Loui si ana
Virginia
California
New Yor k
Nebr aska
Ver nmont

Col or ado
Al aska
Mont ana
Washi ngt on
Ut ah

M nnesot a
Nevada

Ohi o

Tennessee
Kent ucky
New Hanpshire
Puerto Rico
Del awar e
Connecti cut
Kansas

Ari zona

New Jer sey

I ndi ana
Texas
Georgi a
Mar yl and

| owa

Ar kansas

O egon

M ssouri

Al abama

of Adults,

Number

And Sel ection of Tel ephone Nunmbers by Stratum

*\Wei ghted Probability of Selection (Nunber of Phones,
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TABLE 3: DI SCREPANCY BETWEEN WEI GHTED* SAMPLE AND POPULATI ON BY AGE

CATEGORY AND STATE, 1999

PERCENTAGE PO NT DI FFERENCE

STATE 18- 24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55- 64 65+
Al abama -1.7 -0.8 -1.7 2.0 2.2 -0.0
Al aska -2.3 0.4 3.6 2.4 -1.0 -3.1
Ari zona 0.4 -1.0 -4.5 1.1 1.7 2.3
Ar kansas -2.2 0.6 0.7 4.0 1.6 -4.7
California 0.8 1.6 1.4 -0.6 -0.5 -2.8
Col or ado -0.2 1.5 -0.3 1.2 0.0 -2.2
Connecti cut -2.5 3.1 2.3 1.1 -1.2 -2.9
Del awar e -0.3 0.8 0.4 1.0 1.3 -3.1
District of Colunb -1.4 2.4 -3.5 -1.9 1.0 3.4
Fl ori da -0.2 1.0 0.0 0.7 0.7 -2.3
Georgi a -3.7 0.1 3.2 1.6 0.7 -1.9
Hawai i -2.4 0.4 2.2 3.3 -1.7 -1.8
| daho 0.3 1.9 1.4 0.1 -0.2 -3.5
I1linois 0.1 2.8 3.4 -0.2 -1.8 -4.3
I ndi ana -4.9 -0.6 3.8 4.1 0.5 -2.8
| owa -2.7 0.1 1.0 1.6 0.5 -0.5
Kansas -2.1 -0.1 -0.5 1.5 0.8 0.4
Kent ucky -2.8 -1.0 0.4 1.1 1.7 0.6
Loui si ana -0.7 0.3 0.1 0.7 -0.2 -0.2
Mai ne -3.8 -2.9 2.7 2.4 1.8 -0.2
Mar yl and 1.6 0.1 0.4 0.6 -0.6 -2.1
Massachusetts -2.5 1.5 2.2 1.1 0.1 -2.4
M chi gan -0.3 0.3 1.1 0.2 -0.1 -1.2
M nnesot a -0.6 -1.1 4.7 -0.3 0.3 -3.0
M ssi ssi ppi -2.7 -1.4 1.9 2.6 2.6 -2.8
M ssouri -2.2 -0.7 2.4 -0.4 2.1 -1.3
Mont ana -1.2 -3.7 1.5 2.4 1.5 -0.6
Nebr aska -0.4 -0.5 -2.3 0.0 0.6 2.7
Nevada 0.6 3.4 -1.0 2.1 -2.0 -3.0
New Hanpshire -5.1 0.2 3.1 1.4 0.5 -0.1
New Jer sey -2.0 1.6 1.0 -0.1 0.4 -0.8
New Mexi co -0.7 -2.4 -0.5 2.0 1.5 0.0
New Yor k -0.5 2.7 1.5 0.4 0.2 -4.3
North Carolina -3.4 0.4 -1.4 2.3 0.7 1.4
Nort h Dakot a -1.1 -0.7 -0.6 0.7 0.9 0.9
Ohi o -3.1 -0.6 -1.4 0.6 1.8 2.7
Il ahoma -2.4 0.1 -0.1 0.3 1.5 0.6
Oregon 1.2 2.7 -2.6 1.6 -0.6 -2.3
Pennsyl vani a -1.8 0.5 4.1 1.2 -0.9 -3.0
Puerto Rico -5.5 -5.0 -0.3 2.7 3.2 4.9
Rhode | sl and -1.7 1.3 1.7 2.4 -0.6 -3.1
South Carolina -2.6 1.0 1.4 3.0 0.6 -3.5
Sout h Dakot a -2.7 -1.3 3.0 1.8 0.6 -1.5
Tennessee -1.5 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.3 -1.3
Texas 0.2 0.9 1.7 0.8 0.1 -3.7
Ut ah 1.7 2.1 -1.2 0.0 -1.1 -1.5
Ver nont -4.8 0.4 2.1 2.2 0.2 -0.1
Virginia -2.8 -1.2 1.3 3.5 1.7 -2.5
Washi ngt on 1.2 2.2 0.1 -0.7 -0.4 -2.5
West Virginia -3.2 -1.7 -0.0 4.5 1.1 -0.7
W sconsi n -3.5 0.5 2.8 0.9 0.3 -1.0
Womn ng 0.7 -0.4 0.8 1.5 0.4 -3.0

*\Wei ghted Probability of Selection (Nunber of Phones, Nunber of Adults
And Sel ection of Tel ephone Nunmbers by Stratum
Base for Sanple Percentages |s Respondents with Age Not M ssing
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TABLE 4: DI SCREPANCY | N PERCENTAGE WHI TE NON- H SPANI C BETWEEN THE WEI GHTED*
SAMPLE DATA AND POPULATI ON DATA BY STATE, 1999

WI'L POP Dl FF
STATE PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
Georgi a 72.8 69.1 3.7
Virginia 77.1 74.3 2.8
Ar kansas 85.3 83.2 2.1
Del awar e 79.1 77.2 1.9
Ut ah 91.3 89.4 1.9
Pennsyl vani a 89.3 87.6 1.7
M ssi ssi ppi 67.2 65. 6 1.6
New Yor k 68.9 67.3 1.6
California 55.4 53.8 1.6
Washi ngt on 86.8 85.2 1.6
M ssouri 88. 4 86.9 1.5
Ohi o 88. 4 86.9 1.5
Il ahoma 83.8 82. 4 1.4
New Jer sey 72.2 70.9 1.3
Sout h Dakot a 93.1 91.9 1.2
I1linois 74.9 73.8 1.1
South Carolina 71.7 70.6 1.1
Kent ucky 93.0 91.9 1.1
Kansas 88.9 88.1 0.8
Nort h Dakot a 95.0 94.2 0.8
W sconsi n 92.2 91.4 0.8
Nebr aska 91.7 91.0 0.7
| daho 91.9 91.4 0.5
Fl ori da 71.0 70.6 0.4
Texas 59.2 58.9 0.3
Loui si ana 66. 8 66.5 0.3
Tennessee 83.2 83.0 0.2
M chi gan 82.9 82.8 0.1
Al abama 74.5 74. 6 -0.1
Mont ana 92.7 92.8 -0.1
| owa 95.2 95.4 -0.2
Massachusetts 86.5 86. 8 -0.3
I ndi ana 88.9 89.3 -0.4
M nnesot a 92.7 93.2 -0.5
Womn ng 91.3 91.8 -0.5
Ari zona 70.9 71.8 -0.9
West Virginia 95.1 96.0 -0.9
New Mexi co 50.5 51.6 -1.1
Connecti cut 81.8 83.0 -1.2
Al aska 74.0 75.3 -1.3
Ver nmont 96. 4 97.8 -1.4
Rhode | sl and 87.2 88.9 -1.7
New Hanpshire 94.9 96. 8 -1.9
North Carolina 73.6 75.7 -2.1
Col or ado 78.5 80. 8 -2.3
Mai ne 95.8 98.1 -2.3
Hawai i 28.3 30.7 -2.4
District of Colunbia 29.8 32. 4 -2.6
Mar yl and 63.6 66. 3 -2.7
O egon 86. 3 89.4 -3.1
Nevada 69. 6 73.8 -4.2

*\Wei ghted Probability of Selection (Nunber of Phones, Nunber of Adults
And Sel ection of Tel ephone Nunmbers by Stratum.
Base for Sanple Percentages |s Respondents with Wite, Black
Asi an/ Pacific Islander, or Native Anerican/ A aska Native, for Orace and Hi spanic
O Non-Hi spanic for Hi spanic
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TABLE 5: DI SCREPANCY | N PERCENTAGE WHI TE BETWEEN THE WEI GHTED* SAMPLE DATA
AND POPULATI ON DATA BY STATE, 1997-1999

STATE 1997 1998 1999 VEAN
California 51 5.5 5.2 5.2
Virginia 3.0 1.0 3.8 2.6
Georgi a 1.4 -0.0 3.7 1.7
New Jer sey 3.4 2.0 3.3 2.9
New Yor k 2.7 3.1 3.1 3.0
Del awar e 1.8 3.5 3.0 2.8
M ssouri 0.0 1.1 2.9 1.3
M ssi ssi ppi 2.8 4.8 2.9 3.5
Washi ngt on 1.8 2.6 2.8 2.4
Ar kansas 1.1 1.7 2.7 1.8
Ari zona 4.2 3.2 2.7 3.4
Il ahoma 3.3 3.5 2.6 3.1
Ohi o -1.9 1.1 2.3 0.5
South Carolina 1.3 5.4 2.3 3.0
Kansas 0.6 1.0 2.3 1.3
I1linois 3.4 2.9 2.2 2.8
Sout h Dakot a -0.1 1.8 1.9 1.2
Massachusetts 1.9 1.4 1.8 1.7
Pennsyl vani a 1.2 2.2 1.8 1.7
Texas -0.3 1.8 1.8 1.1
Fl ori da 1.9 -0.2 1.6 1.1
Kent ucky 0.3 0.7 1.5 0.8
Loui si ana 3.7 5.5 1.5 3.5
Nort h Dakot a 0.8 0.6 1.3 0.9
Ut ah 1.8 1.3 1.1 1.4
M chi gan 1.9 2.3 1.0 1.7
W sconsi n 0.8 1.2 1.0 1.0
Col or ado 1.5 0.4 1.0 0.9
Tennessee 1.2 2.7 0.9 1.6
M nnesot a 1.0 0.3 0.8 0.7
Rhode | sl and 1.8 0.3 0.8 1.0
Wom ng 0.4 1.5 0.8 0.9
Al abama 2.7 0.6 0.8 1.4
Nebr aska 1.4 2.1 0.6 1.4
Mont ana 0.8 1.0 0.6 0.8
O egon 0.4 1.5 0.6 0.8
Hawai i 0.4 -0.9 0.5 0.0
New Hanpshire -0.2 -0.3 0.4 -0.0
| owa 1.0 0.4 0.4 0.6
West Virginia 1.3 0.6 0.2 0.7
| daho -0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1
I ndi ana 1.1 -3.1 0.1 -0.6
Connecti cut 2.2 0.6 0.1 0.9
Mai ne -0.1 -0.5 -0.1 -0.2
Ver nmont -1.0 0.3 -0.5 -0.4
New Mexi co -0.0 -0.5 -0.6 -0.4
Al aska 2.9 2.2 -1.1 1.3
North Carolina -0.8 2.4 -1.2 0.1
Mar yl and 51 -0.5 -1.5 1.0
Nevada 1.5 3.3 -5.0 -0.1
District of Colunbia -5.0 -6.8 -6.4 -6.0

*\Wei ghted Probability of Selection (Nunber of Phones, Nunber of Adults
And Sel ection of Tel ephone Nunmbers by Stratum.
Base for Sanple Percentages |s Respondents with Wite, Black
Asi an/ Pacific |Islander, or Native Anerican/ Al aska Native
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TABLE 6: DI SCREPANCY | N PERCENTAGE BLACK BETWEEN THE WEI GHTED* SAMPLE DATA
AND POPULATI ON DATA BY STATE, 1997-1999

STATE 1997 1998 1999 VEAN
District of Colunbia 6.8 8.5 7.2 7.5
Nevada -0.9 -1.8 53 0.9
Mar yl and -3.9 1.2 1.7 -0.3
North Carolina 0.7 -2.1 1.6 0.0
Al aska -1.1 -0.7 0.3 -0.5
California -2.4 -0.9 0.3 -1.0
M nnesot a -0.1 0.6 0.1 0.2
Ver nmont 0.2 -0.3 0.1 -0.0
Mai ne 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1
New Hanpshire -0.2 0.1 0.0 -0.0
Mont ana 0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.0
Sout h Dakot a 0.3 0.0 -0.1 0.1
Womn ng 0.1 -0.4 -0.2 -0.2
| daho -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2
Nort h Dakot a 0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.1
Ari zona -1.6 -0.7 -0.3 -0.9
| owa -0.8 -0.3 -0.3 -0.5
Ut ah -0.4 -0.3 -0.4 -0.4
O egon -0.6 -1.1 -0.5 -0.7
Tennessee -0.9 -2.5 -0.6 -1.3
Connecti cut -2.7 -1.0 -0.6 -1.4
New Mexi co -0.2 -0.2 -0.7 -0.3
West Virginia -1.0 -0.5 -0.8 -0.8
Rhode | sl and -1.1 -0.3 -0.8 -0.7
I ndi ana -2.0 1.4 -0.8 -0.5
Col or ado -1.6 -1.1 -0.9 -1.2
Washi ngt on -0.7 -0.9 -1.0 -0.9
Kansas 0.3 -0.6 -1.0 -0.5
Kent ucky 0.1 -0.4 -1.1 -0.5
Al abama -3.0 -0.9 -1.1 -1.7
Nebr aska -1.1 -1.4 -1.1 -1.2
W sconsi n -1.3 -1.9 -1.2 -1.5
Hawai i -0.3 -1.7 -1.2 -1.1
Massachusetts -1.3 -1.7 -1.6 -1.5
Il ahoma -1.5 -0.7 -1.6 -1.3
Loui si ana -4.2 -4.9 -1.7 -3.6
Fl ori da -2.1 0.7 -1.7 -1.0
M chi gan -3.0 -3.4 -1.8 -2.7
I1linois -3.1 -2.8 -1.8 -2.6
Pennsyl vani a -1.2 -1.9 -1.8 -1.6
Texas -0.8 -2.0 -2.1 -1.6
Ohi o 1.8 -1.1 -2.1 -0.5
M ssi ssi ppi -2.7 -4.5 -2.3 -3.2
Del awar e -1.7 -2.4 -2.4 -2.2
South Carolina -1.2 -5.8 -2.5 -3.2
M ssouri -0.1 -0.8 -2.7 -1.2
Virginia -3.4 0.1 -2.7 -2.0
Georgi a -0.8 0.9 -2.8 -0.9
New Jer sey -3.2 -2.9 -2.8 -2.9
New Yor k -2.1 -3.2 -3.0 -2.8
Ar kansas -2.4 -2.6 -3.9 -3.0

*\Wei ghted Probability of Selection (Nunber of Phones, Nunber of Adults,
And Sel ection of Tel ephone Nunmbers by Stratum
Base for Sanple Percentages |s Respondents with Wite, Bl ack,
Asi an/ Pacific |Islander, or Native Anerican/ Al aska Native
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TABLE 7: DI SCREPANCY | N PERCENTAGE HI SPANI C BETWEEN THE WEI GHTED* SAMPLE DATA
AND POPULATI ON DATA BY STATE, 1998-1999

STATE 1998 1999 MEAN

Hawai i

Ari zona

Col or ado

O egon

California

New Mexi co

Texas

New Jer sey -
Mai ne

New Hanpshire

Fl ori da

Connecti cut -
Loui si ana

South Carolina
Massachusetts -
M ssi ssi ppi

Il ahoma -
M nnesot a

I1linois

West Virginia

Rhode | sl and

Mont ana

M chi gan

Kansas

North Carolina

Al abama

Ver nmont

Wom ng

Sout h Dakot a

Ohi o

M ssouri

Del awar e -
Ar kansas

Mar yl and

New Yor k -
Virginia

Tennessee

Al aska

Nort h Dakot a

Kent ucky

| owa

Pennsyl vani a

W sconsi n -
Washi ngt on -
I ndi ana

Georgi a

Nebr aska -1
Ut ah -0.
| daho -1
Nevada -3.
District of Colunbia -3.

COOOOOO00000000C000ORREREREEEPREEENNNNMNMNNONWWN

NNNOUIWRRPORNWAUIUIODN~N~N~N0DODOOOOOOORNNNUONRRERRENUNOOOAN
COOOLOOORORPPOOO0O0O00OORRPRPORPORRPRPORPORNERERPONNNNON®

COOOOOOORPORPWOOOROOOONRPRPOOORRPRPORPORNORORNMNNNMNEWE©
RUUIOORANRPWWWONURPWOURONUIONONR NOORORUIWUIWOONANRFUI~NUWWUN

NWOWNNORMWRARIIWOOUIOROPAODORARPPAUIWAWUIUIORRFPORPRNWUIUIOWNWNNOUINRERNONW

*\Wei ghted Probability of Selection (Nunber of Phones, Nunber of Adults,
And Sel ection of Tel ephone Nunmbers by Stratum
Base for Sanple Percentages |s Respondents with Hi spanic Origin Not M ssing
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*Base for

STATE

Kansas

Ari zona

Il ahoma

New Mexi co
Mar yl and
Nevada

Del awar e

O egon

Texas

Ohi o

Virginia

New Yor k
Rhode | sl and
M ssouri

New Jer sey
Nort h Dakot a
Connecti cut
Wom ng
Georgi a

| daho
Massachusetts
Nebr aska
Tennessee
Hawai i

Col or ado
District of Colunbia
Sout h Dakot a
M chi gan
Pennsyl vani a
| owa

Mont ana

Kent ucky

Al abama

South Carolina
North Carolina
M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Loui si ana

Ar kansas

I ndi ana

New Hanpshire
West Virginia
W sconsi n

Ut ah

Ver nmont

Mai ne
California
Washi ngt on

Fl ori da
I1linois

Al aska

1998
HI SPANI CS
RACE = OTHER
PERCENT

[

N
COWOUNOR~® or OO AW Ll o ¢ ¢ PO« NO©®E A
WOANURORARPROOOOIOOOPRORUITOORNWAIWARWORAANORUIOARORWOOND R ~N®O©O®
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TABLE 8: PERCENT OF HI SPANI CS CODED OTHER RACE BY STATE, 1998-1999

1999
HI SPANI CS
RACE = OTHER

PERCENT MEAN
68. 8 54.7
66. 6 60. 7
47.9 39.8
45. 3 39.7
43.5 41.6
42.1 47.1
40.5 25.3
35.8 28.3
35.7 33.0
32.3 30.7
29.9 32.4
29.8 35.9
28.5 29.9
28.3 24.1
27.5 32.0
27.3 17.2
27.1 33.4
26.1 26.2
25.9 25.6
25.8 21.1
25.2 32.5
25.0 34.6
23.9 16.5
23.0 19.7
22.8 23.0
22.2 18. 4
22.2 26.3
21.6 27.0
20.8 25.0
19.7 16.9
19.0 17.5
18.8 16. 3
17.1 13.8
16.1 14.6
13.8 15.9
12. 2 18.0
11.6 11.8
10.7 13.3
10.0 6.9
9.3 14.0
7.1 11.0
7.0 3.5
6.7 10.3
6.3 7.2
5.8 5.1
4.8 2.4
4.0 4.7
3.5 5.0
2.4 2.8
1.7 6.1
0.0 3.2

Percent ages |s Respondents with Hispanic Oigin Equal

to One



TABLE 9: DI SCREPANCY | N PERCENTAGE OF HI SPANI CS CODED WHI TE BETWEEN WEI GHTED*
SAMPLE DATA AND POPULATI ON DATA BY STATE, 1999

WI'L POP Dl FF
STATE PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
Rhode | sl and 89. 2 79.0 10.2
Nort h Dakot a 93.1 85.5 7.6
North Carolina 88.0 80.7 7.3
Del awar e 87.9 80.9 7.0
M ssi ssi ppi 82.0 75.1 6.9
Kent ucky 89.9 85.3 4.6
Massachusetts 82.6 78.8 3.8
| owa 94.2 92.1 2.1
Washi ngt on 87.1 85.6 1.5
New Yor k 76.5 75.1 1.4
Ari zona 95.4 94. 3 1.1
California 93.1 92.6 0.5
O egon 92.1 91.8 0.3
M nnesot a 82. 4 83.1 -0.7
Mai ne 90.7 91.9 -1.2
Col or ado 93.5 95.0 -1.5
Kansas 89.9 91. 4 -1.5
I1linois 91.7 93.4 -1.7
Tennessee 79.8 82.1 -2.3
Texas 94.0 96. 9 -2.9
Georgi a 79.7 82.7 -3.0
West Virginia 89.7 92.7 -3.0
Ut ah 90.1 93.5 -3.4
New Hanpshire 88.3 91.9 -3.6
M ssouri 84. 4 88. 3 -3.9
| daho 89.9 94. 4 -4.5
Nebr aska 86.9 91.7 -4.8
Wom ng 90.0 94.8 -4.8
New Jer sey 80.1 85.8 -5.7
Nevada 84.9 90.8 -5.9
I ndi ana 85.3 91.8 -6.5
South Carolina 71.4 77.9 -6.5
Ver nmont 86.1 92.8 -6.7
W sconsi n 82.6 89.7 -7.1
Fl ori da 85.3 93.5 -8.2
New Mexi co 87.3 97.4 -10.1
Ohi o 78.0 88.5 -10.5
Pennsyl vani a 71.1 82.7 -11.6
Connecti cut 76.0 88. 6 -12.6
Sout h Dakot a 62.6 75.3 -12.7
Ar kansas 74.5 87.5 -13.0
Al aska 62.7 77.1 -14. 4
Mar yl and 63.1 78.6 -15.5
Loui si ana 70.4 86.5 -16.1
Virginia 69.1 85.5 -16.4
Mont ana 68. 8 85.8 -17.0
Hawai i 19.3 38.1 -18.8
M chi gan 69. 2 88.6 -19.4
Al abama 62.1 82.7 -20.6
Il ahoma 60. 8 82.2 -21. 4
District of Colunbia 51.4 78.8 -27.4

*Wei ghted Probability of Selection (Nunber of Phones, Nunber of Adults
And Sel ection of Tel ephone Nunmbers by Stratum.
Base for Sanple Percentages |s Respondents with Wite, Black
Asi an/ pacific Islander, or Native Anerican/al aska Native, for Orace and
Hi spanic for Hi spanic
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TABLE 10: PERCENT COMPLETED | NTERVI EM6 M SSI NG | NCOVE2 BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
District of Colunbia 26.8 2.8 340
Il ahoma 24.8 2.5 737
New Jer sey 21.3 1.9 601
Ari zona 21.3 1.9 371
Massachusetts 18.4 1.5 923
Connecti cut 18. 3 1.5 644
Pennsyl vani a 18.3 1.5 651
Rhode | sl and 17.7 1.4 710
New Yor k 16.0 1.1 424
Kansas 15. 6 1.0 604
Ver nmont 15. 1 0.9 479
South Carolina 14.9 0.9 518
Tennessee 13.7 0.7 414
Mont ana 12. 6 0.5 226
North Carolina 12.1 0.4 296
New Hanpshire 11. 6 0.4 145
Nebr aska 10.4 0.2 293
Sout h Dakot a 9.7 0.0 401
M chi gan 9.2 -0.0 231
Kent ucky 8.5 -0.1 642
Mar yl and 8.3 -0.2 328
Hawai i 8.2 -0.2 177
Washi ngt on 8.2 -0.2 295
Ohi o 7.1 -0.4 117
Loui si ana 6.9 -0.4 116
Del awar e 6.9 -0.4 176
M ssouri 6.8 -0.4 291
Ut ah 6.7 -0.4 213
I ndi ana 6.5 -0.5 159
Nevada 6.2 -0.5 135
Fl ori da 6.1 -0.5 317
I1linois 6.1 -0.5 177
W sconsi n 5.8 -0.6 127
M ssi ssi ppi 5.7 -0.6 125
Georgi a 5.6 -0.6 128
Nort h Dakot a 5.6 -0.6 111
Virginia 5.5 -0.6 194
Mai ne 53 -0.7 88
Al abama 51 -0.7 106
Ar kansas 4.3 -0.8 130
California 4.3 -0.8 186
Texas 4.3 -0.8 213
O egon 4.3 -0.8 77
| owa 4.2 -0.8 153
Col or ado 4.0 -0.9 123
M nnesot a 3.9 -0.9 207
New Mexi co 3.7 -0.9 130
| daho 3.6 -0.9 179
Puerto Rico 3.5 -1.0 106
Wom ng 3.2 -1.0 77
West Virginia 3.1 -1.0 80
Al aska 2.8 -1.1 57
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TABLE 11: PERCENT COMPLETED | NTERVI EM6 M SSI NG AGE BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
New Yor k 1.4 2.6 37
Massachusetts 1.3 2.4 67
New Jer sey 1.3 2.3 37
I ndi ana 1.1 1.9 28
Pennsyl vani a 1.1 1.8 40
Connecti cut 1.1 1.7 38
Rhode | sl and 0.9 1.3 38
Ver nmont 0.8 0.9 26
Hawai i 0.8 0.8 17
North Carolina 0.8 0.8 19
South Carolina 0.8 0.7 26
O egon 0.7 0.6 13
Tennessee 0.7 0.5 20
Nebr aska 0.6 0.3 17
Loui si ana 0.6 0.3 10
Al abama 0.6 0.2 12
Del awar e 0.5 0.1 14
Texas 0.5 0.1 27
M ssouri 0.5 0.1 23
Col or ado 0.5 0.1 16
Virginia 0.5 0.0 18
Kansas 0.5 -0.0 19
Georgi a 0.5 -0.0 11
New Hanpshire 0.5 -0.1 6
W sconsi n 0.5 -0.1 10
Wom ng 0.5 -0.1 11
Nort h Dakot a 0.5 -0.1 9
Al aska 0.4 -0.2 9
Il ahoma 0.4 -0.2 13
District of Colunbia 0.4 -0.3 5
Sout h Dakot a 0.4 -0.3 16
Mar yl and 0.4 -0.3 15
Ohi o 0.4 -0.4 6
Ut ah 0.3 -0.4 11
Fl ori da 0.3 -0.5 17
Ari zona 0.3 -0.6 5
M chi gan 0.3 -0.6 7
M ssi ssi ppi 0.3 -0.6 6
Nevada 0.3 -0.6 6
Ar kansas 0.3 -0.7 8
| daho 0.2 -0.8 11
Mai ne 0.2 -0.9 3
Kent ucky 0.2 -0.9 13
West Virginia 0.2 -1.0 4
New Mexi co 0.1 -1.0 5
I1linois 0.1 -1.0 4
Puerto Rico 0.1 -1.1 4
Mont ana 0.1 -1.1 2
| owa 0.1 -1.3 2
Washi ngt on 0.1 -1.3 2
California 0.0 -1.4 0
M nnesot a 0.0 -1.4 0
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TABLE 12: PERCENT COMPLETED | NTERVI EM6 M SSI NG EDUCA BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
California 0.8 2.8 35
New Yor k 0.8 2.5 20
New Jer sey 0.7 2.0 19
Kansas 0.6 1.9 25
Massachusetts 0.6 1.5 28
North Carolina 0.5 1.3 13
Tennessee 0.5 1.3 16
Pennsyl vani a 0.5 1.2 18
Il ahoma 0.5 1.2 15
Del awar e 0.4 0.8 11
Connecti cut 0.4 0.8 15
Nebr aska 0.4 0.8 12
Rhode | sl and 0.4 0.8 17
District of Colunbia 0.4 0.6 5
South Carolina 0.4 0.5 13
M ssi ssi ppi 0.4 0.5 8
Puerto Rico 0.3 0.3 10
Kent ucky 0.3 0.2 24
Virginia 0.3 0.2 11
Mar yl and 0.3 0.2 12
Mai ne 0.3 0.1 5
Georgi a 0.3 -0.0 6
Ari zona 0.2 -0.2 4
M chi gan 0.2 -0.4 5
Al aska 0.2 -0.4 4
Washi ngt on 0.2 -0.4 7
West Virginia 0.2 -0.4 5
M nnesot a 0.2 -0.4 10
Hawai i 0.2 -0.4 4
W sconsi n 0.2 -0.5 4
Nevada 0.2 -0.5 4
Loui si ana 0.2 -0.5 3
Fl ori da 0.2 -0.5 9
Mont ana 0.2 -0.5 3
New Hanpshire 0.2 -0.6 2
Ver nmont 0.2 -0.6 5
Ut ah 0.2 -0.6 5
New Mexi co 0.1 -0.7 5
Texas 0.1 -0.7 7
Sout h Dakot a 0.1 -0.8 5
O egon 0.1 -0.8 2
Nort h Dakot a 0.1 -0.9 2
M ssouri 0.1 -0.9 4
| owa 0.1 -1.0 3
I ndi ana 0.1 -1.0 2
| daho 0.1 -1.0 4
I1linois 0.1 -1.0 2
Col or ado 0.1 -1.1 2
Ohi o 0.1 -1.1 1
Al abama 0.0 -1.2 1
Womn ng 0.0 -1.2 1
Ar kansas 0.0 -1.2 1
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TABLE 13: PERCENT COWPLETED | NTERVI EM6 M SSI NG EMPLOY BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
California 0.7 2.7 32
Massachusetts 0.7 2.5 36
New Jer sey 0.7 2.3 19
New Yor k 0.6 2.1 17
South Carolina 0.6 1.8 20
New Hanpshire 0.6 1.7 7
Pennsyl vani a 0.5 1.6 19
North Carolina 0.5 1.1 11
Nebr aska 0.4 1.0 12
Rhode | sl and 0.3 0.5 13
Connecti cut 0.3 0.4 11
Georgi a 0.3 0.4 7
| daho 0.3 0.3 15
Loui si ana 0.3 0.3 5
Kansas 0.3 0.2 11
Washi ngt on 0.3 0.2 10
Tennessee 0.3 0.1 8
Virginia 0.3 0.1 9
Mar yl and 0.3 0.1 10
M chi gan 0.2 -0.0 6
District of Colunbia 0.2 -0.0 3
Hawai i 0.2 -0.0 5
Texas 0.2 -0.1 11
Sout h Dakot a 0.2 -0.1 9
Il ahoma 0.2 -0.2 6
Del awar e 0.2 -0.2 5
Fl ori da 0.2 -0.2 10
Al abama 0.2 -0.3 4
Ver nmont 0.2 -0.3 6
M ssi ssi ppi 0.2 -0.3 4
Ari zona 0.2 -0.4 3
O egon 0.2 -0.4 3
Puerto Rico 0.2 -0.4 5
Kent ucky 0.1 -0.5 11
Col or ado 0.1 -0.6 4
M ssouri 0.1 -0.7 5
Nort h Dakot a 0.1 -0.7 2
Al aska 0.1 -0.8 2
Ut ah 0.1 -0.8 3
Nevada 0.1 -0.8 2
| owa 0.1 -0.8 3
Wom ng 0.1 -0.8 2
West Virginia 0.1 -0.9 2
M nnesot a 0.1 -0.9 4
Ar kansas 0.1 -0.9 2
Ohi o 0.1 -1.0 1
New Mexi co 0.1 -1.0 2
Mont ana 0.1 -1.0 1
W sconsi n 0.0 -1.0 1
I ndi ana 0.0 -1.1 1
I1linois 0.0 -1.1 1
Mai ne 0.0 -1.3 0
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TABLE 14: PERCENT COMPLETED | NTERVI EA6 M SSI NG MARI TAL BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
Massachusetts 0.7 2.5 33
North Carolina 0.6 2.0 14
M chi gan 0.6 1.8 14
Kansas 0.5 1.8 21
Pennsyl vani a 0.5 1.7 19
New Yor k 0.5 1.7 14
Il ahoma 0.5 1.5 15
New Jer sey 0.5 1.3 13
Rhode | sl and 0.4 1.0 17
New Hanpshire 0.4 0.9 5
California 0.4 0.8 17
Ver nmont 0.4 0.7 12
Nevada 0.4 0.7 8
Washi ngt on 0.4 0.6 13
Nebr aska 0.3 0.4 9
Connecti cut 0.3 0.3 11
Loui si ana 0.3 0.2 5
Tennessee 0.3 0.2 9
Col or ado 0.3 0.2 9
I ndi ana 0.3 0.2 7
Virginia 0.3 0.2 10
Mont ana 0.3 0.1 5
I11inois 0.3 0.1 8
Puerto Rico 0.3 0.0 8
South Carolina 0.3 -0.0 9
Al aska 0.2 -0.1 5
District of Colunbia 0.2 -0.2 3
Hawai i 0.2 -0.2 5
M ssi ssi ppi 0.2 -0.2 5
O egon 0.2 -0.3 4
Mar yl and 0.2 -0.4 8
Del awar e 0.2 -0.4 5
Ut ah 0.2 -0.5 6
Ohi o 0.2 -0.5 3
Ari zona 0.2 -0.6 3
Kent ucky 0.2 -0.6 13
| daho 0.2 -0.6 8
Texas 0.1 -0.8 7
Georgi a 0.1 -0.8 3
Mai ne 0.1 -0.9 2
Nort h Dakot a 0.1 -1.0 2
Ar kansas 0.1 -1.0 3
Fl ori da 0.1 -1.0 5
Sout h Dakot a 0.1 -1.0 4
M nnesot a 0.1 -1.1 5
W sconsi n 0.1 -1.1 2
| owa 0.1 -1.1 3
Wom ng 0.1 -1.1 2
New Mexi co 0.1 -1.3 2
Al abama 0.0 -1.3 1
West Virginia 0.0 -1.4 1
M ssouri 0.0 -1.5 1
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TABLE 15: PERCENT COWPLETED | NTERVI EM6 M SSI NG HI SPANI C BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
New Jer sey 0.9 2.9 24
New Yor k 0.8 2.8 22
New Hanpshire 0.7 2.3 9
Pennsyl vani a 0.7 2.2 25
Massachusetts 0.6 1.8 31
Washi ngt on 0.6 1.6 21
Ver nmont 0.4 0.9 14
Virginia 0.4 0.9 15
Rhode | sl and 0.4 0.9 17
Connecti cut 0.4 0.7 14
Mar yl and 0.4 0.5 14
Del awar e 0.4 0.5 9
| daho 0.3 0.4 16
M chi gan 0.3 0.3 8
South Carolina 0.3 0.3 11
North Carolina 0.3 0.2 7
New Mexi co 0.3 0.0 9
Nebr aska 0.2 -0.0 7
District of Colunbia 0.2 -0.1 3
Kansas 0.2 -0.1 9
Col or ado 0.2 -0.1 7
Nevada 0.2 -0.1 5
O egon 0.2 -0.1 4
Fl ori da 0.2 -0.2 11
Il ahoma 0.2 -0.2 6
Al aska 0.2 -0.3 4
Ut ah 0.2 -0.3 6
Mai ne 0.2 -0.3 3
M ssouri 0.1 -0.5 6
Hawai i 0.1 -0.5 3
M ssi ssi ppi 0.1 -0.5 3
W sconsi n 0.1 -0.5 3
Ar kansas 0.1 -0.6 4
Georgi a 0.1 -0.6 3
I ndi ana 0.1 -0.6 3
Sout h Dakot a 0.1 -0.6 5
Texas 0.1 -0.6 6
Kent ucky 0.1 -0.6 9
Ari zona 0.1 -0.7 2
I1linois 0.1 -0.7 3
Nort h Dakot a 0.1 -0.7 2
Tennessee 0.1 -0.7 3
Puerto Rico 0.1 -0.7 3
Al abama 0.1 -0.7 2
| owa 0.1 -0.8 3
Wonmn ng 0.1 -0.8 2
M nnesot a 0.1 -0.8 4
Ohi o 0.1 -0.9 1
Loui si ana 0.1 -0.9 1
Mont ana 0.1 -0.9 1
California 0.0 -1.2 0
West Virginia 0.0 -1.2 0



TABLE 16: PERCENT COMPLETED | NTERVI EW6 M SSI NG HEI GHT BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
California 1.8 4.2 76
New Yor k 1.0 2.0 27
New Jer sey 1.0 1.8 27
Massachusetts 0.9 1.8 47
Nebr aska 0.8 1.4 23
New Hanpshire 0.8 1.4 10
South Carolina 0.7 1.1 25
Pennsyl vani a 0.7 1.1 25
North Carolina 0.7 1.0 17
Connecti cut 0.6 0.7 21
Kansas 0.6 0.7 22
Rhode | sl and 0.6 0.6 22
M chi gan 0.5 0.5 13
Mar yl and 0.5 0.5 20
M ssi ssi ppi 0.4 0.2 9
Il ahoma 0.4 0.2 12
Del awar e 0.4 0.1 10
Washi ngt on 0.4 0.1 14
Loui si ana 0.4 0.0 6
Al abama 0.3 -0.0 7
| owa 0.3 -0.1 12
Ver nmont 0.3 -0.1 10
Tennessee 0.3 -0.1 9
Mai ne 0.2 -0.3 4
District of Colunbia 0.2 -0.3 3
New Mexi co 0.2 -0.4 8
Georgi a 0.2 -0.4 5
Sout h Dakot a 0.2 -0.4 9
Kent ucky 0.2 -0.5 13
Virginia 0.2 -0.5 6
I ndi ana 0.2 -0.6 4
Puerto Rico 0.2 -0.6 5
Nort h Dakot a 0.2 -0.6 3
Al aska 0.1 -0.6 3
W sconsi n 0.1 -0.6 3
I1linois 0.1 -0.6 4
Nevada 0.1 -0.6 3
Ut ah 0.1 -0.7 4
West Virginia 0.1 -0.7 3
Ari zona 0.1 -0.7 2
Mont ana 0.1 -0.7 2
O egon 0.1 -0.7 2
Col or ado 0.1 -0.7 3
Fl ori da 0.1 -0.8 5
M nnesot a 0.1 -0.8 5
Hawai i 0.1 -0.8 2
Texas 0.1 -0.8 4
| daho 0.1 -0.9 3
M ssouri 0.0 -0.9 2
Womn ng 0.0 -0.9 1
Ar kansas 0.0 -0.9 1
Ohi o 0.0 -1.0 0
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TABLE 17: PERCENT COWPLETED | NTERVI EM6 M SSI NG WEI GHT BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
Massachusetts 4.0 2.4 201
Pennsyl vani a 3.8 2.1 135
South Carolina 3.7 2.0 128
New Jer sey 3.7 2.0 103
Rhode | sl and 3.2 1.4 128
Connecti cut 3.1 1.3 109
Washi ngt on 3.1 1.3 111
Il ahoma 3.1 1.3 91
New Yor k 3.0 1.2 80
Ohi o 2.7 0.9 45
Ver nmont 2.6 0.8 83
Tennessee 2.6 0.7 77
Nebr aska 2.6 0.7 72
New Hanpshire 2.5 0.6 31
North Carolina 2.5 0.6 60
M nnesot a 2.4 0.5 128
Del awar e 2.3 0.4 59
Kansas 2.2 0.3 85
I ndi ana 2.1 0.2 52
Loui si ana 2.0 0.1 34
Mar yl and 2.0 0.1 80
Virginia 2.0 0.1 70
Mai ne 1.9 -0.0 32
California 1.9 -0.1 82
Nevada 1.8 -0.1 40
W sconsi n 1.8 -0.2 39
Sout h Dakot a 1.8 -0.2 73
Ut ah 1.7 -0.3 55
M chi gan 1.7 -0.3 42
Ari zona 1.7 -0.3 29
Mont ana 1.6 -0.4 29
Ar kansas 1.6 -0.4 48
Kent ucky 1.6 -0.4 119
| daho 1.6 -0.5 77
M ssi ssi ppi 1.5 -0.5 33
Wom ng 1.5 -0.6 35
I1linois 1.4 -0.6 41
M ssouri 1.4 -0.6 60
Georgi a 1.3 -0.7 30
Nort h Dakot a 1.3 -0.7 26
Fl ori da 1.3 -0.8 66
Texas 1.2 -0.8 62
O egon 1.2 -0.8 22
West Virginia 1.2 -0.9 31
| owa 1.1 -1.0 39
District of Colunbia 1.0 -1.1 13
Al aska 1.0 -1.1 21
Hawai i 0.9 -1.2 20
Col or ado 0.9 -1.2 27
New Mexi co 0.7 -1.4 26
Al abama 0.7 -1.4 15
Puerto Rico 0.2 -2.1 5
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TABLE 18: PERCENT COMPLETED | NTERVI EM6 M SSI NG ORACE BY STATE, 1999

STATE PERCENT Z- SCORE N
New Jer sey 1.4 2.9 39
New Yor k 1.2 2.5 33
W sconsi n 1.1 2.2 25
Washi ngt on 1.1 1.9 39
Massachusetts 1.0 1.7 50
Pennsyl vani a 1.0 1.5 34
New Hanpshire 0.9 1.3 11
Del awar e 0.9 1.2 22
M chi gan 0.8 1.2 21
Ver nmont 0.8 1.0 25
I ndi ana 0.7 0.8 18
Rhode | sl and 0.6 0.5 25
New Mexi co 0.6 0.4 21
Connecti cut 0.6 0.3 20
Virginia 0.5 0.2 19
Mar yl and 0.5 0.2 21
Puerto Rico 0.5 0.2 16
South Carolina 0.5 0.2 18
District of Colunbia 0.5 0.0 6
California 0.5 -0.0 20
O egon 0.4 -0.1 8
Nevada 0.4 -0.2 9
Ari zona 0.4 -0.2 7
Col or ado 0.4 -0.2 12
Al aska 0.4 -0.3 8
Womn ng 0.4 -0.3 9
| daho 0.4 -0.3 18
Kansas 0.4 -0.4 14
Mai ne 0.4 -0.4 6
Nebr aska 0.4 -0.4 10
Fl ori da 0.3 -0.4 18
Hawai i 0.3 -0.5 7
Georgi a 0.3 -0.5 7
Ohi o 0.3 -0.5 5
North Carolina 0.3 -0.6 7
M ssi ssi ppi 0.3 -0.6 6
Il ahoma 0.3 -0.6 8
Ar kansas 0.3 -0.7 8
Texas 0.3 -0.7 13
I1linois 0.2 -0.7 7
Al abama 0.2 -0.7 5
Mont ana 0.2 -0.8 4
Ut ah 0.2 -0.8 7
Nort h Dakot a 0.2 -0.9 4
M ssouri 0.2 -0.9 8
Loui si ana 0.2 -0.9 3
Sout h Dakot a 0.2 -1.0 7
| owa 0.2 -1.0 6
Kent ucky 0.2 -1.0 12
Tennessee 0.1 -1.1 4
M nnesot a 0.1 -1.1 7
West Virginia 0.0 -1.5 0
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