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Introduction
Overview of the National Youth Tobacco Survey (NYTS)

In conjunction with the state Youth Tobacco Survey (YTS), the National Youth Tobacco Survey
(NYTS) was developed to provide the data necessary to support the design, implementation, and
evaluation of state and national tobacco prevention and control programs (TCPs).2¢ In addition,
NYTS data supplement other existing data sources that provide prevalence estimates for selected
tobacco use behaviors among high school students, such as the Youth Risk Behavior
Surveillance System (YRBSS), by providing more comprehensive data for both middle school
and high school students (i.e., grades 6-8 and grades 9-12, respectively) that cover tobacco use
(i.e., bidis,” cigarettes, cigars, kreteks, tobacco pipes, and smokeless tobacco); exposure to
secondhand smoke; smoking cessation; school curriculum; minors’ ability to purchase or obtain
tobacco products; and, knowledge and attitudes about tobacco and familiarity with pro-tobacco
and anti-tobacco media messages. NYTS data also serve as essential benchmarks against which
TCPs can compare the magnitude of youth tobacco use and that monitor one of the 10 leading
health indicators for Healthy People 2010 that addresses tobacco use (27-2b: Reduce cigarette
smoking by adolescents).

First conducted during fall 1999* and again during spring 2000,2 2002, 2004,~ 2006,2 and 2009
(unpublished) NYTS data are representative of all middle school and high school students in the
50 states and the District of Columbia.

Overview of the 2006 NYTS Methodology

The 2006 NYTS employed a geographically stratified three-stage cluster sample design to
produce a nationally representative sample of middle school and high school students in the
United States. Non-Hispanic black, Hispanic, and Asian students were oversampled. Sampling
procedures were probabilistic and conducted without replacement at all stages, and entailed
selection of Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) (i.e., a county, or a group of small counties, or part
of a very large county) within each created stratum, of schools within each selected PSU, and,
lastly, of students within each selected school. Participating students completed the survey via
pencil and paper self-administered scannable questionnaire booklet.

Participation in the NYTS was voluntary at both the school and student level. At the student
level, participation was also anonymous. Schools used either passive or active permission forms
at their discretion to fulfill requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act whereby parents must
be provided with a means to opt out of their child’s participation. The school response rate was
91.6%, and the student response rate was 87.6%, resulting in an overall response rate (i.e., the
school response rate multiplied by the student response rate) of 80.2%.

“ Bidis (or “beedies”) are small brown cigarettes from India consisting of tobacco wrapped in a leaf and tied with a
thread.
" Kreteks (or “clove cigarettes”) are flavored cigarettes containing tobacco and clove extract.



A weighting factor was applied to each student record to adjust for nonresponse and for varying
probabilities of selection. Weights were adjusted to ensure that the weighted proportions of
students in each grade matched national population proportions. Final adjusted weights were
scaled to ensure that the weighted count of students was equal to the total sample size.

The remainder of this report provides detailed information on the methodology used in 2006
NYTS sample selection, data collection, and weighting of student response data.

« Section I: NYTS Sampling Design
« Section II: NYTS Sampling Methods
« Section Ill: NYTS Data Collection

« Section IV: Weighting of NYTS Response Data



SECTION I — NYTS SAMPLING DESIGN

1.1 Sampling Design Overview

The objective of the 2006 NYTS sampling design was to support estimation of tobacco-related
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors* in a national population of public, Catholic, and other
private school students enrolled in grades 6 through 12 in the United States. More specifically,
the study was designed to produce national estimates at a 95% confidence level by school level
(middle school, defined as grades 6-8; and high school, defined as grades 9-12), by individual
grade, by gender, and by race/ethnicity for non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, Hispanic,
and Asian students. Please note: subsequent use of the terms “white” and *““black’ in this report
pertain to non-Hispanic respondents only; and the variable definition for “Asian” is exclusive of
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander (NH/OPI).

Additional estimates, such as cross-tabulations of grade by gender and of race/ethnicity by
school level, were also supported; however, precision levels will vary considerably according to
differences in one sub-population’s cell sizes versus another’s.

The universe for the study consisted of all public, Catholic, and other private school students
enrolled in regular middle schools and high schools in grades 6 through 12 in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. Alternative schools, special education schools, Department of Defense
operated schools, vocational schools that serve only pull-out populations, and students enrolled in
regular schools unable to complete the questionnaire without special assistance were excluded.

The NYTS utilized a geographically stratified, three-stage sampling design. The sampling frame
was stratified by Census Region,? Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) status'® and, implicitly,
by state (i.e., the frame was sorted by state). Sampling procedures were probabilistic and
conducted without replacement at all stages, and entailed selection of PSUs within each created
stratum, of schools within each selected PSU, and, lastly, of students via whole classrooms (i.e.,
all students in any one class) within each selected school. Black, Hispanic, and Asian students
were oversampled using a modified weighted measure of size (MOS) that increased the
probability of selection of PSUs and schools with disproportionately high minority student
enrollments. The measure of size was adjusted to equalize the expected sample size by grade.

Stage I: Selection of PSUs

At the first sampling stage, 91 main PSUs were selected from eight strata with probability
proportional to the total number of eligible students enrolled in all eligible schools located
within a PSU.

Stage I1: Selection of Schools
At the second sampling stage, three schools were selected on average from each main PSU,
and one school selected from each of 16 sub-sampled PSUs randomly selected from the 91

* See Section 3.1, Survey Instrument, for the specific indicators measured.




main PSUs. Both were conducted with probability proportional to the total number of
eligible students enrolled in a school.

Stage I11: Selection of Students

At the third sampling stage, students were selected via whole classrooms whereby all
students enrolled in a selected class were by default chosen for participation. Classes were
selected from course schedules provided by each school that agreed to participate.
Schedules were constructed such that all eligible students were accounted for, each having
one and only one chance of being selected. Classes were then randomly selected from
each schedule using a fixed interval with a random start, with the start set within the initial
interval. The interval used varied by school according to the total number of eligible
students enrolled in a school, and thus how many students were anticipated to be enrolled
on average in each class listed within a course schedule.

1.2 Designed Sample Sizes

Utilizing the same sampling plan as was used for the 2004 NYTS,” the sample was designed to
employ a large enough sample size to yield reliable estimates within £ 5% confidence interval
for the following variables:

1. School level (univariate): All middle school students in total and all high school students
in total.

2. Individual grade (univariate): Grades 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12, separately.

3. Gender (univariate and bivariate): Males and females separately in total, as well as each
gender by school level (e.g., male middle school students, female high school students, etc.)
and by individual grade (e.g., 6™ grade males, 6™ grade females, etc.).

4. Race/ethnicity (univariate and bivariate): White, black, Hispanic, and Asian students
separately in total, as well as each race/ethnicity by school level (e.g., Hispanic middle
school students, Asian high school students, etc.).

To achieve these precision requirements, the study required obtaining completed surveys from
approximately 24,500 students. The sampling design specified the selection of approximately
equal numbers of students from each grade:

« 10,500 middle school students at 3,500 students per grade
« 14,000 high school students at 3,500 students per grade

It was necessary to draw an initial sample considerably larger than this target number of
completed interviews to compensate for school and student non-participation. Response rates
attained in prior cycles of the NYTS have ranged from 83% to 90% for schools and 91% to 93%
for students. However, for sampling purposes more conservative response rates of 82% for
schools, 85.5% for students, and, subsequently, a combined overall response rate of
approximately 70% were assumed.



Projecting a large sample of this size permits analysis by individual grade and by gender without
any special considerations in the sampling plan, as grade and gender subgroups both typically cut
evenly across schools, and gender subgroups typically cut evenly across grades with males and
females each constituting about half of the students selected, or an anticipated 12,250 students
per gender group. As design effects are relatively small for subgroups that cut evenly across
clusterst® (i.e., schools), gender group estimates will have better precision than other groups that
are less evenly dispersed across schools (e.g., racial/ethnic groups). Thus, confidence intervals
for univariate gender estimates will be within £ 3%. These same estimates will, however, be
more precise at the high school level than those at the middle school level as the design expects
to yield a greater number of completed surveys from high school students (i.e., 3,500 completes
from each of four high school grades) than from middle school students (i.e., 3,500 completes
from each of three middle school grades). In comparison, bivariate estimates of gender by grade
will be within £ 5%, as within grade estimates by gender have slightly larger standard errors than
those for estimates by grade alone.

The number of students to be randomly selected per school served as another NYTS design
parameter. This determination required balancing schools’ student enrollment size and the
degree of burden that would be placed on schools if substantially more students were selected
from those with higher enrollment counts. For consistency with prior survey cycles, a target
sample size of 125 students per school was maintained, equating on average to the selection of
five classes with a range typically between four to six classes. However, the actual number of
classes needed to target 125 students within a school ultimately depends on the average
enrollment count per eligible class. The design was based on an anticipated average yield of
103.8 students per school across both large and small schools. This yield is similar to student
yields attained in the 2002 and 2004 cycles of the NYTS but lower than student yields attained in
the 1999 and 2000 NYTS surveys.

Small Schools

About 6.5% of U.S. students attend small schools, defined as those in which < 125 eligible
students are enrolled. As they are unable to yield the targeted 125 students, they often require a
census, or near-census, of all eligible students as compared to a random selection of eligible
students in large schools. In turn, this typically equates to a larger average number of classes
selected for participation among small schools than among large schools, as the former tend to
have a lower average enrollment count per class as compared to the latter.

Again, while there are a fair number of small schools in the U.S., they account for only a
nominal proportion of the total eligible student population. As a result they are more expensive
per student survey, as they incur all of the same costs involved with recruiting a school and
dispatching a field data collector, but produce smaller samples. Thus, like previous NYTS
cycles, small schools were assigned to a separate stratum within each PSU. The requisite sample
allocation to the small school stratum was computed, creating a target number of small schools to
be selected from the same PSUs used in the main sample. Coverage of the middle school and
high school strata was guaranteed by the main sample draw; the supplemental draw guaranteed
coverage of the small school segment of the population.



Middle School and High School Estimates

Estimates by school level are required to support separate analysis of students across middle
school grades and across high school grades. However, schools tend to vary in their grade
structures, an inconsistency that can compromise the ability to easily and efficiently cluster
schools for sampling purposes in a manner that also uniformly divides students by grade. For
example, 9" grade students are served by both grades 7-9 junior high schools and by grades 9-12
high schools. Thus, an approach utilizing an implicit stratification scheme, whereby the
sampling frame was sorted by grade, was used.

Gender Group Estimates

The large projected sample size permits analysis by gender without any special considerations in the
sampling plan. During the class selection process for co-educational schools, any otherwise viable
sampling frame configuration of eligible classes that would have included male-only enrolled or
female-only enrolled classrooms were avoided whenever possible.

Racial Group Estimates

Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) sampling methods with a weighted MOS were used to
increase the likelihood of selecting PSUs and schools with relatively high minority enrollment
and, subsequently, the likelihood of selecting classrooms with relatively high concentrations of
minority students. This approach yielded sample sizes sufficient enough to support separate data
analysis for white, black, Hispanic, and Asian students, both in total and by school level. Sample
sizes were not designed, however, to support detailed analyses by gender and school level within
racial/ethnic subgroups (e.g., middle school Hispanic males).

As wording of the race/ethnicity questions changed with the 2004 survey cycle, the 2004/2006
NYTS race/ethnicity coding scheme described below was applied to 2000 and 2002 NYTS data
in as consistent a manner as possible in order to compute and compare racial/ethnic distributions
across all four spring-based survey cycles. Accordingly, Table 1 presents the reported numbers
of white, black, Hispanic, Asian, NH/OPI, and American Indian or Alaska Native (Al/AN)
students that participated in each implementation.



Table 1:
Actual Racial/Ethnic Group Sample Sizes, NYTS 2000-2006

Racial/ 2000 NYTS 2002 NYTS 2004 NYTS 2006 NYTS

Ethnic Subgroup No. of Students No. of Students No. of Students No. of Students
Group % of | Group % of Group % of | Group | % of

Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample

White 19,537 545% 12,627 48.3% 12,616 452% 11,736  43.4%
Black 5,750 16.0% 4,913 18.8% 5,137 18.4% 5,302 19.6%
Hispanic 7,445 20.8% 6,392 24.4% 7288 26.1% 7212 26.7%
Asian 1,711 4.8% 1,282 4.9% 1,293 4.6% 1,405 5.2%
NH/OPI 447 1.2% 305 1.2% 205 0.7% 297 1.1%
AI/AN 637 1.8% 395 1.5% 351 1.3% 305 1.1%
Missing 301 0.8% 235 0.9% 1,043 3.7% 781 2.9%

Total

35,828 100.0% 26,149  100.0% 27,933 100.0% 27,038 100.0%

In the 2000 and 2002 survey cycles, race/ethnicity was defined via the combination of two
separate race/ethnicity questions.2% The response set was identical for both questions, each
providing five race response options and one Hispanic ethnicity response option. The first
question allowed respondents to select multiple responses if applicable, and the second asked for
a single best response. Using a process developed by Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention/Office on Smoking and Health (CDC/OSH), these responses were then combined into
a single race for reporting purposes as follows:

If a student selected only one response for the multi-response race/ethnicity question they
were categorized according to the single race/ethnicity indicated therein, regardless of
whether or how they may have answered the single-response race/ethnicity question that
followed.

Alternately, if a student selected multiple responses for the multi-response race/ethnicity
question, of which one was “Hispanic”, they were categorized as Hispanic regardless of
what additional response(s) may have been selected therein, and regardless of whether or
how they may have answered the single-response race/ethnicity question that followed.

Lastly, if a student selected multiple responses for the multi-response race/ethnicity
question, but “Hispanic” was not among those chosen, and provided a response for (i.e.,
did not skip) the single-response race/ethnicity question that followed, they were
categorized according to the single race/ethnicity indicated therein.

With the transfer of NYTS administrative and operational oversight from the American Legacy
Foundation to CDC/OSH beginning with the 2004 survey cycle, the race/ethnicity two-question



series was changed in order to comply with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Directive
No. 15, Revisions to the Standards for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity.**
The series was changed to a stand-alone yes/no question regarding Hispanic ethnicity, followed
by a multi-response race question that uses the exact same five race response options as those
used in the earlier surveys but with the previously used Hispanic ethnicity response option
removed.2>1® As in prior cycles, responses were combined into one single race/ethnicity variable
for reporting purposes, with the method modified for the 2004 and 2006 cycles per the following
in order to account for the question changes:

If a student selected “Yes” for the Hispanic ethnicity question they were categorized as
Hispanic, regardless of whether or how they may have answered the multi-response race
question that followed.

Alternately, if a student selected “No” to the Hispanic ethnicity question, and selected
only one response for the multi-response race question that followed, they were
categorized according to the single race indicated therein.

Lastly, if a student selected “No” to the Hispanic ethnicity question, but selected multiple
responses for the multi-response race question that followed, a hierarchical coding
scheme was used to assign them to a single race category.

1.3  Actual Sample Yield and Participation Rates

Of the 289 selected schools, those that had been selected in Louisiana (four in total) were later
removed from the sample due to the emergency responses that were in effect following
Hurricane Katrina. At that time, Louisiana schools were closed to all outside, non-essential
research. Entirely removing these four schools rather than deeming them selected and eligible
but non-participating was consistent with how selected schools that have been closed due to a
natural disaster or a terrorist act or threat have been handled in the past by the National Youth
Risk Behavior Survey (National YRBS) and NYTS. The response rates presented in this report
are reflective of this decision, with the four schools removed from both the numerator and the
denominator of response rate calculations. Please note: the number of schools selected for the
2006 NYTS will be reported as 285 rather than 289 from this point onward. A comparative
analysis of the Katrina affected schools can be found below.

Participation rates for this survey were high (Table 2) and generally comparable to participation
rates achieved in the prior cycles of NYTS. Of the 285 selected schools, 261 (91.6%)
participated in the 2006 NYTS. Among the 30,875 selected students enrolled at the 261
participating schools, 27,038 (87.6%) participated. This resulted in a combined overall response
rate of 80.2%.°

SAs a point of comparison, if the Louisiana schools had been included in the response rate calculations as selected
but non-participating, the school response rate would have been 90.3% (261/289) and, with the student response rate
staying the same, the overall response rate would have been 79.1%.



Table 2:
Participation Rates and Number of Participants, 2006 NYTS

Number Selected Number Participated Participation Rate (%0)
Schools 285 261 91.6%
Students 30,875 27,038 87.6%

Comparative Analysis of Katrina Affected Schools

The four removed Louisiana schools were the only schools selected in the PSU from which they
came. A comparative analysis was conducted to examine any potential data bias this may have
introduced. Non-response biases are a function of two factors: 1) the magnitude of the non-
response and 2) the extent to which non-responding students do or do not differ from those who
responded. Thus, the extent to which non-response bias may have arisen is related to the
proportion of all the eligible schools represented in the initial, full sampling frame that were
impacted, and the extent to which the student population in the removed schools did or did not
differ from the rest of the eligible U.S. student population.

The Louisiana PSU in which the four removed schools were located, Acadia Parish (PSU
22001), lies approximately 200 miles from New Orleans, LA and approximately 100 miles west
of Baton Rouge, LA. It was a small PSU similar to many other non-urban Southern PSUs.
According to 2004 U.S. Census data, it has a total population of about 60,000 of whom
approximately 80% of the residents are white. Despite the removal of schools selected from this
PSU, schools very similar to these were still well represented both in the sample of schools
selected from the non-urban strata and in those that subsequently participated.

Table 3 on the next page presents demographic characteristics of the four removed schools in
comparison to those of the selected sample and to those of the full sampling frame from which
they were selected, including within-selected sample and within-sampling frame comparisons
(i.e., demographic characteristics of each with the four removed schools included vs. excluded).

The four removed Louisiana schools represented a negligible proportion of the 64,816 total
eligible schools in the initial sampling frame (magnitude = 4/64,816 = 6.2 x 10°%). Likewise,
the extremely low enrollment of Hispanic and Asian students—two of the three racial/ethnic sub-
populations the 2006 NYTS sought to over-represent—implies negligible bearing on any
potential compromising of the sample design. Table 3 also shows that the grade distribution
among the four removed schools was almost identical to that overall, with a parallel skewing
towards the high school grades. Lastly, the gender distribution was balanced in the four removed
schools just as it was and remains in the U.S. as a whole.



Table 3:
Demographics of Removed Schools,
Selected Sample, and Sampling Frame, 2006 NYTS

Four Removed Total Selected Total Selected Total Sampling Total Sampling

Louisiana Sample (Incl.  Sample (Excl. Frame (Incl. Frame (Excl.
Characteristic Schools LA Schools) LA Schools) LA Schools) LA Schools)
Sex
Female 50.4% 48.8% 48.8% 48.9% 48.9%
Male 49.6% 51.2% 51.2% 51.1% 51.1%
Race/Ethnicity
White 71.2% 47.8% 47.7% 65.1% 65.1%
Black 28.1% 20.9% 20.9% 15.4% 15.4%
Hispanic 0.7% 23.5% 23.6% 14.1% 14.1%
Asian 0.7% 6.8% 6.8% 3.9% 3.9%
Grade
6" 10.0% 8.6% 8.6% 15.9% 15.9%
7" 9.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 15.2%
g" 9.8% 10.2% 10.2% 14.9% 14.9%
o 21.6% 21.7% 21.7% 15.8% 15.8%
10" 18.3% 18.3% 18.3% 13.9% 13.9%
11" 16.5% 16.2% 16.2% 12.7% 12.7%

12" 14.7% 14.4% 14.4% 11.6% 11.6%




SECTION Il —NYTS SAMPLING METHODS

The sampling frame included public, Catholic, and other private schools in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia with at least one grade in the 6" through 12" grade range. The sampling
process employed a three-stage stratified cluster design whereby PSUs, schools within PSUs, and
classrooms within schools were probabilistically selected without replacement. The sampling
approach utilized PPS sampling methods, in which the probability of a particular PSU being
selected was proportional to the total number of eligible students enrolled in all eligible schools
located within the PSU, and the probability of a particular school being selected proportional to
the total number of eligible students enrolled in the school. A weighted MOS that increased the
chances of selecting PSUs and schools with relatively high minority enrollment was also used,
thereby increasing the likelihood of selecting classrooms with relatively high concentrations of
minority students.

2.1 Measure of Size (MOS)

Oversampling of black, Hispanic, and Asian students was accomplished using a modified MOS
during the PPS sample selection steps. This increased the chances of schools with relatively large
minority enrollments entering the sample, with the effectiveness of this approach dependent upon
the extent to which these sub-groups are or are not evenly distributed across eligible schools.
The known uneven distribution of students by race in the U.S makes a weighted MOS a sound
means of oversampling. In comparison, if all U.S. schools had identical percentages of
minorities, then a sample of students from any sample of schools would mirror the national
percentages and use of a weighted MOS would fail to oversample minority students.

With regard to Asian students, oversampling was not conducted for the 1999 NYTS. For NYTS
2000, 2002, and 2004, a MOS was used to oversample Asian and Pacific Islander students as a
combined group, as this is how they are classified™’ (Appendix A) by the Quality Education
Data, Inc. (QED)*® files that served as the sampling frame. As this imposes notable limitations
on the ability to oversample either population separately, the 2006 NYTS modified the
oversampling approach in order to focus specifically on Asian students, exclusive of Pacific
Islander students. In order to estimate the number of Asian students, and subsequently to permit
a more accurate oversampling of this sub-population, Census data were used to create a ratio by
county of Asians out of the combined Asian/Pacific Islander population. This ratio was then
used for adjustment and was multiplied by the QED Asian/Pacific Islander enrollment data.
Lastly, the adjusted enrollment data were used as the basis for applying the MOS to NYTS Asian
student data.

The weighting function used for 2006 NYTS was:
r:A +rp,B + rnH + r,O

where the r's are the weighting factors for the Asian, black, Hispanic and Other non-Hispanic non-
white populations, respectively.
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The weighted measure of size was also modified by the ratio of a given grade’s enrollment to the
12" grade enrollment. This had the effect of equalizing the size of the grade level enrollment so as
to more equally distribute the sample across grades.

The weighting function used was:

Size= > ER (10O +10.0H +50B +20.0A )

iegrades [

where i denotes the grade, ER; denotes the enrollment ratio for the i" grade, and A;, B;, Hi, and O;
denote the minority enrollment for that grade as described above.

This weighted measure of size was summed to compute stratum and PSU sizes. Disproportionate
weighting subsequently increased the allocation of the sample to high-minority strata and increased
the chances of PSUs with high minority concentrations in these strata being included in the sample.

2.2  Stage 1 - Selection of PSUs
PSU Definition
The following parameters were set in defining PSUs:

. Each PSU should be large enough such that it contglns no fewer than the average number
of schools and students typically selected per PSU.

« Each PSU should not be so large as to be selected with certainty.

« Each PSU should be compact geographically so that field staff can go from school to
school easily.

« There should be recent data available (ideally, no more than one year old) to characterize
the PSUs.

Generally, PSUs were comprised of a single county. However, where needed, multiple counties
with lower than the requisite population were combined to create a PSU of an acceptable size
and, likewise, very large counties were broken down into multiple PSUs in order to minimize
certainty of selection.

County population figures were aggregated from school enrollment data for the grades of
interest. Enrollment data were obtained from the most recent Common Core of Data (CCD)
from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the current school and school
district QED data files. The NYTS 2006 PSU definitions are consistent with those used in
previous NYTS cycles.

™ See Section 1.2, Designed Sample Sizes, for requisite size details.
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Stratification and Selection of PSUs

PSUs were explicitly stratified into eight first-stage strata according to Census Region® and
urban/non-urban MSAZ status. PSUs were classified as “urban” if they were in one of the 54
largest MSAs in the U.S.; otherwise, they were considered “non-urban”. In addition, the PSUs
were implicitly stratified by five-digit zip code (i.e., the frame was sorted by zip code) in each
first-stage stratum.

A sampling interval was computed for each stratum by dividing the sum of the MOS for the
PSUs in the stratum by the number of PSUs to be selected. Any PSUs larger than 80% of the
sampling interval were split into equal-sized sub-PSU units, with schools from the regular
selected PSU randomly assigned to the new sub-PSU units. A total of 91 main PSUs were then
selected from the eight strata, and a subsample of 16 PSUs selected from the 91 main PSUs, both
with PPS systematic random sampling methods.

Table 4 summarizes the first-stage sample allocation, showing the number of PSUs on the
sampling frame and the number of PSUs selected in each of the eight first-stage strata. Strata
are labeled by Census Region (1-4) and urban or non-urban status (U, N). These first-stage strata
should be distinguished from the second-stage school strata (large vs. small schools).

Table 4:
Summary of first-stage stratification, 2006 NYTS

Stratum
Sampling Frame Selected
IN 118 7
1U 52 10
2N 376 12
2U 61 9
3N 450 19
3V 87 13
4N 133 9
4U 34 12
Total 1,311 91

2.3  Stage 2 — Selection of Schools

Stratification and Selection of Schools

Prior to sampling schools within each PSU, eligible schools were implicitly stratified by grade
(i.e., the frame was sorted by grade) to help equalize sample sizes for each grade in support of
grade-specific estimates, and by geographic location to obtain good dispersion across schools
with differing minority compositions. Schools were sorted from highest grade to lowest grade,
by zip code and enrollment, and then explicitly assigned to either the “large” or “small” school
strata. Refusing schools were not replaced. The sample sizes anticipated a certain amount of non-
participation by allowing for refusals in calculating the number of schools initially drawn.
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Large Schools

Three large schools were selected on average per main selected PSU with probability proportional
to the weighted measure of school enrollment size, using a PPS systematic sampling procedure with
a random start.

Small Schools

One small school was selected per sub-sampled PSU with probability proportional to the weighted
measure of school enrollment size.

2.4 Stage 3 — Selection of Students

Students were selected for participation by default via the random selection of whole classrooms,
with all students enrolled in a selected class who are able to complete the questionnaire without
special assistance eligible to take the survey. Refusing students were not replaced.

Classes were selected from course schedules provided by each school that agreed to participate.
Schedules were constructed such that all eligible students were accounted for, each having one
and only one chance of being selected. The specific method then used to select classes varied from
school to school according to how a school’s class schedule was structured and implemented.
Typically, though, classes were selected from a list of required core courses such as English, social
studies, math, or science. Among middle school students, and among high school students in a few
states, physical education and/or health also were considered core courses. In a small number of
schools, however, it was extremely difficult to develop an appropriate frame using this particular
approach. Therefore, in such schools, classes were selected by using a time of day (e.g., second
period) when all eligible students were scheduled to be attending a class of one kind or another, and
randomly selecting from all classes held at that time. School homerooms were occasionally used as
the frame for class selection; a less-favored arrangement, however, as relatively few schools hold
homeroom of duration sufficient enough for conducting the survey. Lastly, as mentioned in Section
1.2 (see Gender Group Estimates), the class selection process for co-educational schools avoided
using any otherwise viable sampling frame configuration that would have included male-only
enrolled or female-only enrolled classrooms whenever possible.

The target number of students to be selected within a given school remained constant at 125 for
large schools; but, by default, this number was lower in small schools with fewer than 125 students
enrolled across the grades of interest. The subsequent number of classes needed to obtain these
targeted students was estimated by dividing the total enrollment of the grades of interest by the
number of eligible classes available in the chosen core subject area or during the time period from
which classes would be selected.

An Excel program using a fixed interval with a random start set within the initial interval was then
used to identify the specific classes to be surveyed. On average this equated to the selection of five
classes per large school (typical range of four to six classes) with the expectation that this would
meet or exceed the 125 student yield requirement. However, because this process employed
average class sizes, in practice the number of students actually selected in each school varied from
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this 125 student target. Nonresponse at the student level was accounted for in the sample size
using an average per class yield that assumed student response rates derived from historical
experience with the NYTS.

25 Probabilities of Selection

This section describes the probabilities of selection associated with the various sampling stages.
These probabilities provide the basis for the sampling weights discussed in Section 1V, Weighting
of NYTS Response Data.

If n; is the number of PSUs to be selected from stratum i, S; is the size of stratum i, and Sj; is the size
of PSU;in stratum i (in all cases "size" refers to MOS), then the probability of selection of PSU; is
niS;/Si. For the three schools to be selected in PSU;, Sij is the size of school k in PSU j in stratum i,
and then the conditional probability of selection of the school given the selection of the PSU is
3Siji/S;j. If Cij is the number of classes in school ijk and m is the number of classes to be selected,
then the conditional probability of selection of a class is m/Cij. Since all students were selected, the
conditional probability of selection of a student given the selection of the class is unity.

The overall probability of selection of a student in stratum i is the product of the conditional
probabilities of selection:

Equation 1:

Note that if the number of classes were exactly proportional to the size of the school, then the
probability of selection for a student would be constant throughout each stratum. This sort of
self-weighting sample tends to be statistically efficient. The probabilities of selection were the
same for all students in a given school, regardless of their ethnicity, but varied across schools
depending upon the racial/ethnic mix of the schools and their surrounding regions.

15



SECTION Il — NYTS DATA COLLECTION

3.1 Survey Instrument

The NYTS collects data on key short-term, intermediate, and long-term tobacco prevention and
control outcome indicators. The 2006 survey instrument included a total of 81 questions, the
first seven of which collect student demographic information and the remaining measuring a
comprehensive set of tobacco-related topics (Appendix B). Specifically, areas covered by the
survey included prevalence of tobacco use, knowledge of and attitudes towards tobacco use, pro-
and anti-tobacco media and advertising, minors’ access to tobacco products, nicotine
dependence, cessation attempts, exposure to second-hand smoke, and tobacco use prevention
school curricula.

3.2  Recruitment and Scheduling of Schools

The schools selected to participate in the 2006 NYTS fell across 41 different states. Recruitment
began in July 2005 with calls to State Departments of Education and Health. Letters of support
were obtained from various national partner and other stakeholder agencies and organizations,
and then used in mailings to districts and schools. A date for survey implementation was
selected to optimize the efficiency of data collection while accommodating school schedules. In
selecting a date, convenience to the school and its calendar were considered while also trying to
schedule groups of schools from the same school district or PSU around the same time to
facilitate efficient travel to and survey implementation within selected schools. Recruiters used
an electronic calendar on a secure, shared drive to facilitate communication and to avoid
scheduling two schools for the same data collector on the same day.

3.3  Mailings to Schools

After schools had been recruited, classes selected, and a date scheduled, each school received a
packet of pre-survey materials. These materials included all the information necessary to prepare
the school for data collection. Teacher packets contained the parental permission forms that had
to be given out to all students in the selected classes prior to data collection. The timing of these
pre-survey packet mailings was determined in part by the type of permission form being used by
the school. Passive parental permission forms (forms required to be returned only if a parent or
legal guardian does not want their child to participate) were sent approximately one week prior
to the scheduled date of data collection. Active parental permission forms (forms required to be
returned with a parent’s or legal guardian’s signature in order for the child to participate) were
sent out at least two weeks prior to the scheduled date of data collection. Follow-up calls were
made to the selected schools to answer any questions and make sure materials were received and
distributed to selected classes and students.
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3.4  Hiring and Training Data Collectors

Data collectors were recruited from a pool of previously trained data collectors as well as retired
teachers associations, school health networks, and a variety of health education listservs. Data
collector training was conducted on March 2 — 4, 2006. Initially, data collectors observed
everything they would have to say or do as “experts” performed it. Then they acquired these
skills through practice, demonstrated them to each other, and finally refined each other’s
performance through constructive feedback. Appendix C presents the training agenda from the
2006 NYTS Data Collector Training.

3.5  Management and Support of Data Collectors in the Field

On a weekly basis, data collectors received mailings containing their assignments for the coming
week, travel and logistical information to get them where they need to be, and their must-read
weekly bulletin. Weekly bulletins underlined key performance issues, corrected misconceptions,
provided consistent direction on any procedural changes, and kept everyone abreast of the latest
must-have information. In addition to these mailings, boxes of survey supplies were sent to data
collectors either to the data collector’s home or hotel. These boxes contained all supplies
necessary for completing the data collection, including questionnaires, data envelopes, field
forms, and pencils. Data collectors were supplied with extra materials for emergency packs as
well, which they carried with them at all times.

In addition to receiving multiple mailings, supervisors remained in close contact with the data
collectors by phone and email, including daily contact during the first week and no less than
twice-weekly contact thereafter. Phone calls were specifically used to review performance,
provide reminders, and give emotional support. Further, the calls gave data collectors the
opportunity to ask questions, provided feedback from schools, and discussed difficult or
rewarding data collection experiences.

3.6 Survey Administration

Survey administration in the schools began on March 6, 2006 immediately after data collector
training and continued until June 6, 2006. Each data collector visited an average of three schools
per week. While the details of each data collection varied, there were six core steps followed for
every school:

Pre-contact call with the principal or lead contact prior to arrival at the school,
Entry meeting with the principal or lead contact;

Entry meeting with teacher or group of teachers prior to survey administration
Survey administration;

Post-survey meeting with the teacher or teachers; and,

Post-survey meeting with the principal or lead contact prior to leaving the school.

oo wdE

Most survey administrations could be completed in one day, while at other times, due to the
number of classes selected or class schedules with an alternating block structure (e.g., class
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schedule and implementation differs Monday-Wednesday-Friday vs. Tuesday-Thursday), the
data collector needed to return for a second day. Procedures were designed to protect students’
privacy by assuring that student participation was anonymous and voluntary. Students
completed a pencil and paper self administered scannable questionnaire booklet.

3.7 Make-up Sessions

A make-up list of students in selected classes who were eligible to participate but absent on the
day of the survey were compiled. Copies of the make-up list were given to the applicable
teacher and to the school’s principal/lead contact; one also was kept by the data collector. Every
effort was made to have the data collector return to each of these schools at least once to conduct
a make-up session if necessary. However, sometimes there was no opportunity for the data
collector to return to a school prior to leaving for the next site; or, coming back while the data
collector was still in the area was too soon for a make-up session. In these and other similar
situations, teachers were asked to administer makeup surveys and send them back in the
provided pre-paid business reply envelopes. These supplementary make-ups closely followed
the National YRBS model for teacher-administered make-up sessions.?

Student anonymity was protected throughout the make-up process, with no means of connecting
a make-up survey with a particular student. There were no student-level identifiers on the
questionnaire, and school-level identifiers remain confidential and have not been released. Once
data collection was completed, all make-up lists were destroyed.

The use of make-up sessions ensured comparability of data and protected respondent anonymity
while at the same time maximizing response rates. After the completion of all data collection in
a school, data collectors sent thank-you letters to each of the participating teachers and the
principal/lead contact. In addition to expressing appreciation for the cooperation received, this
allowed the data collector an opportunity to connect once more with the staff at the school,
inquire as to the status of make-ups expected, and encourage further participation.
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SECTION IV — WEIGHTING OF NYTS RESPONSE DATA

This section describes the procedures used to weight the 2006 NYTS student response data, with
focus on the development of these weights. The final student level response data were weighted to
reflect the initial probabilities of selection and non-response patterns, to mitigate large variations in
sampling weights, and to post-stratify the data to known sampling frame characteristics via a
process involving the steps outlined below:

« Sampling Weights

« Non-response Adjustments

« Adjusting Weights for National Estimates

«  Weight Trimming

. Post-stratification to National Estimates of Racial Percentages by Grade

4.1 Sampling Weights

The basic weights were computed on a case-by-case basis as the reciprocal of the probability of
selection of that case. A base weight, or sampling weight, incorporating adjustments for non-
response and scaling to total school enrollment at the student level, was computed in three stages.

PSU-level Probabilities

The PSU component of the sampling weight was computed by the sampling program as part of the
sampling process, with certainty PSUs handled as described in Section 2.2, Selection of PSUSs.

The resulting weight was:

Equation 2:

Si
Wijp Ao
N, Sij

For small schools, the PSU component of the weight was multiplied by the ratio of the number of
PSUs to the number of PSUs selected to have a small school drawn; specifically, this ratio is 90/15,
or 6.0.

Appendix D gives, for each sampled PSU, the PSU size measure, the PSU-level sampling weight

after removal of certainty PSUs, and the number of times the PSU was expected to be taken into the
sample (i.e., probability of selection for non-certainty PSUS).
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School-level Probabilities

The school level component of the sampling weight also was computed by the sampling program,
accounting for schools selected with certainty. The weight was computed as in Equation 3 with
Appendix E giving the school measure of size and the school component of the sampling weight.
Note that for schools identified as small schools, only one school was selected per subsampled PSU.

Equation 3:

Student-level Probabilities

The student level component of the sampling weight was computed to include a post-stratification
adjustment to total school enrollment. If rjy is the number of responding students in the school k,
PSU j, stratum i, and Eijx is the school enrollment in eligible grades, then the weight of student |
adjusted for non-response is:

Equation 4:
_ Eix
Wijil ==

Fijk
4.2  Non-response Adjustments
An overall adjustment for school non-response was made by stratum, adjusting the sum of the
student weights to the weighted measure of size of that stratum. This adjustment was made

separately for large and small schools.

Equation 5:

zWijiWijP Siik
F = K

i,large S p
z Wijk Wij Sijk

k € Stratum i respondents

The final weight of student I is F; ... Wi W,"W,5, . School response rates by strata and PSU, and the

resulting non-response adjustment factors, are detailed in Table 5. For small schools, a similar
adjustment was computed using the entire small school sample as the adjusting class as shown in
Equation 6 below.
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Equation 6:
zwijiwijp Siik
ik
s\p7 P
Z WijkWij Sijk

k e small samplerespondents

F small =

Table 5:
School Non-Response Adjustments, 2006 NYTS
Selected Schools Participating Schools
Weighted Count Weighted Count School School Non-
School | Stratum | Measure of Size | (# Schools) | Measure of Size | (# Schools) | Response Response

Size (# of Students) (# of Students) Rate (%) | Adjustment

Large 1IN 3,215,436 21 3,061,992 20 95.2% 1.05011

1U 8,918,512 30 8,015,811 27 90.0% 1.11262

2N 5,103,389 36 4,960,074 35 97.2% 1.02889

2U 6,516,893 27 6,278,702 26 96.2% 1.03794

3N 12,893,809 54 11,969,171 50 92.6% 1.07725

3U 13,269,020 39 11,555,259 34 87.2% 1.14831

4N 8,162,800 27 6,936,037 23 85.2% 1.17687

4U 17,491,901 36 15,515,553 32 88.9% 1.12738

Overall 75,571,763 270 68,292,601 247 91.5% 1.05011

Small  Overall 4,175,869 15 4,158,699 14 93.3% 1.00413

4.3  Adjusting Weights for National Estimates

The results of the weighting steps described above were a set of weights useful for producing
accurate estimates by stratum. However, because weighted measures of size were used,
development of national estimates required a re-weighting of the strata to total student enrollment.
This provides two benefits: the weights are adjusted to represent strata in the correct proportions,
and simultaneously adjusted to sampling frame totals.

The adjustment for stratum i was computed as:

Equation 7:

where E; = enrollment totals for grades 6 - 12 and Wi is the sum of all adjusted weights for
respondents in stratum i.
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Table 6 gives the enrollment, weight and adjustment for each stratum. Adjustments were made

based on the total enrollment in all eligible grades.

Table 6:
Enrollment Weight Adjustments, 2006 NYTS
Stratum Student Enrollment
Number in Sampling Sum of Adjusted Weights Enrollment Weight Adjustment
Frame Factor
IN 1,891,422 1,833,701 1.03148
1U 2,947,320 2,307,906 1.27705
2N 3,528,691 2,829,195 1.24724
2U 2,685,535 2,248,007 1.19463
3N 5,554,795 5,456,187 1.01807
3U 3,774,354 3,600,563 1.04827
4N 2,447,658 2,270,783 1.07789
4U 3,515,801 3,795,864 0.92622
Total 26,345,580 24,342,210

44  Weight Trimming

Extreme variation in sampling weights can cause inflated sampling variances and offset the
precision gained from a well-designed sampling plan. This variation can occur, for example, if the
number of respondents in a particular school is very low, causing a large non-response adjustment
factor to be computed. One strategy to compensate for this is to trim extreme weights and distribute
the trimmed weight among the untrimmed weights. The method we used is based on a similar
procedure done for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).2: The trimming was
an iterative procedure. An optimal weight, W,, was calculated in each iteration from the sum of the
squared weights in the sample. Then, each weight, Wi, was marked and trimmed if it exceeded that
optimal weight. The trimmed weight was summed within grade and spread out proportionally over
the unmarked cases in the grade. The process was allowed to iterate until trimming produced a
change in the design effect due to weighting of less than one percent. Weight trimming was done
within strata.

Wk is determined by the following:
1
. n WZ 2
Equation 8: W o= (c Z—"j
k=1 N

The constant ¢ was set so that a maximum of three percent of the weight would be trimmed on the
first iteration of the trimming process in each stratum.

Let Wik and W be the weight for the ith case and the optimum weight for the kth iteration,
respectively, and define Tix as 1 if Wiy is greater than or equal to W, and zero otherwise.
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Then the trimmed weight for the k + 1 iteration is defined as follows:

Equation 9:

Wik =

W o I Wik 2 W o

Sl o

if Wi <W o

Zn:Wik (1-ti)

Table 7 presents the results of the weight trimming.

Table 7:
Summary of Trimming Factors, 2006 NYTS
Stratum Trim Number Trim Adjusting Factor Weight Design
Factor Cases Iteration Trimmed Effect
IN 1.7 2,033 Initial 1.00000 2159.45 1.24
Final 1.00295 2380.18 1.19
1U 5.9 2,798 Initial 1.00000 2332.38 1.82
Final 1.00221 2200.84 1.55
2N 2.1 3,614 Initial 1.00000 1688.49 1.27
Final 1.00227 2499.55 1.17
2U 2.7 2,938 Initial 1.00000 1564.27 1.32
Final 1.00145 1905.52 1.19
3N 3.8 5,801 Initial 1.00000 1511.10 1.59
Final 1.00123 1626.44 1.38
3U 34 3,472 Initial 1.00000 2111.44 154
Final 1.00137 2140.74 1.39
4N 3.6 2,294 Initial 1.00000 3049.97 1.88
Final 1.00223 3277.82 1.72
4U 3.8 4,088 Initial 1.00000 973.84 151
Final 1.00288 1655.41 1.34
Total 27,038
4.5 Post-stratification

National estimates of student enrollment distribution by race/ethnicity and grade within stratum
were obtained from the most recent CCD® data from NCES and the current school and school
district QED data files. Weights were post-stratified to national student enrollment estimates
within the cross-classification of grade and race/ethnicity for the following categories: white, black,
Hispanic, Asian, ™ and AI/AN.

Given a national estimate of R, and a weighted population estimate of P, for race/grade combination

a, the simple post-stratification factor would be the ratio of R, to P, for each race and grade.

™ See Section 2.1, Measure of Size, for information pertaining to estimation of Asian student enrollment data.
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However, this process sets weights for respondents who failed to answer either the grade or race
questions, or gave a response of “Ungraded or other grade” to the grade question, to zero. Missing
responses were imputed using a hot-deck method, with adjustable imputation classes prior to the

post-stratification step.

Table 8 gives for each post-stratification cell, the percentage of weight, the percentage of
enrollment, and the post-stratification adjustment.

Table 8:
Post Stratification, 2006 NYTS

 ComvolTom | Estmate | Nomber | Conwol | BgLL | Ratio
Grade | Race/Ethnicity Total Percent
06™ | White 2,601,150 2,008,213 1,645 9.87% 7.62% 1.29526
07" | White 2,519,291 | 1,856,737 1,653 9.56% 7.05% 1.35684
08™ | White 2,479,348 | 1,722,689 1,556 9.41% 6.54% 1.43923
09" White 2,655,744 | 2,130,736 1,701 10.08% 8.09% 1.24640
10" White 2,418,079 | 2,378,191 1,928 9.18% 9.03% 1.01677
11" | White 2,267,445 2,149,084 1,702 8.61% 8.16% 1.05508
12" White 2,104,340 | 1,737,896 1,416 6.60% 7.99% 1.21085
06" Black 683,681 680,477 824 2.60% 2.58% 1.00471
07" | Black 651,856 714,521 796 2.47% 2.71% 0.91230
08" | Black 621,530 828,475 906 2.36% 3.14% 0.75021
09" | Black 695,855 814,561 959 2.64% 3.09% 0.85427
10™ | Black 551,435 824,344 874 2.09% 3.13% 0.66894
11" | Black 470,216 584,138 679 1.78% 2.22% 0.80497
12" | Black 418,880 459,874 533 1.59% 1.75% 0.91086
06™ | Hispanic 656,354 944,895 1,247 2.49% 3.59% 0.69463
07" Hispanic 605,444 838,567 1,215 2.30% 3.18% 0.72200
08" Hispanic 587,488 839,167 1,294 2.23% 3.19% 0.70008
09" Hispanic 614,124 774,503 1,158 2.33% 2.94% 0.79293
10" Hispanic 504,855 742,098 880 1.92% 2.82% 0.68031
11" Hispanic 434,450 556,993 786 1.65% 2.11% 0.77999
12" | Hispanic 381,774 477,075 679 1.81% 1.45% 0.80024
06" | Asian 171,589 232,583 279 0.65% 0.88% 0.73776
07" | Asian 165,675 219,306 296 0.63% 0.83% 0.75546
08" | Asian 162,546 290,749 397 0.62% 1.10% 0.55906
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Grade | Race/Ethnicity Total Percent

09" Asian 186,672 262,813 308 0.71% 1.00% 0.71028
10" Asian 167,435 273,467 318 0.64% 1.04% 0.61227
11" Asian 152,226 173,049 211 0.58% 0.66% 0.87967
12" Asian 138,157 156,716 175 0.52% 0.59% 0.88158
06" Al/AN 44,637 173,509 168 0.17% 0.66% 0.25726
o7™ Al/AN 43,390 124,293 117 0.16% 0.47% 0.34909
og™ Al/AN 41,775 79,482 81 0.16% 0.30% 0.52559
09™ Al/AN 43,114 78,068 72 0.16% 0.30% 0.55226
10" Al/AN 38,077 120,362 95 0.14% 0.46% 0.31635
11" Al/AN 34,947 49,743 46 0.13% 0.19% 0.70254
12" Al/AN 32,001 48,206 44 0.12% 0.18% 0.66384
Total 26,345,580 | 26,345,580 27,038 100% 100%
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Appendix A: Common Core of Data Race/Ethnicity Definitions

American Indian/Alaska Native: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of
North and South America (including Central America) and who maintains cultural identification
through tribal affiliation or community recognition.

Asian/Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,
Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands. This area includes, for example,
Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, Thailand, Vietnam, Guam, the
Philippine Islands, Samoa, and other Pacific Islands.

Black: A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa; African American.

Hispanic: A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.

White: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or the
Middle East.
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Appendix B: 2006 NYTS Survey Instrument

OMB No.: 0920-0621

Expiration Date:
12/31/2008

National Youth
Tobacco Survey (NYTS)
2006 Questionnaire

DO NOT write your name on this survey. The answers you give will
be kept private.

NO one will know what you write. Answer the questions based on
what you really do and know.

Completing the survey is voluntary. Whether or not you answer the
questions will not affect your grade in this class. Try to answer all the
questions. If you do not want to answer a question, just leave it blank.
There are no wrong answers.

The questions that ask about your background will only be used to
describe the types of students completing this survey. The information will
not be used to find out your name. No names will ever be reported.

Please read every question. Try to answer all the questions. Fill in
the circles in the booklet completely. When you are finished, follow the
instructions of the person giving you the survey.

Thank You Very Much For Your Help.
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TODAY'’S DATE

Month Day

0 March 00 01

0 April 01 02

0 May 02 |03

0 June 03 04
05
06
07
08
09

The first questions ask for some background information

about you.

1. How old are you?
a. 9yearsold

b. 10 years old
c. 1lyearsold
d. 12yearsold
e. 13 yearsold
f. 14 yearsold
g. 15yearsold
h. 16 years old
i 17 years old
18 years old
19 years old
20 years old
m. 21 years old

_X'_._.

2. What is your sex?
a. Female
b. Male

3. What grade are you in?
6lh

a
b
C.
d. o"
e
f
g
h. Ungraded or other grade

4. Are you Hispanic or Latino?
a. Yes
b. No

What race or races do you consider yourself to be?
(Please select one or more than one category) Would

you say:
a. American Indian or Alaska Native

b. Asian

c. Black or African American

d. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
e. White

During an average week, how much money do you get
from a job and other sources (allowance, etc.)?

a. None

b. Lessthan $1
c. $1to$5

d. $6to$10

e. $11to $20

f.  $21to $50

g. $51to$100
h. $101 to $150
i. $151 or more

During the past 30 days, how many days did you miss
school for any reason, with or without permission?

a. Odays

b. 1day

c. 2to5days

d. 6to 10 days

e. 11 or more days

The next questions ask about your use of tobacco.
The first group of questions is about cigarette smoking.

8.

10.

Have you ever tried cigarette smoking, even one or two

puffs?
a. Yes
b. No

How old were you when you smoked a whole cigarette for
the first time?

a. | have never smoked a whole cigarette
b. 8 years old or younger

c. 9

d. 10

e. 11

f. 12

g. 13

h. 14

i. 15

j. 16

k. 17 years old or older

About how many cigarettes have you smoked in your
entire life?

None

1 or more puffs but never a whole cigarette

1 cigarette

2 to 5 cigarettes

6 to 15 cigarettes (about ¥2 a pack total)

16 to 25 cigarettes (about 1 pack total)

26 to 99 cigarettes (more than 1 pack but less than 5
packs)

h. 100 or more cigarettes (5 or more packs)
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Now think back 12 months ago. At this time last year,

about how much were you smoking?

a. | have never smoked cigarettes

b. I have smoked in my life, but | wasn't smoking at this
time last year

c. | smoked on some days at this time last year

d. |smoked on most days at this time last year

e. | smoked every day at this time last year

Have you ever smoked cigarettes daily, that is, at least
one cigarette every day for 30 days?

a. Yes

b. No

During the past 30 days, on how many days did you
smoke cigarettes?

0 days

1 or 2 days

3to 5 days

6 to 9 days

10 to 19 days

20 to 29 days

All 30 days
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