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PREFACE

Welfare reform poses significant challenges and opportunities for California communities.
TANF and CalWORKs substantially increase the level of responsibility and accountability
shouldered by California's county welfare agencies and will require integrated and
comprehensive service delivery systems that can support work readiness, employment and self-
sufficiency.

To meet this challenge, San Bernardino County's Social Services Group leadership recognized
that comprehensive information on the needs of program participants and changes in caseload
characteristics over time will be required. To help fill the existing knowledge gap, RAND was
retained to gather and analyze information on caseload characteristics.

The results presented in this document provide only a piece, albeit an important one, of the
broader picture necessary to design and implement effective approaches to achieving the goals of
TANF and CalWORKs and other important goals identified by the community. This information
must be combined with the experience and expertise of those who manage and staff the County’s
welfare-related programs and services, and considered in the context of overall county and
community resources and objectives. Detailed results from an earlier analysis of the San
Bernardino CalWORKSs caseload are contained in a 1998 report titled Employment of TANF
Participants in San Bernardino County: A Profile of the County's Caseload and Implications for
CalWORKs Service Delivery (DB-259.0-SBC), Debra Strong, Patricia A. Ebener, Robert F.
Schoeni, James N. Dertouzos, Jill Humphries, Kimberly Jinnett and Robert Reichardt, RAND,
Santa Monica, CA.

Together these reports should be of interest to welfare policy makers, program managers and
service providers, not only in San Bernardino County, but throughout California.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In August 1996, Congress dramatically altered the nation's primary cash assistance entitlement
program, AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children), replacing it with Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). As its name implies, TANF provides temporary (time-
limited) federal assistance for a maximum of 60 months accumulated over an adult's lifetime,
and requires that recipients work within two years of beginning aid in order to continue receiving
assistance.

Subsequently, the California legislature enacted CalWORKs (California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids), a program that focuses on moving aid recipients into employment,
requires counties to provide access to a broad range of services, and also requires the
establishment of community service programs for participants otherwise unable to obtain work.
The federal and state welfare reforms provide flexibility to counties in designing programs that
meet their unique needs and objectives, within State guidelines. California's county welfare
agencies have seen their mission expand from eligibility determination and accurate payment of
benefits to include the provision of a variety of support services to help participants obtain and
maintain employment.

The experiences and expertise of county welfare administrators and staff (combined with input
from other community organizations, public agencies and community leaders) form the
foundation for program design, but the leadership of San Bernardino County's Social Services
Group made the decision to supplement this experience and expertise with additional analysis of
its caseload characteristics, service needs and employment barriers.

To support the County's ability to plan for and implement an effective CalWORKSs program, the
San Bernardino County Department of Public Social Services (now the Social Services Group)
contracted with RAND to conduct an analysis of potential employment-related needs among
current TANF participants. The purpose was to provide timely, objective information on
employment activities and support needs, and to provide more detailed information than that
available from administrative records and files on a variety of issues, such as potential needs for
child care, transportation, mental health treatment and so forth. The results, based on analysis of
county administrative data and a survey of CalWORKSs recipients were reported to the county in
1998 in an earlier documented briefing, Employment of TANF Participants in San Bernardino
County: A Profile of the County's Caseload and Implications for CalWORKs Service Delivery
(DB-259.0-SBC. Strong, et al. RAND. Santa Monica, CA. June, 1998).

A year later, the County asked RAND to update its profile of the CalWORKs caseload by
examining 1998 administrative data and repeating the survey with new random samples of
Single Parent and Two-Parent families currently participating in CalWORKs. November, 1998
administrative data were used and between February and April 1999 700 current TANF
households were interviewed primarily by phone by interviewers with RAND’s Survey Research
Group. The results of these analyses are reported in this documented briefing. We have focused
on comparisons between the two caseloads analyzed approximately one year apart.
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Several outcomes of interest, including caseload size, income, and work participation rates have
improved during the year between our two analyses. For example, comparing county
administrative data we found a 17 percent overall decline in the TANF caseload. The percent of
the caseload working is now 44 percent among One-Parent Families and 69 percent among Two-
Parent Families an increase of 18 percent over the prior year. Average income increased by 27
percent.

Success on some measures varies by district. For example, while all except one district showed
increases in the percentage of their caseload employed, the rates varied from 29 percent in
Redlands to 44 percent in Needles. Rates of caseload decline varied from a low of seven
percent decline in Fontana to a high of 30 percent decline in Colton and Rancho Cucamonga.
Further research is required to correlate the differences across district with other factors such as
Ca]WORKSs program implementation and local economic conditions.

Despite the large caseload decline and increases in work participation, the characteristics of the
caseload based on the 1999 survey looks similar to last year’s caseload. For example, we found
that time on aid, percent of caseload with less than high school education, length of time on the
job, and the prevalence of health and other family problems are comparable between the
populations surveyed a year apart. Thus, our survey results do not provide evidence at this time
that only the hardest to serve will remain on aid.

It is important to note that while the overall caseload has declined, the child only caseload, which
is comprised increasingly of CalWORKSs-sanctioned households, has been growing. This portion
of the population was not included in our survey. Additional information on this group is needed
to determine conclusively how the overall population has been changing.

Our 1999 survey shows that most significant barriers to employment named by the 1998 survey
respondents remain prevalent a year later. Help finding and paying for child care and
transportation and the lack of job skills were the barriers most frequently named. These are
strongly correlated with each other and employment outcomes. Reported utilization of services,
such as subsidized child care and treatment, e.g. for mental health problems. was low. However
these survey data were collected at roughly the same time that San Bernardino County began
modifying its processes for referral and delivery of supportive services in its Cal WORKs offices.
Changes in implementation may affect utilization of services over time.

b4

Special needs in the San Bernardino CalWORKs population which may pose significant
employment barriers are likely underreported by survey respondents. The rates of physical
health, mental health, substance abuse and domestic violence problems reported and the
consistency in rates over time suggest that they are frequently occurring problems. However, we
found little significant correlation between these problems and employment. For the One-Parent
Family sample, we found that self-report of physical health problems was negatively correlated
with employment. The absence of strong correlations may stem from under reporting (especially
for drug and alcohol abuse, mental illness and domestic violence). On the other hand, it may
simply be the case that these populations obtain employment.
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The County has achieved considerable gains in some areas and faces remaining challenges with
the current CalWORKs population. Continued monitoring of the caseload profile can help
inform decision making about further program refinements.
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Symbol
Administrative Data

AFDC

AU

CalWORKSs

DHHS
GAIN

JESD
JTPA

Lower bound
N

One-Parent Family

Participant
Payee

Respondent
SB
SSG

Sanctions

GLOSSARY, LIST OF SYMBOLS, ETC.

Definition

Information taken from case files of AFDC/TANF recipients and
stored electronically by the County

Aid to Families with Dependent Children: A program to provide
cash assistance to children who have been deprived of support
due to the death, disability or absence of a parent. Established in
1935, replaced by TANF with the passage of federal welfare
reform

Assistance Unit: Individuals in a family who receive benefits for
AFDC/TANF, usually a mother and those of her children who
are under 18 and meet other eligibility criteria. There may be
other individuals in the family or the household who are not
covered by these benefits.

California Work Opportunity and Responsibility for Kids:
Legislation adopted in California to implement TANF program
within the State; California's welfare-to-work program

Department of Health and Human Services (federal agency)

Greater Avenues to Independence: The welfare-to-work program
that existed in California prior to welfare reform and the State's
adoption of CalWORKs

San Bernardino County Jobs and Employment Services
Department

Job Training Partnership Act: Refers to federally-funded job
training programs

Minimum estimate
Number of observations (e.g. cases or individuals in a sample)

AFDC/TANF assistance units with a single parent (usually, but
not always, a mother) (Family Group)

Adult who is receiving TANF

Individual to whom cash benefit payments are made (though
benefits may be for children or other assistance unit members as
well)

Individual who answered the survey questions
San Bernardino County
San Bernardino County Social Services Group

Temporary fiscal penalties imposed on TANF participants for
failure to meet various requirements
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TANF

Two-Parent Family

Ul
Upper bound
Weighted Estimates

Welfare

Work Requirements:
TANF (Individual)

Work Requirements:
TANTF (State)

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families: The federal program
that replaced AFDC with time-limited assistance requiring work
participation

AFDC/TANF assistance unit with two parents (Unemployed
Parent)

Unemployment insurance
Maximum estimate

Estimates that are adjusted to reflect the actual composition of
the caseload instead of the composition of the sample

Refers to several forms of assistance for poor and needy families
including AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps and other benefits. In this
report, it refers to AFDC or TANF only.

Both federal welfare reform legislation and state CalWORKSs
legislation established work requirements for TANF participants
in order to continue receiving aid. Federal law requires One-
Parent Family recipients to become involved in an approved
work activity in order to continue receiving aid after 24 months.
"Approved work activities" include subsidized or unsubsidized
employment, on-the-job training, work experience, community
service or providing child care services to individuals
participating in community service. A portion of the hourly
requirements may be met by job search, job skills training or
education related to employment, and completing high school or
a G.E.D. (for certain recipients).

TANF also imposes aggregate work requirements on states. 25%
of all TANF recipients were to have been engaged in approved
work activities by 1997, increasing by 5 percentage points a year
to 50% by 2002. Aggregate work requirements for Two-Parent
Family caseloads to be in approved work activities increased to
90% in 1999.

Fiscal penalties can be imposed on states failing to meet these
requirements. However, the requirements are reduced by one
percentage point for each percentage point decline in state TANF
caseloads, and since caseloads have been declining, actual
aggregate work requirements will be lower overall (but not lower
for Two-Parent Families).
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Work Requirements:
CalWORKSs

CalWORKSs specifies that applicants cannot receive aid for more
than 18 months without working, unless Counties certify that no
jobs are available and place individuals in community services
jobs, in which case aid may be extended another 6 months.
CalWORKs participants must work 20 hours per week beginning
January, 1998, 26 hours beginning July 1, 1998; and 32 hours as
of July 1, 1999. Requirements for Two-Parent Family
participants total 35 hours per week, but one of the parents must
work at least 20 hours.
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Outline of the Report

Background and data sources

The changing welfare caseload

— Employment experiences

— Child care needs and utilization

— Health, alcohol & other drug use, domestic violence

Connection between potential barriers & work
CalWORKSs knowledge and participation

This documented briefing summarizes and describes the results of a comparative analysis
of the characteristics of the 1997 and 1998 TANF caseloads in San Bernardino County,
California. The results are based on analyses of county administrative data on current
TANF cases and on surveys of current TANF participants. The latest RAND survey of
TANF participants in San Bernardino County was conducted between February and
April 1999. This survey follows an initial effort, conducted one year earlier, between
November 1997 and January 1998 that is documented in a report titled: Employment of
TANF Participants in San Bernardino County: A Profile of the County’s Caseload
and Implications for CalWORKS Service Delivery (DB-259.0-SBC, June 1998). In this
updated report, we first describe our data sources and provide an overview of the survey.
We then provide information on caseload characteristics and focus special attention on
the changes that have occurred over the last year. We include information on
employment experiences, child care needs and utilization, as well as on health status,
rates of alcohol and other drug use, and domestic violence.

After describing the population, we document the prevalence of potential barriers to
employment in the TANF population and exam ine the degree to which employment
outcomes differ between those with and without these potential barriers.

We conclude with an analysis of implementation issues. In particular, we examine
program participation and the extent to which participants are receiving needed services
as well as the perceived value of these services, as reported by respondents in the 1999
survey.




Sources of Data

» Two consecutive years of:
— County administrative data

— San Bernardino Health & Social Services Survey

Unless otherwise indicated, all estimates in this report are based on responses to
the San Bernardino Health & Social Services Survey, first conducted by RAND
between November 1997 and January 1998 and repeated, for a new group of
participants, using a questionnaire containing mostly identical items, between
February and April 1999. The only other data that are used to describe San
Bernardino’s TANF population are administrative databases on current TANF
cases for San Bernardino County in September and November of 1997 and
November 1998.




‘99 San Bernardino Health and
Social Services Survey

+ Sample
— One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family cases as of November
‘98 current caseload

— excludes
» child-only cases (~34% of all cases)
+ cases headed by a person < 18 years old (1% of all cases)

 English and Spanish telephone surveys with average interview
length of 25 minutes '

 Nearly all interviews were conducted by telephone
» 701 cases interviewed
—~ 64% completion rate

The sampling frame for the 1999 survey includes all open cases as of November
1998. Excluded from the sample are three groups: i) child-only cases, ii) cases in
which the payee is less than 18 years old, and iii) cases in which the adult is
sanctioned by GAIN. Roughly 34 percent of all TANF cases in San Bernardino
are child-only and 1 percent include a payee less than 18.

We analy zed both One-Parent Family, and Two-Parent Family cases. Typically,
One-Parent Family cases are families headed by a single parent whereas Two-
Parent Family cases have both a mother and father present and receiving aid. To
be able to analy ze both the One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family
populations, separate random samples of the One-Parent Family and Two-Parent
Family populations were drawn from the administrative data. The instrument
used for the One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family varied only slightly to
accommodate both parents. Most all analyses presented in this briefing show
findings separately for the One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family cases.

Interviews were conducted primarily over the telephone and offered in English
and Spanish. The survey lasted an average of 25 minutes, with 701 completed
interviews: 355 One-Parent Family and 346 Two-Parent Family cases. We
achieved a 64 percent completion rate.




‘99 Disposition of Survey Cases

One- Two- TOTAL
Parent  Parent
Family Family

Completed Interviews 355 346 701
Refusals 22 16 38
Not on AFDC 4 6 10
Language Barrier 5 28 33
Not Locatable
No Telephone 2 6 8
Disconnected Telephone 50 40 90
Wrong Number 67 73 140
Maximum Call Attempt 43 34 77
Other 2 1 3
TOTAL 550 550 1100

There were a variety of reasons for non-completion, but the most important reason was
that the person was not locatable because they did not have a telephone, the telephone
had been disconnected, the adm inistrative files contained a wrong number, or we could
not obtain an interview after having tried to call the person 10 times (with those 10 calls
distributed over different times of the day and days of the week). About 3 percent of the
sample (one percent of One-Parent and 5 percent of Two-Parent sample) spoke a
language other than English or Spanish and 3 percent declined to participate.

If a phone number was not available on the adm inistrative file or it was found not to be
working, directory assistance was called in an attempt to find the missing number. In
addition, letters were mailed to participants telling them that we would be contacting
them to conduct the interview, and in this letter we gave participants the option to call us
(toll free) to complete the interview. As an incentive, a phone card valued at $5 was
included with correspondence to households we could not reach by phone. The phone
card was activated when recipients phoned RAND?’s toll free number. Thirty-four
telephone non-respondents from three of the 12 county districts included in the survey
were interviewed in person.




Comparing ‘98 and ‘99 Survey Response
Rates
1998 1999
Survey Survey
% oftotal % of total

sample sample
Completed Interviews 49 64
Refusals 1 3
Language Barrier 4 3
Not on Aid 2 1
Other Non-completes 5 6
Not Locatable 39 23

Several strategies to boost the response rate were introduced in the second year of the
survey. These included cash or gift certificates as an incentive and ‘thank you’ for
completing the interview; intensified tracking for non-respondents; use of county TANF
case files to obtain updated phone and address information and in-person interviewing in
selected areas of the County. None of the strategies were applied to the entire sample
because they tended to be expensive to implement even though some were effective in
boosting the response rate. The overall response rate improved from 49 percent to 64
percent and would have improved further if the most successful strategies had been

applied to the entire 1999 sample.
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Survey Population Appears
Representative of Entire Caseload

+ Cases interviewed were similar to cases that were not interviewed
on observable dimensions:

— size of AU, ages of children, age of payee, district, gender of
payee, length of current spell, whether income reported from
each of a variety of sources

+ Sample under-represents cases in which no one in the household
speaks English or Spanish

» Survey enhancements did not change profile of population
* Remaining non-respondents may have different characteristics

As was the case last year, we were concerned that the cases that were interviewed might be systematically different
than the cases not interviewed. To investigate this issue, we compared the cases that were interviewed and those
not interviewed using information available from the county’s administrative data files. We compared: number of
people in the AU, age of the payee, ages of children in the AU, number of children in the AU, district of residence,
gender of payee, length of current spell on AFDC, and whether income from each of a variety of sources was
reported to the welfare office.

In addition, we estimated a logistic regression to determine the multivariate relationship between whether the
person completed a survey and the characteristics of the cases available in the administrative file. The estimates
show that, in general, completing the instrument was not strongly related to any of the characteristics in the
administrative data, with the exception of language. Non-English and non-Spanish speaking persons were much
less likely to respond. The differences by language are not surprising because interviews were only offered in
English and Spanish. The survey population appears generally representative of the entire caseload, excluding
child-only cases.

It is also worth noting that the characteristics of the individuals we located as a result of our in-person interviewing
were very similar to those contacted via telephone. Thus, at least one subset of individuals not included in our
survey of last year appear to be identical to those we did include. Although the remaining non-respondents may
have different characteristics, we have more confidence, as a result of our field efforts, that our survey sample is
representative of the population at large in each year of the survey, excluding child-only cases and families
speaking a language other than English or Spanish.




Outline of the Report

Background and data sources

The changing welfare caseload

— Employment experiences

— Child care needs and utilization

— Health, alcohol & other drug use, domestic violence

Connection between potential barriers & work
CalWORKSs knowledge and participation

Now, we turn to a description of case load characteristics.

Appendix A and B contain additional tabulations from San Bernardino County
administrative data on caseload characteristics for November 1997 and 1998.

Appendix C contains additional tabulations of survey responses, showing
comparisons between the 1998 and 1999 responses where available.




Total Case Loads Have
Been Declining
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Source: County Administrative Files

During the last year, case loads have been declining. Administrative data files
indicated that there has been a 16 percent drop in One-Parent Family participants
and a 25 percent decline in Two-Parent Family participants. Overall, the decline
has been 17 percent. The emphasis on work, the strength of the local economy,
and the fact that TANF participation on the part of Two-Parent Family group is
more often precipitated by job loss, probably accounts for the higher caseload
decline.




Case Load Declines
s, Vary Significantly by District

0.25 4
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-0.5 -

There appears to be significant variation across districts in the caseload declines.
They range from 30 percent in Colton and Rancho Cucamonga to 7 percent in
South San Bernardino and Fontana. We could not identify any measurable
factors that could account for these differences. For example, these declines were
not correlated with the composition or size of the initial caseload (welfare

history, work participation, demographics).




The Number of Child-Only
Cases Has Increased

Percent of Total Caseload 1997 = 24%

Percent of Total Caseload 1998 = 34%
15000 -

10000 -

5000 -

1997 1998

Source: County Administrative Files

The number of child-only cases has increased from 12,291 to 14,888 and now
represents 34 percent of the case 1oad. Most of this increase is due to cases in
which the parent has been sanctioned for noncompliance with a work or other
program requirement, resulting in only the children remaining eligible for cash
assistance.
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Employment and Earnings of
Participants Have Increased
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Percent Working

Source: County Administrative Files

The employment and earnings of participants has increased significantly during
the year. About 30 percent were earning income in November of 1997. This rose
to over 35 percent, a 18 percent increase. At the same time, the average income
of all participants increased 27 percent to just over $300 annually. Of course,
this average includes the majority of participants (over 60 percent) who do not
work and, therefore, report no earned income. This higher increase partially
reflects increased labor force participation. It also stems from higher income (via
more hours worked and/or higher rates of compensation) for those working.
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Length of Current Spell is
Basically Unchanged

31% 01997
=~ 30% w1998

25%

23%

P ——

% Under One Year % Over 5 Years

Source: County Administrative Files

In November of 1997, about 31 percent of all families had been participating for
under one year. In contrast, 23 percent of all participants had current spells of
welfare dependency of 5 or more years. Many observers have raised concerns
that the new TANF regime would reduce caseloads by facilitating self-
sufficiency for only those families who are most capable of helping themsel ves.
In other words, it has been anticipated that the caseload would be reduced to the
most difficult serve populations who face signifi cant barriers to employment.
However, at least by one measure, this does not appear to be the case. In
November 1998, despite the significant reductions in caseloads, the percent of
those with spells exceeding 5 years was 25 percent, barely different (not
statistically significant) from the percent a year earlier.
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A Large Percentage of Participants Have
Not Completed High School

13+ years

12 years

10-11 years

0-9 years

—

One-Parent Family 1999 Two-Parent Family 1999

Education is one of the most important factors in determining success in the labor
market, and a substantial share of participants have low levels of schooling.
Among One-Parent Family participants in the 1999 survey, 41 percent did not
have a high school diploma. At the same time, however, over 20 percent of the
One-Parent Family participants and 18 percent of Two-Parent Family payees
(almost alway's the mother) do have more than a high school diploma. These
percentages were similar in last year’s survey.
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>5 years

2-5 years

1-2 years
<1 year

One-Half Have Received AFDC for
More Than 5 Years as an Adult

1998

Note: Data are for One-Parent Family only.

1999

Most current participants have participated in TANF/AFDC (in their own name)
for several years over their lifetimes. Slightly over one-half of One-Parent
Family participants have been on aid for more than 5 years. (Note that this total
includes all spells on TANF/AFDC, not just the current spell.) As indicated in the
admi nistrative records, these percentages were virtually identical to those a year

earlier, suggesting that the composition of TANF caseloads is similar.
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About One-Fourth Grew up
in a Family that Received Welfare

27%

And roughly one-quarter of today’s participants grew up in a family that received
welfare (i.e., received cash assistance) at least once while the current participant
was a child. This percentage is somewhat higher than a year earlier, but this
difference is not statistically significant.




Outline of the Report

Background and data sources

The changing welfare caseload

- Empl'o,yment experiences

— Child care needs and utilization

— Health, alcohol & other drug use, domestic violence

Connection between potential barriers & work
CalWORKSs knowledge and participation

A primary objective of welfare reform is to promote employment, and the survey
describes current and past employment outcomes of San Bernardino’s TANF
population.
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Percentage Working Has Increased

69%

65%

44%

01998
= 1999

One-Parent Family Two-Parent Family
Source: SBHSS Survey

Last year, 39 percent of One-Parent Family payees reported that they were
currently employed, while 65 percent of Two-Parent Family cases include a
payee or partner who was employed. These percentages have increased over the
year.
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Most Employed Participants Have
Held Their Jobs Only a Few Months

0 One-Parent
Family

0,
B Two-Parent 43%
Family

31%

19% 19%
15% 439, |

<2 2-5 6-11 12+

Months on Current Job

Among the participants who are are currently working, most have held their jobs
less than one year. 35 percent of One-Parent Family and 43 percent of Two-

Parent Family participants had been in their jobs for more than 12 months, about
the same percentages as a year earlier.
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Work Participation Varies By Districts
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Source: County Administrative Files

Using administrative data, we compared work participation across districts for
November of 1997 and 1998. Except for Redlands, participation rates increased
across the board. Rates were highest in Needles (at 44 percent). The largest
percentage point increase was experienced in Rancho Cucamonga (RC).

*RC = Rancho Cucamonga, VV = Victorville, YV = Yucca Valley
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One-Parent Family Cases:
Employment Reported in Survey vs.
Administrative Data

Survey Data Administrative Data
“Currently Employed” “Eamings in November”

44%

36%

As we found last year, a comparison of the survey and the administrative data revealed that the
estimate of employment is higher in the survey. In particular, 44 percent of One-Parent Family
payees reported that they were working at the time they were interviewed. In the November
admi nistrative data, 36 percent of One-Parent Family participants reported that they had income
from eamings during the prior month.

The administrative data collects information on earnings during any time in the prior month while
the survey reports only current employment. As a result, one might expect the administrative data
to report higher employment levels, which is just the opposite of what is observed. The reports
may differ because the reporting dates differ: the administrative data are for November reflecting
employment during October, 1999 while the survey data are for the period of the interview, most
of which took place during February and March, 1999.
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Two-Parent Family Cases:
Employment Reported in Survey vs.
Administrative Data

Survey Data Administrative Data
“Currently Employed” “Eamings in November”

69%

55%

The gap between the administrative and survey data is larger among the Two-
Parent Family cases than the One-Parent Family cases. Among the Two-Parent
Family participants who responded to the survey and who were enrolled in
November, 69 percent (of the payee or partner) reported that they were currently
employed, while 55 percent reported earnings to the welfare agency.
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Administrative Records Do Not Match
Survey Data

* 33% of those showing no income in November 1998
administrative records report income in early 1999 survey

* 16% of those showing income in administrative records report no
income in survey
* Evidence consistent with several hypotheses
— Systematic under reporting
— Employment turnover
— Seasonality
— Employment growth

e Further research warranted

To a large extent, the differences between administrative and survey reporting
may be due to the high turn-over rates as people move in and out of employment.
For example, 33 of those showing no income in November 1998 actually report
income at the time of the survey in early 1999. On the other hand, 16 percent of
those showing income in administrative records report no income in the survey.
Although the administrative records show lower work participation rates than the
survey, it is not clear that these differences are due to systematic under reporting.
More research is necessary to examine alternative hypotheses.
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26% of One-Parent Family Cases Meet
the 1999 Hours Requirement

Only One-Parent Family Cases

Hours Requirements 34%,
One-Parent Famil %
1998 26
1999 32
Other qualified work activities

In high school & 20< years old
In job/vocational training

r——— T
Meet Requirement Through Work Meet Requirement Through Work or
Other Activity

Meeting work requirements is a key goal of the state and county. Using the data we
estimate the percentage of today’s cases that would have met the 1998 and 1999 work
requirement thresholds given their employment behavior at the end of 1999. The 1998
hours requirements were 26 for the One-Parent Family. In 1999, the One-Parent Family
hours requirement increased to 32. Job or vocational training could also be used to meet
the hours requirement as could high school classes for individuals under 20 years old.

As indicated, 26 percent of the One-Parent Family participants met the more stringent
1999 work requirement. The 1998 requirement was met by 36 percent of the One-Parent
Family cases.

It is worth noting that sanctioned cases (many of which are child only) are not included
in these totals.
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52% of Two-Parent Family Cases Meet
the
1999 Hours Requirement

Only Two-Parent Family Cases
52%

Hours Requirements 50%

Two-Parent Family

1998 35
1999 35
And

--At least one member of two-
parent family works 20 or more
hours

Other qualified work activities
In high school & 20< yearsold

In job/vocational training Meet Requirement Meet Requirement
Through Work Only  Through Work or Other
Activity

For Two-Parent Family cases, about 50 percent meet the 1999 requirement through
work. When one considers hours devoted to job, vocational training, or high school
classes, the percent rises slightly to 52 percent.
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More Participants Are Meeting 1999
Hours Requirement Through Work

50%

o1998
m 1999

25%

One-Parent Family cases meeting '99 Two-Parent Family cases meeting '99
requirements through work requirements through work

In this chart, we examine the change in the number of family units meeting the 1999
requirement (through work activity only ) during the periods of the 1998 and 1999
surveys. This provides another measure of the improvement in labor force participation
over the year. For One-Parent Family cases, the percent meeting 1999 requirements
through work increased from 17 to 25 percent. For Two-Parent Family cases, the
increase was from 43 to 50 percent.
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% with some

Over Half of Survey Respondents
Work Irregular Hours

One-Parent Family=63%

non-weekday hours Two-Parent Family=54%

O One-Parent Family
® Two-Parent Family

36

Weekdays Weeknights

Weekends

Irregular

If supportive services such as child care and transportation are going to be
provided to TANF participants while they work, it is important to realize that

many TANF participants work at least some off-hours. In particular, the survey
reveals that 63 percent of the One-Parent Family participants who are currently

working work at least some non-weekday hours. For Two-Parent Family
participants, the percent is 54 percent. During these hours, child care and
transportation are much less available.
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But Most Do Not Have a Car to Use as
Their Main Mode of Transportation

38%
iy One-Parent Family

22%
20%

1%
> 9%

-

Public Transit Own vehicle Borrowed v

hinl

Other

Main Mode of Transportation

But only 38 percent of all One-Parent Family participants rely on their own car
for their primary mode of transportation, with 22 percent using public
transportation. The availability of public transportation varies across San
Bernardino. In addition, utilizing public transportation may be problematic for
participants who need to drop children off for child care on the way to and from

work.
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Outline of the Report

Background and data sources

The changing welfare caseload

~ Employment experiences

~ Child care needs and utilization

— Health, alcohol & other drug use, domestic violence

Connection between potential barriers & work
CalWORKSs knowledge and participation

Now, we consider child care needs and utilization.
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Many Children Will Need Care
When Mothers Go to Work

47%

0O One-Parent Family
m Two-Parent Family 34%

12%

Child <1 Child 1-2 Child 3-5
Percent of cases with.....

If participants are to work, their children must be cared for. In our earlier report,
we found that two factors--the presence of pre-school aged children, and
particularly of children below age 3, and large family size--made it less likely a
participant would work, or reduced the number of hours worked.

34 percent of San Bernardino’s One-Parent Family and 46 percent of Two-Parent
Family cases have a child under age 3. As the proportion of TANF recipients
required to participate in approved work activities increases, along with their
hourly work requirements, the need for child care and the utilization of child care
subsidies will grow. Careful attention must be given to the relationship between
employment, child safety and development, and child care access for TANF and
low-income working families.
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Percentage Using Child Care While
Working or in School in Past 4 Weeks

Sample: In calculating euch percentage, the sample
is restricted to families with a child of the given age.

55%
49%

One-Parent Family

27%

15%

Child <1 Child 1-2 Child 3-5 Child 6+

We asked One-Parent Family survey respondents whether they had utilized any
kind of child care within the past four weeks while they were either working,
looking for work or going to school. Among One-Parent Family cases with an
infant, only 15 percent indicated that they had used child care some time during
that period. Child care is more likely to be used in families that have older pre-
school aged children. The percentages are 49 percent for children between 1 and
2, and 55 percent for children aged 3 to 5 years.

A substantial number of families with school-age children also utilized child
care. As hourly work requirements increase, more school-age children will need
some kind of before- and after-school care.
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Of Those Using Child Care, A Small Percentage Use

Centers or Licensed Facilities...

23% One-Parent Family

Child care center Licensed facility

Several different types of child care arrangements are used by working families:
licensed day care centers, licensed or unlicensed family day care (care in another
home by someone unrelated to the child), or in-home or out-of-home care
provided by family members or relatives of the child, or a baby-sitter.

16 percent of One-Parent Family participants who had utilized care during the
previous four-week period reported that they had used a child care center. This is
comparable to rates found in a national survey (1993 Survey of Income and
Program Participation), which indicated that 12 percent of employed, poor
women with children under age 5 used day or group care centers.

23 percent of the One-Parent Family survey respondents report utilizing a
licensed child care facility (either center-based or licensed family day care).
Licensing is one factor considered by child development specialists to positively
affect the quality of child care.
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.And Over 2/3 Use Adult Relatives

One-Parent Family

01998
= 1999

Adult Relative

Parents and child development specialists may cite different factors they believe
define quality child care. Among factors often cited by parents are a safe, loving
environment for the child, and convenience (that is, accessibility and flexibility).
Differences in the cost of care and access to facilities, as well as differences in
characteristics sought by parents, lead many to utilize “informal” (as opposed to
organized) care arrangements. In San Bernardino, over two-thirds utilize an
adult relative, up from 53 percent one year ago.

National surveys have found that day care centers and family day care
arrangements are more typically utilized for children aged 3 to 5, when parents
work full-time. Organized care for infants (children under age 1) is costly, may
not provide the best care for that age, and may not be available to parents who
work non-traditional hours. However, the more informal arrangements that are
suitable for part-time or sporadic employment may not provide the stability both
parents and children will need as employment increases. Sensitivity to both the
wishes of parents and the needs of children, as well as creative and cooperative
approaches to the administration of child care subsidies, will be essential in this
changing environment.
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Outline of the Report

Background and data sources

The changing welfare caseload

— Employment experiences

— Child care needs and utilization

— Health, alcohol & other drug use, domestic violence
Connection between potential barriers & work
CalWORKSs knowledge and participation

A variety of employment barriers are of serious concern to CalW ORKs program
managers, caseworkers and service providers. The survey questionnaires from
both years asked about physical and mental health problems, alcohol and other
drug use and domestic violence.
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Rate of Health Problems
Unchanged

1998 1999

Own health problems limits type/amount of work 16 23
Own health prevents you from working 6 5
Applied for aid this time because own health problem 18 19
Applied for aid this time because family member’s health problem 14 13
Child has long-lasting medical/physical problem 24 23
Child has long-lasting emotional/mental problem 8 8
Child health condition requires help 4 4
Child’s health prevents you from working 9

Care for adult/spouse prevents you from working 3* 3*
Own health fair/poor 27 30

*Onc-Parcnt Family Only
Multiple responscs allowed, 50 does not sum 1o 100.

The survey measures a variety of health problems faced by the participants and their
families, and this table highlights some of these factors. According to the results of the
1999 survey, about one in four participants report that their own health problems limit the
type or amount of work they can do. But only 5 percent report that they have a health
problem that is so severe that it prevents them from working. Although their health
problems may not be preventing them from working, 19 percent stated that their own
health was one of the reasons they applied for welfare.

Havingto care for sick children or family members can also limit the ability of
participants to work. About one-quarter of the respondents report that they have a child
with a long-lasting medical or physical problem, with 7 percent stating that the child’s
health problem prevents the respondent from working. A relatively small share, 3
percent of One-Parent Family cases, are prevented from working because they care for
another adult.

The survey did not inquire about the nature of the recipients’ own or their children’s
health problems. In some cases respondents may be reporting that they are prevented
from working at the kind of work they have done in the past, or they may mean that they
are prevented from working not by the nature of the child’s condition but by the lack of
special needs child care.

Comparing the results from both years, the rate of health problems reported remains
unchanged with one exception. While 1 out of 6 participants in 1998 reported their own
health problems limit the type or amount of work they do, almost 1 of 4 participants
reported such problems in 1999.
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High Rate of Untreated Mental
Health Problems

» 43% of One-Parent Family and 33% of Two-Parent Family

reported a past year episode of depressive symptoms
— additional 11% of One-Parent Family, 7% of Two-Parent
Family reported lifetime symptoms

+ 1/4 of those who report past year symptoms report seeing a doctor
or taking medication

« In the general population annual prevalence of mental disorders is
22.1%

— Rates of mental iliness are higher among women, the poor, poorly educated
and the unemployed

— Onset is often triggered by major life events like loss of employment

Among the respondents in this study, there is a high rate of untreated mental
health problems. Compared with 22 percent of the general population, 38
percent of the respondents reported an annual prevalence of mental disorders.
Specifically, 43 percent of One-Parent Family payees and 33 percent of Two-
Parent Family payees report such disorders. Further, only 25 percent of those
who reported such sy mptoms report receiving any treatment. As we have
indicated before, the onset of mental illness is often prompted by loss of
employment. Because both One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family payees
are highly unemployed, we would expect that they would be at risk for
depressive symptoms.
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Some Participants Report Drug
& Excessive Alcohol Use

Drug use among all women o
12 or older in California: 15% 203A

12%

Used Drugs Past Year Excessive Alcohol Use

Substance abuse is a sensitive topic which researchers have found is typically underreported by survey respondents
(Woodward, A., et al., The Drug Abuse Treatment Gap: Recent Estimates, Health Care Financing Review, Vol. 18, No. 3,
Spring, 1997). Respondents often feel less comfortable in reporting these behaviors over the telephone, and respondents to
our survey knew that the welfare agency was the sponsor of the survey, and may have known that recent welfare reforms
deny benefits to some substance abusers. Based on estimates of use from other sources, we believe that drug and alcohol
use may be significantly underreported in our survey.

Statewide estimates of annual illicit drug use are 15 percent for all women 12 and older!. Our survey estimates that 12
percent of One-Parent Family payees and 7.5 percent of Two-Parent Family payees used illicit drugs in the past 12 months.
Comparisons with the prior year are not valid, because the questions about drug use were changed in the second year with
the intention of improving reporting.

Statewide estimates of past month use of alcohol for all women are 50 percent, versus 24 percent reportedly by San
Bernardino One-Parent Family survey respondents, and 18 percent of Two-Parent Family respondents. The survey
questions on alcohol use were comparable across the two years as were the reported rates of use.

We did use survey questions to identify what portion of the population that admitted drinking might be at risk for alcohol
problems based on excessive alcohol use, which we defined as binge drinking, or drinking high quantities or reporting
problem drinking. None of these are clinical indicators of dependence but identify the portion of the population which
admits some excess use of alcohol. The rate of 20 percent inthe One-Parent Family and 12 percent in the Two-Parent
Family are consistent with the 19 percent and 14 percent respectively from a year earlier. This provides some evidence that
the reduced number of participants does not necessarily mean that only the hardest to serve remain on the case load.

IStatewide estimates were derived from the 1991 National Household Survey on Drug Abuse (Ebener, P., McCaffrey, D.
and Saner, S., Prevalence of Alcohol and Drug Use in California’s Household Population, 1988-1991: Analysis of the
California Subsample from the National Household Survey on Drug Abuse. RAND, Santa Monica, CA. DRU-713/1-
CDADP/DPRC, August 1994).
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One-Parent Family Payees Continue to
Report Higher Rates of Ex/Partner
Abuse in Past Year

15% _ 14%

9%

01998
m 1999

N
One-Parent Family Two-Parent Family

Domestic violence is another problem that some survey respondents reported. The 1999
results show that fourteen percent of One-Parent Family and 6 percent of Two-Parent
Family female respondents reported that in the past year, a current or former spouse,
partner or boyfriend had been verbally abusive or threatening or physically violent
towards them at least once. We do not know how many of these women were victims of
repeat abuse, but the National Crime Victimization Survey has shown that about 20
percent report repeated episodes of violent abuse. Our survey did not inquire about
incidence of child abuse in TANF households.

Looking across 1998 and 1999 figures, we see a slight decline in the percentage of
reported domestic abuse by Two-Parent Family female respondents, while the percentage
for One-Parent Family respondents is relatively unchanged. Comparisons along both
years also show that One-Parent Family female respondents continue to report higher
rates of domestic abuse than Two-Parent Family female respondents.

Domestic abuse is another behavior that is widely underreported for a variety of reasons.
Therefore the rates we obtained should be considered a lower bound on the extent of this
problem. Research on domestic violence has found that just over half of female victims
of violence (rapes, robberies, assaults) by intimates report their victimizations (U.S.
Department of Justice, Violence Between Intimates. Office of Justice Programs, Bureau
of Justice Statistics, NCJ-149259, Washington, D.C., November 1997). Comparisons
with other estimates should be made with caution because definitions of what constitutes
domestic violence or abuse vary considerably across studies.
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Outline of the Report

» Background and data sources

» The changing welfare caseload
— Employment experiences
— Child care needs and utilization
— Health, alcohol & other drug use, domestic violence

Connection between potential barriers & work
Cal]WORKSs knowledge and Participation

The following charts illustrate the connection between potential barriers and |
work.
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County Agencies Must
Address Multiple Barriers
Total
Population
Paying for child care 47
Obtaining training 36
Paying for transportation 35
Health problems (self or family) 30
Find or pay for housing 27
Disability (self or family) 15
Domestic violence (self or family) 14
Mental health problems (self or family) 10
Substance abuse problems (self or family) 9

Percentages Requesting

County Assistance
One-Parent  Two-Parent
Family Family
52 326
38 344
33.1 294
297 294
271 26.2
17.8 11.5
159 11.8
116 8.9
105 7.5

This chart shows the percentage of respondents who say they have asked for help
from their county welfare worker, GAIN or Cal WORKs caseworker. As we note
below, a larger percentage of One-Parent Families report seeking help compared

with Two-Parent Families.
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Most Participants Request Help for
Multiple Barriers

Highest correlations
1. Child care - transportation
2. Substance abusc / health
25%

22%

19%

13% 12%

Number of Barriers

This chart combines the One-Parent and Two-Parent respondents. It shows that
only 19 percent say they have not asked for help with the problems listed on the
prior chart. Over half, 56 percent reported asking for help with more than one
problem and over 20 percent said they’d asked for help with four or more
problems.

This slide suggests that clients do not easily fall into narrowly defined categories
of needed services and, instead, mi ght benefit from multiple interventions. Many
of these needs are correlated. For example, many of those citing a child care
barrier also report needing help with transportation. This suggests that the child
care issues might be addressed via better mobility. Not surprisingly, health status
and admitted substance abuse were also correlated.

40




Barriers Correlated with Whether
Work Requirements Are Met

Percent Meeting 1998 Work Requirement

One-Parent Family Two-Parent Family

30-year old recipient

(no reported barriers) 57 75
Transportation problem 44 60
High School drop out 41 63
Teen 40 48
Day care barrier 41 71
Health problem 33 79*
Teen with transportation and day
care barrier 12 29

*not significant

Estimates from multivariate statistical model
NOTE: Other barriers (substance abuse, mental health, domestic violence) not statistically significant

In order to assess the significance of potential employment barriers to actual work experience,
we estimated a variety of statistical models that linked several factors to whether or not 1998
work requirements were met. The estimated model (a standard logistic functional form) is
described in Appendix C. In this slide, we present predictions based on that model. It is
important to note that these predictions should not be viewed as causal. Rather, they are best
considered to be correlations that represent changes in the probability of work when certain
factors are simultaneously present. Predictions for One- and Two-Parent Families are presented.

For example, a 30-year old One-Parent Family recipient with no reported barriers had a 57
percent chance of meeting the 1998 work requirement. The percentage was 75 percent for a
Two-Parent Family recipient. If these same individuals reported having a transportation problem,
the percentages dropped to 44 and 60 percent respectively. Individuals who were a high school
drop out, a teenager, reported a child care barrier, or a health problem were also much less likely
to be meeting the 1998 work requirements. Multiple barriers also had significant effects on work
participation. For example, a teen recipient reporting both a transportation and a child care
problem had a very low probability of working. For the One-Parent Family, only 12 percent were
meeting the 1998 work requirement. This suggests that such barriers may, if indeed they are
causal, be important targets of opportunity for the design of programs that facilitate work
participation.

It is worth noting that other factors, such as reported substance abuse, mental health, and
domestic violence, were not correlated with work participation. This does not imply that such
barriers are not important. Rather, it is just as likely that the absence of a statistical relationship
stems from errors in measurement or in self-reporting biases that limit the validity of the
estimated effects.
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Outline of the Report

Background and data sources

The changing welfare caseload

— Employment experiences

— Child care needs and utilization

— Health, alcohol & other drug use, domestic violence

Connection between potential barriers & work
CalWORKs knowledge and participation

The 1999 survey included questions not asked in 1998, about respondents’
knowledge of Cal WORK s rules and requirements and the extent of their
participation in Cal WORKs activities and services.
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Knowledge of and Participation in
CalWORKs is Widespread

+ 81% understand that the welfare program has
changed

e 66% believe the changes affect them

e 80% say they are currently meeting CalWORKSs
requirements

» 90% report being asked to participate in
GAIN/CalWORKSs activities

» 73% say they are or have participated in
GAIN/CalWORKSs activities

The survey results suggest that knowledge of CalW ORKs has been successfully
communicated to welfare recipients. Ninety percent of respondents report being
asked to participate in GAIN/Cal WORK s activities, and 73 percent say they have
participated in these activities. More than 80 percent reportedly understand that
the welfare program has changed from AFDC to CalWORKs, and that there are
new work requirements and time limits. Sixty-six percent believe that the
changes actually affect them. Finally, 79 percent of One-Parent Family
respondents and 81 percent of Two-Parent Family respondents report they are
currently meeting CalW ORKSs requirements.
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Reasons for Not Participating

9% Not useful

14%  Don’t understand program
28%  No Transportation

34%  No child care

38%  No time - working, in school

Almost 30 percent of the families surveyed report that they have never
participated in GAIN/Cal WORKs activities. The most common reason reported
for not participating was a lack of time due to commitments either at work or
school. About 28 percent cited the lack of transportation and 34 percent mention
child care as a reason for not participating. Finally, 9 percent of the respondents
reported they do not find the programs to be useful and 14 percent report that
they do not understand them.
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Most Report Seeking Support
Services from a Welfare Worker

82% have asked for help -
Help with Percent Asked
One- Two-

Parent Parent
Family Family

Finding child care 43 28
Paying for child care 52 33
Finding a job 38 33
Finding classes/training 38 34
Paying for transportation 33 29
Health problems 30 29
Mental health problems 12 9
Alcohol/drug treatment 11 8
Domestic violence 16 12

Most respondents report that they have asked for help from workers. Eighty-two
percent have asked for help in at least one of the twelve included problem areas.
In each of the following problem areas, including finding child care, paying for
child care, finding a job, finding classes, paying for transportation, and health
problems, approximately 30 percent or more of the respondents from both One-
Parent Family and Two-Parent Family categories have asked for help. However,
about 15 percent or less said they d asked for help with: mental health,
alcohol/drug treatment, and domestic violence.

These findings are interesting to consider in comparison with county reports of
low numbers of referrals and utilization of mental health, substance abuse and
domestic violence services.

Looking at One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family respondent figures across
each problem area, we consistently find that a higher percentage of One-Parent
Family than Two-Parent Family payees seek support services. In problem areas
such as finding child care and paying for child care, a considerably higher
percentage - at least 15 percentage points more - of One-Parent Family than
Two-Parent Family respondents report asking for help. In the remaining problem
areas, One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family figures are comparable,
although One-Parent Family percentages continue to be slightly higher than
Two-Parent Family percentages.




Most Believe Help Is Available But
Report Reservations About Asking

Reasons why wouldn't talk about problems

Embarrassment 32%
Might lose benefits 17%
Might lose kids 14%
Couldn't help 12%
Might get into trouble 11%

The survey asked respondents to identify reasons why people on welfare might
avoid talking about issues such as alcohol or drugs, mental illness and domestic
violence. The wording of the question was generalized to reduce some of the
sensitivity of these topics that respondents might feel iF asked about their own
behavior. The most common reason, at 32 percent, is embarrassment.
Comparable percentages of respondents ranging from 11 percent to 17 percent,
cite fears of losing benefits, losing kids, getting into trouble and their welfare
worker not being able to help them, as reasons for having reservations.
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Summary of Changes Since 1998

» Outcomes are significantly improved
— Caseloads down, income and work participation up
* Success varies by district

— Differences not correlated to measurable factors,
research needed

» Despite large decline, case load today looks similar to last
year’s
— No evidence (yet) that only hardest to serve will remain
* Growing child-only case load due to sanctions

— Additional information on this group required to draw
conclusions

As shown in prior charts, several outcomes of interest, mcluding caseload size, income, and work
participation rates have improved during the year between our two analyses. For example,
comparing county administrative data we found a 17 percent overall decline in the TANF
caseload. The percent of the caseload working increased by 18 percent and average income
increased by 27 percent.

Success on some measures varies by district. For example, while all except one district showed
increases in the percentage of their caseload employed the rates varied from 29 percent in
Redlands to 44 percent in Needles. Rates of caseload decline varied from a low of seven percent
decline in Fontana to a high of 30 percent decline in Colton and Rancho Cucamonga. Further
research would be required to correlate the differences across district with other factors such as
CalWORKSs program implementation and local economic conditions.

Despite the large caseload decline and ncreases in work participation, the characteristics of the
caseload based on the 1999 survey looks similarto last year’s caseload. For example, we found
that time on aid, percent of caseload with less than high school education, length of time onthe
job, and the prevalence of health and other family problems are comparable between the
populations surveyed a year apart.

Our survey results do not provide evidence at this time that only the hardest to serve will remain
on aid.

It is important to note that while the overall caseload has declined, the child only caseload, which
is increasingly comprised of CalWORKs sanctioned households, has been growing. This portion
of the population was not included in our survey. Additional information on this group would be
needed to determine conclusively how the overall population has been changing.




Some Implications for Improvement

» Most significant barriers to employment remain
— Child care, transportation, job skills most frequent
— Strongly correlated with each other and employment
— Utilization of services remains low

» Special needs are under reported, but still prevalent

— Health, mental health, substance abuse, domestic
violence frequent

— Poor reporting reduces correlation with employment

— Needy participants are not receiving services they view
as valuable

Our 1999 survey shows that most significant barriers to employment named by
the 1998 survey respondents remain prevalent (in a different though similar
sample) a year later. Help finding and paying for child care and transportation
and the lack of job skills were the barriers most frequently named. These are
strongly correlated with each other and empl oyment outcomes. Utilization of
services, such as subsidized child care and treatment remained low. However,
these survey data were collected at roughly the same time that San Bernardino
County began modifying its procedures for referral and delivery of supportive
services in its CalWORKs offices. Changes in implementation may affect
utilization of services over time. |

Special needs in the San Bernardino CalW ORKs population which may pose
significant employment barriers are likely underreported by survey respondents.
The rates of health and other problems reported and the consistency in rates over
time suggest that they are frequently occurring problems. Problems most likely
to be under reported (drug and alcohol abuse, mental illness and domestic
violence) may reduce the correlation found with employment.

The County has achieved considerable gains in some areas and faces remaining
challenges with the current CalW ORKs population. Continued monitoring of the
caseload profile can help inform decision making about further program
refinements.
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APPENDIX A

Analyses of TANF Caseload Files

The analyses contained in tables are based on the November 1998 caseload files that RAND
received from San Bernardino County. The files contain information on all persons receiving aid.
Therefore, persons who have been sanctioned are not included in the database.

Child-only cases are defined as those cases in which there is no adult in the assistance unit, ie., no
one in the assistance unit has a person number of 50-69. Because the data file that RAND received
excluded persons who had been sanctioned, some of the cases identified as "child-only" are
actually cases in which an adult was usually provided assistance, but the adult had been
sanctioned.

Tables 1-13 report tabulations for the county as a whole, with the remaining tables displaying
information for each of the 12 districts within San Bernardino.

Tables 23-44 provide the same information based on the November 1997 caseload files.

Al




6661

*30.N0$ 1B} WO.LJ SWOIUI OU YA SIS SOPN[OUl SWI0IUI UBIW JO UOIIR|NI[R)), S| PLO[OSEd 866 JOqUISAON] :92IN0S

vy S'ze 1 I'¥ 265 6'09 61¢€ 24 Jel0],
6¢ 76 8 v LS 88 6¢€ 6'CI YO IV
z 01 € €1 I 0 4 01 Aj1n29g 61908
v Al 0 00 Sl Ty S S'1 ‘suj juswfo[duroup)
l 9°0 0 00 0 €0 z 01 poddng piyd
S a 0 00 1Z 0'S S 9] wowAkojdwy jo8
202$ %8 v [0 %0°0 L1S$ %E'TS 1598 %9 ¥ ¢ sguluiey ssol
*DEOO—: oEon:: *0500=~ oEoo:— *0502: oEoocm *OEOocH oEoocH oo._zom DEOBS
UBSIN  YHM % | UBSIN UMM % | UBSIN  YNM % | UBSIA UMM %

s958D) |V

A[uO-piyd

Apiwe jussed-om]  Ajlwe juaied-suQ

QWOOU] JO 90In0S Aq J1U[) SOUBISISSY JO SWOJU[ ‘€ S[qRL,

*A1Unoy) OUIpJewIag UeS 10J S3[IJ PEO[ASEd 8661 JOQUISAON :99IN0S

%Pt 88871 jelo],

%ET 651 Ajlure] juared-om]J,

%S¢ 6TSEl Ajiwey juaieg-auQ
saseD AJuO-pIlyD  $9sED AJUO-PIIYD °dKL
ale jeyl juddisd JO JaquinN

sose)) A[UQ-PIIYD Jo J9quinN ‘Z 9[qeL,

*AJuno)) outpieutog ues I0j S|} PeOJasEd 8§66 [ JOQUIGAON :90IN0§

%001 287447 [e10],
%¢El v26S Ajlwe] juared-om],
%L8 68v8¢ Ajlwe,] jualed-ouQ
1U2019( JoquinN adK]

Ajiwie,] JusIed-OM [ pue AJiwie,] Jusied-auQ :Sose) Jo JoquinN ‘| 9jqel

Kuno) ourpieulag ueg

A2




6661

*KJuno)) oulplelIag ues 10j S3[lj PeO[ased §661 JOGUISAON 20105

001
[4

£

L

Ll
0¢
%l¥

888¥1
R 44

1444

£L01
L0OST
vesy
6019

[Bi0L
dI0W J0 9

S

N on <

|

sase)) JO 9,

001 S9SY 001 096¥C

61 198 S ccll

0¢ L06 L 981

8¢ L6tl L1 14 Y44

§¢ 0911 6¢ ellL

L I1¢ 0v L9001

%l 67 T 66V

loquiny | sase) Jo o  JoquinN | S9seD) Jo o  JoquinN

AjuQ-pityd

Ajwe, juaied-omJ, AJiwre,] juared-auQ

Hup) aouelsissy ul 9jdoad jo 1equny ‘G 9jqe].

*AJuUno)) oulpIeuIdg UeS J0J SO[1j PLO[ased §661 JAQUISAON :92IN0S

%00 %0 AuO-p1ryd
%S'1 %8T Ajiwe, jusred-om],
%80 %81 Ajiwe, juaied-ouQ
SWOH & uMQ ) e umQ adA L
oy aleys oYM dieys

QWO J0 I8 © YN S)IU() SOUB)SISSY JO dIeyS ‘f 9jqe],

Ju[) 90UBJSISSY Ul
a]doaq jo sequunpN

A3




6661

*Kuno)) oulpieulag ues J10j sojij Peojased 8§66 JOQUIDAON 991108

(43 (43 6¢C 19p|0 10 ¢]

0t 14 61 ¢l 01 ]

IS 149 9y 01 @9

LE Ly L€ ¢ol¢g

1C S¢ 144 (A

%¢E %6 %L [ ueyj sso]

Altwre,J Atwe,
AlUO-pPud uared-om], Jualed-suQ PIYD Jo 98y

$a8y USAID JO USIp[IYD YA Sose)) Jo a8ejuasisd '/ djqel,

"USJP[IYO PaISPISUOD JoU ale

‘age 119y Jo ssojpiedal ‘saaked "1 pue | usamiaq si apod Jaquinu uosiad I1syj Ji pIyo e Se palJ1uapI S
11UN 9OURISISSE JY} JO JOqUISW Y *AJuno)) ourpleusag ues J10j s3[1j Peojased g6 JOQUISAON :321n0S

001 88811 001 S9SY 001 096¥C [e10],
4 Iv< 14 (4! I 9ve aiow 10 9
3 4% 9 96¢ 3 659 S
L vLO1 1 129 L vSLI 14
L1 $0s¢ €T 0L01 L1 961V £
0¢€ 9¢sy 0¢ 0S¢l 6¢ I€1L [4
|84 6019 €T veol (47 £9¢01 I
%0 0 %1 [44 %T 116 0

S3SEd JO  SOSed JO SoseD JO SOsed JO Sosed JO Sosed JO Jun ooue)sIsse ul

019  JoquunpN | jud0i9d JaquinN JU90104d  JPqWINN  USIP[IYD JO JoquinpN

AfUO-pHUD Apwe, juaied-om], Anwey judred-suQ

JlUQ) 9OUBISISSY Ul UIP|IYD JO JoquInN ‘9 d|qe],

A4




*(0s 03 [enba s1 opod Jaquinu uosiad s 33ked ayp “9'1) plIyd
1S9p[O 9y JO Joyiotu ay) a1e oym saaked o3 pajornsai st ojdwes ay ],
*Ajuno)) ouIpIewIag Ues 10j S3[1} PeOJIsed 8661 I9QUISAON :92In0S

1Y ['9 +6¢

9'6 9'8 pe-0¢
8Ll 'Sl 6C-ST
8'¢te 8ttt vC-0T

%S5 LE %1'9¢ uso],
Ajiwe, Ajlure, ulog sem
JusIRg-0M ], IR J-3UQ AV Ul PlIYD 189pI0
SIOUIOIN JO Juadiag usy A\ JOYIOIA JO 93y

ulog Sem J1u() dOUBISISSY Ul PIIYD I1SOPO USYA JOYIOIA JO 93V "6 9[qel

*Kiuno)) oulpieulag ues Joj SI[IJ PeOjased 8661 JOqUISAON] (99108

001 SOy 001 09697 1eioL
£ 861 14 1001 +0$
L 0C¢ 9 (223! 6v-S¥
€1 LS 4! LS6T vy-0v
0T €68 81 6vSY 6€-S¢
61 988 81 8¢SP ye-0¢
81 0¢8 61 6L9Y 6C-SC
91 6¢L 61 SvLy vT-0¢
4 L91] %tb 8v6 ua9 ],
SOSEBO JO JUQDIOJ  SASEO JO JOqUINN | SOSEd JO JUSdI9 SISO JO JAqUINN a8y
Ajlwe, judied-om |, Apwie,] juared-auQ

09Ae  juardiosy jo a8y ‘g 9jqe],
6661

AS




6661

*K3unoY) ourpIeuIdg ues JI0J SO[Ij PEO[asEd 8661 JOQUISAON] :92IN0S

001 6690¢ 001 8L611 001 6086V - IBolL
0 z8 0 (4% 0 £el BussI
Apureg
[ cLee S8 yliol 1 TLS juated-om],
juaied
14 6L01 0 ve L LOVE paresioedeou]
£ 8¢8 l 19 4 086 jualed paseads(
%¢8 87¢£ST Yov 1 60L1 %06 LILYY jualeq jussqy
UIpIIYD uaIpnyd usIppyd %04
30 % USIpIYD Jo # 30 % USIpIYD JO # 3O % UIpIIYD Jo # U0 PJIyo uosesy
A[uO-pPIyDd Ajrwe,] juaieJ-oMm ], Apuie,] jusred-ouQ

PIV Sulaleoy ST Iy yoeq uoseay '11 9jqel

*A3uno)) ouipieulog ueg Joj S9]1j prOJISEd 8661 JOQUISAON :901N0S

001 LS8V 00t (11494 001 906¥%¢ [e10],
8 SILt 9 0LT L 9¢L1 sfpuouwt OZ1=<
6 IS¢l I LLY 6 811¢C sfqiuowr 611-v8
¢l 8¢L1 I L1S 6 80¢T syjuouwr £8-09
6l v8LT L1 S8L 91 L6t sfpuowr 66-9¢
¢l (421! 0l ELY Cl SE6¢T sypuowt Gg-H¢
81 609¢ Sl 799 L1 Lvey stpuowr €7-71
Il veol ¢l 849 ¢l v76T syjuow 11-9
%l v8L1 %81 GI8 %81 996Gy syyuowt 9>
S3sed JO  sosed JO Sosed Jo S3se0 JO | saseo Jo sased Jo 119dS JO y1sua]
ud0I9d  JdquInN SUELIER JaquinN | judoi9d JoquinN
AlUO-pIIyYd Apwrey jusred-om I, Ajiuie] juared-suQ

pIy uo [jodg juaumn) jo y8uoT ‘g 9JqelL

6661

A6



“BJEp dANBISIUIWIPE SY) UI S[qe[ieAR S311080180 O} 2JB 9]qE) Jy) ul papodal
$o11080380 dtuYld pue [eIoRl oy, ‘AIJUno)) oulpieuleg ueg JoJ Sojlj Peojased 8661 I9qUISAON :994n0g

001 88vP1 001 SOy 001 096¥7C ]elol
ueyse|y,/ueipu]
| ol I |7 ! 861 oy
4 LET S 1€¢ [4 Ly ueIsy JoU10
0 S¢S L L1¢ I L9C ASoWRUIAA
9% 6169 17 2861 9¢ 6106 oruedsiH
1C 760¢ 01 (194 1K 9019 yoe|g otuedsiH-uoN
%0¢ 6LYY % € 66S1 %9¢ £C68 MY\ otuedsiH-uoN
S35ED JO S9SED JO S9SED JO S3589 JO s35€0 JO Sa5ed JO ooy /ANdtupyg
SUELIER | JaquinN 00194 JaquinnN SUERNER | JaquinN
2aAeq jusaidioay jo Apoluylg/eoey ‘¢l 9dqel,
*Kjuno)) oulpieulag ues J0j S3[lj PrOjased §66] JOqUISAON 1901n0g
1 T 1 110
0 9 I 9SoWBUIAI A
1T L1 L ystuedg
%8L %L %26 ystjsug
(P1IUD 15°P10) Apiwe AJtwreq agensue UIIMN
AluO-pliyD juaIeJ-0M I jualed-suQ Krewig

20Ae juaidioay] jo o8enJue] uonlIg Arewnid

‘C1 9[qelL

A7




6661

*A1uno) ourpieulag ueg 10j sa|lj pLojased §66| JSQUISAON 1991N0S

Le
vl
LS
(44
60
6'S
9y
'y
$'9
£C
8T
9'¢

%C't

%St

8'¢
0'¢
L9
vy
L'E
6'¢
14
v'e
0y
$'c
8'C
'€

Jelol,

eSuoweon)) oyouey
u03[0D

S[IAI0ITA

oLBuQ

SOIPAIN

BUBJUO]

eriadsoy

mojsieg

Spuepay

KajJeA ©OON K

§Inog —ouiprewlag ueg
YLION —oulpleulag ueg

Kjiwg,] uateJ-om]  Ajiwe,] juaied-suQ

Msia

101817 Aq ‘s1eSeuss], a1y oyp Sasked Jo ageiusaisd ‘S| 9[qel

‘AJuno)) ourpieulag ues Joj Soflj PeOJIsLd 66| JOQUISAON :90IN0S

001 888¥1 001 S9sy 001 096vC g0,
0l 8¢Sl 8 1243 6 8cee ©3uoweon) oyouey
11 8651 01 vLy ¢l 691¢ uojfod
L #¥01 8 18¢ L €CL1 J[IAI0NIA
01 12291 S {44 L ISLY ouelQ
0 L 0 L1 I 8¢1 S9[P3AN
Cl 8ILI 4! LS £l 0¢1e BUBIUO]
6 9871 4! 9s¢ 01 62T eLadsoH
14 LTS £ €6l £ 89L molsieq

S veL L 1413 L 9691 Spue|[pay

4 86¢C S vic 14 0101 Aaje eoonx

Ll 4144 Ll 8SL Sl 99LE {Inog --ouipieulag ues

%o 1 8£0C %l 69S %t 90¢ YLION --Oulpieulagf ueg

S35BD JO JUdIDd 9589 JO JaquInN SOSEO JO JUAdIod S3SED JO JaquInN $3SB) JO U2 S3SBD JO JoquUnN] 101981

AluQ-piyd

Ajwie,] juored-om],

Ajtwe, jusled-auQ

1181 Aq ‘sase) Jo JaquinN ‘p] 9[qel.

A8



" iuno)) oulpieusdg ueg I0J SA[IJ Peojased 8661 JOqUISAON :90In0g

(43 0T 1S LE 1T € el L
(4% 61 IS 9¢ 61 (4 egduoweon) oyouey
pe 0¢ 0¢$ €€ I £ uojjop
4% 1T 0§ 43 0¢ ¢ S[IAIOIDEA
144 81 1€ (4% (44 14 oueuQ
6T 9T 6y 6¢C €l 0 S9IPAAN
0¢ 0c [43 6t (44 14 euejuo.g
LE £C 0§ (43 91 [4 elodsoy
(43 (A4 IS 6¢ 0¢ [4 moisieq
be 1T 34 (113 Ll 4 Spug|pay
6€ 1T 9y 97 11 I A3jjeA BOONA
B3 0z 0¢ (137 144 € yinog --oulpleuisg ue§
%CE %0T %S %0p %¥T % € YJION --Ouipletiag] ueg
gl=< TIl-11 019 S-€ -1 1> nsiq o
A1uQ-pItyo <

(4% £C 149 8 S¢ 6 6¢C 61 9% LE 144 L |eiog,
(137 ¥T IS ov Y4 L 8¢ 61 9y 9¢ €C L v3uowedn) oyouey

(4% €T sS 8V 8¢ 11 6¢C 81 9 6¢ 8T L uo0ijop |
8¢ 1T 5Y (49 8% 11 0¢ 61 144 9¢ (94 L S[IAIOIIA
1 %3 €T 9¢ (49 €€ 9 (Y4 91 1924 6¢ Y4 L oueuQ
T 6T 6¢ Ly Ly 81 0t 1T |84 84 (44 S S9[PIdN
113 (44 129 6v S¢ 0l 8¢C 81 (94 LE 14 L BURIUO,]
8¢C 14 €S 6V 9¢ 01 1€ 0t 94 ve 144 L vriadsoy
€T (44 144 144 €€ vl LT 81 ty 9¢ (44 8 molsieq
0¢ 4 0¢ 6¢ 143 6 I 61 %4 (43 4 S Spug|pay
LT 0¢C €S 8y oy L (43 (44 P (43 61 S AdjjeA BIINA
(43 (X4 09 6t pe 8 (43 0¢C 44 8¢ 144 9 yinog --ourpieusdg ueg
%8¢ %ST %96 %61 %S ¢ %9 %67T %6 1 %8% %8¢ %ST %L YJION --ouipleuiag] ueg
gl=< TI-11 01-9 S-¢ (A [> Cl=< TI-11 01-9 S-¢ -1 1> wusia

Apwie] ualed-om |, Apwe,] judied-suQ

sIq Aq ‘se8y USALD JO URIP[IYD YNA\ Sose) Jo oFejusoiod "9 9[qel
6661




*Ajunoy) ourpiewrsg ueg Ioj sa[1j Peojased §661 19qUAAON :99IN0S

I 0 1T 8L [4 9 L1 vL I I L z6 jelo],
1 I ST €L € €T 4! €9 I (4 L 16 e3uoweon) otouey
0 0 61 08 [4 14 (4 1L I 0 8 16 uo03jod
0 0 Sl S8 S 0 1Al 18 ! 0 14 96 [1AIOIIA
I 0 9¢ €9 14 11 ST 66 I I 01 88 oLreIuQ
0 0 0 001 0 0 0 001 0 0 [4 86 S9|pasN
0 0 6¢ 0L 1 I 8¢ 1L 0 0 ¢l 88 BUBIUO ]
0 0 L £6 I 0 8 16 0 0 3 L6 eliadsoy
0 0 0l 06 0 0 11 68 0 0 1 66 moysieg
I 0 8 16 C 14 9 88 I I £ $6 Spuejpay

I 0 l 86 0 0 4 86 0 0 I 66 Aa|jep woon |

! 1 (4 9L £ 8 (4 99 4 4 8 68  UInog --oulpleuisg ues
% | %0 %Y %S L %¢ %01 %tT %¥9 %1 %T %06 %68  YMON --ouipieuisg ueg
IoylQ  oesswiewalp ysiuedg ysi3ug | 1eyiQ  esoweuwidrp ysiueds ysiy3udg | JoyiQ osoweuiarp ysiueds ysi3ug ouIsIg

6661

(PI1YD 389p[0) AlUO-PIIYD

Ajiwe, juareJ-omJ

Alwie, judied-suQ

osig Aq “eoked juaidiosy] jo adenueT uonum Arewnld ‘L[ 9jqel

A10




6661

*Kjuno)) ouipletiag Ueg J0J $3[1j PEO[ased 8661 JOQUISAON :991n0S

[e10L

e3uoweon) oyouey
uoljo)

S[IIAIOIIA

oueuQ

SO[PIsN

BUBIUO,]

erodsoy

mojsieg

Spug[psy

A3JJeA BOON &

yInog —oulpieussg ues
YLION —oulpieulag ueg

0'¢C L'c 0'c 0¢ vy I'e
0¢ 1K 6°l 0'C 'y 0t
0'¢ LT 1'C 0'¢ % "¢
' 9C 0°¢ 1'C 94 0'¢
0'c 9C 6'1 0¢ [A4 6'C
L1 8°¢C 0'¢ L1 9% 0'¢
1'C LT 0'C 1'C 1% 0t
0¢ 9C 07 0°C % 0t
1T (A4 61 1"z 6't 6'C
61 v'e 61 61 [4% 6'C
8’1 4 61 81 vy 0¢
(4K 8°C 1'C [ vy 1"
(X4 8°C 1'C (X4 vy 1'¢

AUO-PIIYD  Ajlwe]  Ajtwie] [AUQ-PIIYD  Apiwed  Ajlwey

juaieq juaied jualed juased

-om],  -ouQ -om],  -2uQ

uaIp[IyD Jo IaquinN SuosIdJ Jo JoquinN

wusig

PLISIJ Aq YU 20UB)SISSY UI UAIP[IYD JO
Joquiny 98eIoAy pue suosisd Jo IequinN 98eIoAY ‘81 dqelL

All




"(0S 03 |enba si 9pod uosiad s, 09hed ay) “9°1) Jun duUEISISSE AY) UI PIIYD
1S9p[0 3] JO 1ayjow ay) 31w oym saked o3 pajorisar st spduwies sy |,
"Aluno)) oulpieulag ues Ioj saflj Peo[ased 866 JOqUISAON :901N0S

e 9¢ [el0 L

ST vE e3uoweon)) oyduey]

- 6t |87 uoljon
8¢ LE S[[IAIOTA

LT 9¢ oueuQ

1589 8¢ SI[PN

S¢ 8¢ BUBIUO,]

L€ €€ er1odsoy

0 7€ mojsieg

6C [€ spuejpsy

0V 1€ As[leA BooN X

7€ L€ 4nog --oulpieulog ueg
%8¢ %LE ULION --Oulpleulag] ue§
Ajwe | AJIwig,| JLIsIq

juaIRJ-OM, juaIeg-ouQ

1019s1[ Aq ‘ulog Sem JIu[) dOUBISISSY Ul P[IYD ISOPJO USYM
S108eUS9 ], 9I9A\ OYA\ SISYIOIAL JO oFeiuadiod ‘6] 9]qel

6661

Al2



6661

*K1Uno)) oulpIeuIdaq ues 10j S3|1j PEOJIsLd §66 | JOGUISAON :931N0S

8¢ 8¢ Y4 JeloL
9t LT (44 e3uoweon) oyouey
6¢C §3 §¢ uoj[0d
ve 61 €T OJ[IAIOIIA
9¢ 9¢ 1T oueuQ
|4 81 91 S3[PeaN
(Y4 €C £C BUBIUO,J
6¢ 9¢ [4¢ elrodsoy
144 L1 61 mojsIeg
Lt 9t 24 spue[pay
8¢ 0¢ 1T A3]jeA BOON A
1€ Ve 0¢ yinog --ourpieusog ues
%S¢ %8¢ %0¢ YMON --ouipleulsag ueg
AjTwe g AJtwig,] PIIsIq
AluO-pIyd usied-om], JuaIRJ-9UQ

s Aq ‘S1Bd X G UBL) JOJBDID) SI

ANV.L uo [[odS juann) asoypy sese) jo afejuasiod 07 d|qel

Al3



6661

*A3unoy) ourpieuiag Ueg J0j S9[1j PeojasEd 8§66 JAQUISAON :99I1N0g

Sl 8¢ 80 81 [e10],
9°0 8¢ £0 7T e3uoweon) oyouey
€1 LT 60 Sl uojjop
14 1€ 60 (44 S[IAIOIIA
£l S¢ 90 L1 oueluQ
00 6¢C 91 %4 Sa|PadN
L1 0¢ 80 Ll BuBIUO,]
[ 8¢ £l LT eriadsoH
el LT [ 81 mojsieg
L0 Lt 80 9T spue[pay
8¢ St 9'C 6C A3jje A BOON &
91 ve 01 €l ynog —oulpieulog ues
%0°0 %L %C 0 %S YMON —oOulpleuldg ueg
swoy & umQ Ied 8 umQ swoy B umQ 183 B UMQ s

Ajiwe] jualed-om],

Ajiwey juaied-ouQ

101SI Aq QWO 10 JB) € UM OYA\ SOse)) JO a1eys ‘[z d|qel

Al4



‘$3]1) PROJISEd 8661 JOQUISACN :93InOS

LTS vy L'ty 9°0¢ 0°LS 1°0¥ T6¢ 9'8Y L'6Y 6'vb 12y S'TH JeioL
vel €€l vzl £¢l 881 €11 1'21 L1l L'yl €6l L1l I Yo v
S0 L0 9'] 60 00 90 6'0 Al 1'C 80 'l €1 A)anoag [eroog
Sl Al 9] Ll €T Sl 81 4 L1 £1 91 €1 su[ “Kojdwaup)
A Lo 0l vl 91 €1 80 vl €1 80 80 9] uoddng pliyd
61 60 91 i 80 91 T €1 €€ S'€ €1 01 wawkojdwy 198
%0° €y %LEE %8 €€ %E0Y  %8EP  %90E  %T6T %P’ 8¢ %6'8¢€ %T 1€ %0'EE  %6'EE s3uuteq sso1n
NEOQSN Q:\& &
86¢ 67¢ L8T 69¢ S6¢ 96T 09T 0€g vse 682 10€ 91¢ jeloL
vy 9 S€ 9% 9L €€ y€ 43 IS SY S¢ 9¢ PYO IV
1 4 S 4 0 r4 r4 Y S r4 r4 € Anandag e100g
4 € ¥ S 8 S 9 S v S S 1% su] "Aojdwiaup)
4 r4 I 4 S ¥ I € 4 4 r4 I uoddng piiyo
8 € v S I S 6 € 01 01 12 € yswkojdwy yjog
6£€$ LTS LETS 60€$ SO€S 8¥T$ 80Z$ 7818 £8¢$ $TT$ £57$ 892$ sguuiey ss0iD
2WOJUT UDIN
87€T 691¢ €TLl 1SL1 821 0€1¢g 6T¥T 89L 9691 0101 99L¢ 790¢ $9589 JO JoquInN
sase) Ajwey
judagg-augQ
y°9L 019 TS v'SL $'9L ¥'€9 €8S 9'6¢ 1'99 0'v9 9'¥S S'vs le10L
VL y'L v'6 1°€1 6'S L'L 88 8L el 691 $9 1'8 RUIO IV
80 00 00 00 00 70 00 00 L0 00 ¥'0 00 A11nosg jeroog
67 0P Ly 8 00 vy 8¢ $'9 9'¢ 9'¢ €€ 9T 'suf “Kojduroup)
£0 0 80 00 00 ¥'0 v°0 0 L0 00 10 00 uoddng ppiyd
(AL vy L€ 6'¢€ 00 Y L9 07 9'9 9'¢l (187 0'¢ wawkojdwy J198
%%°89 %0°€S %Z 9% %ILY  %S9L  %L'ES %P8t %L 6¥ %9°SS %LLY  %9Ly  %0'8% s3uiusey $s0iD
NEQ.Q:\ Qh\x %
9ZL 709 60¢ L8L S06 849 696 433 $29 LY9 LOS A4S [LEAN
24 62 6V vs S 9¢ £ K3 £9 09 9z v LYo Y
4 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 r4 0 1 0 Ananosg feroog
vl Sl vl 81 0 81 L1 ST (A4 81 4 3 'su] "Aojdwaup)
1'0 10 { 0 0 L0 S0 0 I 0 I 0 uoddng piyo
L€ 81 €1 4 0 ¥4 62 r4 X4 Sy - 91 11 wawkojdwy 138
6¥9$ 0¥s$ A% 269% 006$ 89¢$ 08+%$ vLYS 944 $TS$ 1Sv$ 1L¥$ sdururey ssoin
mSQ.o:\ :cmmé
v9¢ YLy 18¢€ 8272 Ll LYS 956 €61 y0¢€ %4 8SL 69S 3580 JO JoquInN
sase)) Ajjwey
a-—@h&n—-o;,—.
on) uojjo) S[|IAIOIdIA  OLIRIUQ  SI|POIN BUBJUO  BLIdASOH — mojisieg spue|pay AdJIeA yinog YLION
oyoueyl BOONA das ds

6661

11sI(] Aq ‘Owioou] JO 20In0S Aq SHU[) SIUEISISSY JO QWOOU] ‘7T 9[qel],




"224N0S JBY] WOJJ SWOIUI OU )M SISED SIPN[OUL SUOIU] UBIW JO UOIIB[NO[RY), 'SA|1} PROJISED /66| JOQUISAON :921N0G

[4Y4 9°t¢ 01 LY 91§ T'8S 8¢ 0°8¢ [elol
29 Syl 1 9°0 L8 LLl 08 I'61 PRO NV
L L't 6 7 (4 L0 L 97 A1noag [e100g
9 L1 0 00 81 9y 9 81 su] juowAojdwiaun
[ 90 0 10 I £0 [4 60 uoddng pjiyo
9 8’1 0 0°0 (44 (% S 81 yewkojdwy Jjos
6918 %0°¢T 0 %10 L17$ %L 9Y v81$ %6°9C sgujueg sso1
#OWOOU] SWOdU] [ LOWOdU] SWOdU] | ,OWOOU] SWOOU] | ,OWOdoU] QWOdU] 90IN0S AWOdU]
UBSJN UMM % | UBSN UMM % | UBSIN UM % | UBIN YA %
sased) [V AuQ-pHyD Ajiwey judaied-om], Ajiwe, juaied-ouQ

SWOooU] JO 90In0§ £q J1Up) 9OURISISSY JO SWIOOU] 'GT d[qeL

*AJuUno)) ouipiewIag UeS JoJ SA[IJ PEO[ased L66[ JOQUIGAON :92I1N0g

8661

%bT 162¢C1 [810],

%1 1001 Ajtwe,] juared-om],

%S 06C11 Ajtwey juaied-suQ
sase) A[UQ-pIyD  sased A[UO-pliyd odA]
ale jey) 1usdIdd Jo JaqunpN

seseD) A[uQ-p[1yD Jo JoqunN "y 9jqel,

*AJuno) oulpieusag Ues JoJ SI[IJ PROJaSED £66] JOGUISAON :90In0S

%001 668165 [e1o]
%1 18€EL Atwey juared-om],
%98 815v Ajjwieq juated-auQ
JU90194 JoquinN adA ]

Ajiwey jusled-om |, pue jualed AJIWe]-ouQ :Sase) Jo JoquinN ‘g7 9[qel

Al6



8661

*AlUno)) OUIpIBLLIdg URS J0J S[IJ PEOJsLd £66] JOQUISAON :991n0S

001 16CC1 001 08¢9 001 8TTLE 1eioL
[ €81 1C 19¢€1 S eLS1 aiow 1o 9
[4 $6¢C (44 CLel 8 vLST S
9 96L 6¢ Sv8l L1 808¢ 14
91 vvol £C SSvl 0¢ L686 £
[¢ 608¢ S 17¢ 6¢ 68C1 [4
Y%ty v9¢Cs %0 97 %0 1445 1
sase)) Jo o,  JoquunN [ Sase) JOo o, Joquunp | Sose)) Jo oy  Jequini JU[) 90UBISISSY UL

AluQO-piyd

Ajiwe, judied-om],

Apwe,] juaied-suQ

jlup) eouelsissy ul 9jdosd jo Jequiny Lz dqel

*AJuno)) oujpieulog ues J0J Sojlj Peojased £66] JOqUISAON :994n0S

%0°0 %0 AlUQ-pIYD

%9°C %ES Ajture,] juared-omJ

%S| %6C Ajlwey jusied-suQ
SWOH © umMQ ie) e umQ
oYM aleys oYM dieys

QWO 10 JB) © YJIa SHU[) SOUB)SISSY JO dIeYS ‘97 2[qe]

ojdoad jo soqunpN

Al7



*£3uno)) oulpleulag ues J0j So[lj Peojased L66] JOQUISAON :90In0S

3 | §3 8¢ I9p[o 10 ¢]

61 (44 81 [ARZ !

8y 143 97 01 019

9¢ 6y Lt SO ¢

0¢ 8¢ 8¢ AL
%L %91 %11 | UBY} SS9
Afrwe, Ajtwe] PIIYD Jo 93y

Aluo-priyd jusied-omJ, jualed-auQ

sa8Yy U2AID) JO UIP[IYD YNA Sese) Jo 98.Iusoiad "6 2IqeL

“USIP[IYD POISPISUOD JOu e
‘o8¢ 110y Jo sso|pae8ai ‘ssaked “61 pue | UsaMmIaq SI 8pod Jequunu uosiad J18Y3 JI P[IYD © Se pat1Iuap! sl
JIUN 90UB)SISSE 31} JO JAqUIAW Y "AJUNO)) OUIPIBUIOg UBS JOJ SO[Ij PEO[ASEd L6 ] JOQUISAON :90In0S

001 16¢C1 001 08€9 001 8TCtE [ei01
I €81 v 8vC [4 00¢S ajow 10 9
[4 S6¢C L 1Zy £ $68 S
9 96L Sl 816 L 6LVC 14
91 144 S¢ 1091 Ll £99¢$ £
1€ 608¢ 0¢ ciel 0t 0L66 [4
tv ¥9¢CsS 61 0121 0¥ c8liel I
%0 0 %1 oy %C 6¢S 0

SOSed JO  S9sed JO Sosed JO Sosed Jo sased Jo Sosed JO jun ddue)sIsse ur

Ju019d  JoqunN | Ju2oiad JoquinN U010  JoquunN  ULIP[IYO JO laquinpN

AlUO-pIIyD Ajiwie,] judied-omJ, Ajnwe,] juared-suQ

JIU) Q0UBJSISSY Ul USIP[IYD JO JoquinN ‘87 d[qel

Al8




8661

‘(oS 01 [enba s1 apod Jaquinu uosiad s 9aked ay) “a'1) pJIYd
1S9pj0 Y3 JO Joyioui ay) a1e oym saaked o) pajoLnsal s1 sjduwies ay],
"funo) oulpIelIag ues Ioj sa[ij peojdsed L661 J9qUISAON :90in0g

6'v (AR +S¢€

68 8L ye-0¢

L] [ 6C-ST

v'ye L'vE ¥2-0C

%S Ve % LE uav [,

Altwey Ajtwe] uiog sem
1usIed-0M], JusIRg-ouQ

1V Ul pIIy3 189pj0

SISYIOIA JO JUdI™] USyA\ JOYI0JN JO 98y

UIOg SeM JIU[) 9OUBJSISSY Ul PIIYD ISAP]O USYM JOYIO Jo 98y ‘[ € 9qe],

*fiuno)) oujpieuiag ues o] So[1j PEOJIsEd £66] JOQUISAON :99In0S

001 08€9 001 87Tt jeloL
¢ v8l 14 0811 +06
9 60V S 0891 6v-Sv
4 voL 11 1pSe 1240%
61 [z 81 9909 6¢-S¢
0¢ 067l 61 €679 ve-0¢
17 L1E1 0¢ 0859 6T-SC
91 LEOT 0¢ (423 ¥¢-0C
%t 891 % 9v el uoo ],
SOSED JO JUQDIOJ SOSEO JO JOQqUINN | SOSBd JO JU90IsJ  SISBO JO JaquInN a3y

Ajiwie,] juaied-omJ, Ajjwe ] juared-ouQ

99Aed juaidioay] Jo 93y "Q¢ 9|qel

Al9




8661

‘K3uno)) oupieuag ueg J10j sa[1j PEO[ISED /6] JOQUSAON :99IN0S

€
%98

Yov 1

08€ELI
Sy
67871
vL

VL
86¢ET

UaIpIiyd jo %

16CCI 001
8¢ 0
818 S8
biv 0
61v 0
0901

UaIpIIYD Jo #

UIP[IYD) JO %

UaIppiyy jo #

001 88LLY Jelo],
0 z0t BuIssI]
I (473 Ajiueg jusieg-om],
9 968¢ waieq pojeioededup
4 £8¢1 JudIed pasesds ]
%16 1919 juaied jussqy
USIPIIY) JO % USIPIIYD JO # Pl UO PIIo uoseay

AluQ-pIyd Ajrwe,] jusied-omJ, Ajlwey] juared-suQ

PIV BuiA1o0aY s1 PIIYD Yoey Uosey "g¢ dJqe],
*Ajunoy) oulpieulag ues JIoj Sa[ij peo[ased /66| JOQUIAAON :90400g
001 [4441! 001 97¢9 00T L86TE [eloL
9 0LL S Ice 9 £981 sqiuowr OZl=<
6 [44']! 6 99§ 8 209¢ syjuowr 611-18
01 0S¢C1 [4! 0SL 6 vS6T syjuowr £8-09
81 §6¢C 61 SITI 91 L8ES syuouwt 65-9¢
£l 9661 el 878 £l 0S1v syiuowr ¢e-H7
81 991¢ 91 1v0l1 81 vL8S sqjuow €7-71
4! L9V1 0l €S9 Cl 996¢ syjuowr 11-9
bl 9691 %51 56 %61 1619 syjuowr 9>
S3SEd JO  S3SED JO Sased JO sased Jo | soseo jo Sased JO 112dS Jo yisua]

9019  JequinN Ju90I9g qunN | jusosed JoqunN

A[uO-pryD

Ajluie,] jusred-om],

pry uo jjadg juaiun) jo

Ajiuie] jusied-suQ

y3ue] ‘Z€ 9lqeL

A20



8661

"BJBp QAIIBIISIUIWPE dY) Ul d[qe[ieAR S211089)80 YY) dJ8 9]qe) oY) ul papodos
$911089180 J1UYIS pue [vIoRI 8Y ] 'AJUN0)) OUIpIEWIdE UBS I0J SS[I] PEO[OSED /66| IOQUISAON :90IN0g

001 1621 001  08¢9 001 geice [el0L
I £8 1 ¢S [ 19¢ ueyse|y/ueipuf Jowy
[4 0¢t S 86¢ [4 v8S UeIsy 930
0 [47 9 1223 1 90¢ SSoWeUIdIA
6V €909 Sy vL8TC o¢ 65611 oluedsiy
61 vEeT 8 00S €c v9SL yoejg otuedsig-uoN
%67¢ 6vS¢E {98 1L2C %8¢ 12444 AYM OluedsiH-uoN
SosEed JO SOSED JO $958D JO SosBd JO S9589 JO S3s589 JO ey /Aorug
1U9019 IaqunN | judoiad JoqunN | 3ju9di9d JaquinN

00Ae jua1dioay jo Anoluyig/eoey ‘GE 9Jqel

*£1uno) ourpleuiag ueg J10j S3[1j PBOJISED £66] JOGUISAON :99In0S

I 3 I FEYTITS)

0 9 1 9SOWIBUIRIA

9t 81 9 ysiuedg

%EL %¥L %T6 ysi3uyg
(P11YD 152p10) Ajiure Ajjwe, agengsue USHLIA
Aluo-piud juared-omJ lualed-auQ Arewnig

20Ae ] juaidioay jo oFenlue uanup Arewild “yg djqel

A2]




8661

"Ajuno)) ouipieusag UeS 10J Sa[1j PROJISED 661 JOQUISAON :321n0S

9T
0’1
'L
ve
L1
9'¢
LT
£'C
(44
Ll
Ll
8l
%L1

0y
(43
I'6
[
g€
L1
S
9'C
Le
6'C
1'¢
0°¢

YL'¢

jelol,

e3uoweon)) oyoury
u03j0D

S[[IAIOINA

oLRuQ

S3|paaN

BUBIUO,]

eLIadsoH

mojsieg

Spuejpay

K9JeA BOONA

{Inog —oulpreursg ues
YHON —oulpieulag ueg

Ajwe,] juaied-om1  AJiwe, usled-suQ

wusIg

101081 Aq ‘s1o8euss], a1y oyp seaked jo aSejusosod ‘L¢ 9jqel

"Aluno)) oulpieulag ueg J0J S3[1j PLo[ased £66] JOQUISAON :90IN0S

001
I
4
9
11
1
cl
L

1%

S

[4
91
%¢tl

08¢€9
1£:3
9oL
01§
(417
8¢
899
€18
£81
137
0€C
LS6
£78

001
11
4!
L
t
1
3
0l
£
L
14
vl
%ol

8ceee
(443
0ssy
1T¢T
S19¢
CLl
§S9¢
9LEE
IL6
SLIT
LLTl
609%
S86¢

[e10],

e3uoweon)) oyoury
u03j0D)

S[IIAIOIIA

ouBuQ

SO|PaON

vURIUO]

eladsay

moisieg

spue|pay

A9]jB A BOONA

yinog --ourpleuiog ueg
YLION --oulpieulag ueg

$358D JO JUddIRJ

{744 001
£6E1 6
8161 Cl
089 8
$8¢1 9
$9 0
SLyvl 01
068 £l
9ty £
LS9 9
12 4
yz6l S1
v191 %€ 1
SOSBD JO JOqUINN SISBI JO JU0I0]

$3SED JO JaquuUnN

$3SBJ JO JuadIdd

$38I JO .PquINN

Aluo-piiyd

Ajwe, jusied-om |

AJnwuey juaied-suQ

10181 £q ‘seseD) Jo JaquinN '9¢ d]qel

PLsIq

A22



8661

"K1uno) ouipieuldq ueg Joj S3|ij PEOjased /661 JOQUSAON :90In0g

1€ 61 8 9¢ 02 L je10]
LT Ll 9% LE (A4 9 v3uoweon) oyduey
LE 61 6¥ e 61 8 uoijo)
43 0z 8¥ ¢ 81 8 3|[1AI01IA
ST 2 8y S (44 L ouRuQ
LE 81 6¥ ST 6 S SO[PoAN
62 81 0s LE A/ 8 eURIUO]
9¢ 61 Sy i€ 2 9 eladsoy
St €7 0s € L1 b mojsieq
ve 1z 0s 1€ £l S spugjpay
6¢ 97 9f 0z 1 € £3][eA BOONX
1€ 61 6¥ LE 44 6 yinog --oulpieuldq ues
%TE  %0T  %6Y  %LE  %0T %6 YlION --OUIpIRUIdg UeS
€l=< TI-1l 01-9 S-¢ z-1 > s

AluQ-pityd
1£3 (44 vs 6¥ 8¢ 9] 8T 81 Sy LE LT 11 Jejo],
S¢ €7 s 9% 43 al ST S1 124 LS 87 11 v3uowean) oyouey
€€ 1z 49 LY 187 L1 8z L1 £ LE 1€ vl uoij0)
vz 61 £¢ 0$ oY L1 0€ 61 LY S¢ LT 11 9[IAI010IA
LT 1z 0s 1S 9¢ 81 £ Sl vP L i€ 11 onRIUQ
81 81 19 9% v9 1z €2 €T vy 8¢ LT 8 $9|pa3N
62 44 s s 8¢ 81 67 81 Ly 8¢ LT i BUBIUO,]
LT 61 96 Ly £y 1 ¢ 61 LY £€ 24 6 eriadsoy
T €T 0s 6¥ (4% Ll §T 61 £y 9¢ LT 11 moisieg
8z 1z [4S S LE 81 0€ 81 Sy St £7 01 spue[pay
0¢ 1z IS £y €€ vl A3 A/ LY 43 0z L Adf[eA voONA
e ve 9¢ is 8¢ 2 67 81 9% 0P 8T 1t yinog --ourpieuisq ues
%PE  %ST  %9S  %TS  %LE %9l | %8T %8l  %9r %0V  %8T %l YMON --Oujpieulag ueg
€l=< TI-11  0I-9 S-¢ -1 > €l=< TI-11 01-9 S-¢ (4! 1> 101sIqg

Ajpwe,] juated-om |

1s1 Aq ‘se8y UoAID JO UAIP[IYD YA Sose)) Jo afejusoiad 8¢ o[qel

Ajtwe,] juaied-auQ

A23




*Auno) oulpiewsod Ues J0j SI[IJ PLOJased £66] JIGUISAON :921n0S

—_—, O O OO et O

l

%l

CO DO OO DO

|

%1

9¢
1€
(44
61
ty
0
ve
0l
1
01
£
1€

%8¢

L
89
8L
08
9¢
001
$9
06
06
68
S6
L9
%0L

[4 S 81 SL
3 L1 91 v9
[4 v |4 €L
[4 0 vl v8
[4 9 6¢ £9
0 0 0 001
I I 0¢ 69
I 0 9 6
0 0 Il 68
3 3 L L8
0 0 14 96
€ 8 1C 89
%¢ %8 %CT %L9

S OO OO —~DOO —

I
%1

—

S OC O OO —~OOAN

I
%T

9

o~ e~

%38

(4
16
£6
96
88
66
68
86
L6
96
66
06
%06

jelo]

e3uowedn)) oyouey
uo3jo)

S(IIAI0IOIA

onreuQ

N WEEIN|

BUBIUO]

elIdsoH

mojsieg

spuejpay

A9]jBA BOON L

Yinog --oulpleusag ueg
YLION --ouipJeulog ueg

Y10 9soweudlA ysiuedg ysiSug

Pyl osaweuldlp ysiuedg ysnsuyg

YO 9ssweuldip ysiuedg ysiduyg

JLISIA

8661

(P11ydD 189p10) AIUO-PIYD

Ajiwre,] juared-omJ,

Apwe,] jualed-ouQ

1181 Aq ‘e0aked ueidiosy] Jo a8enue| uonupg LArewnd ‘6€ 9|qel

A24



*K1uno)) ourpiewsag] ueg 10} S3[1j PrO[asSd /661 JqUISAON] :90IN0S

0°¢ LT 0T 0'¢ vy "€ jeloL
6'1 9'C 6'1 61 7 0'€ eduowedn) oyduey
1'C 8'C 1’ 1'2 7 1€ uo}jon
0'¢ 9'C 1" 0'C 97 '€ S[[IAI01IA
6'1 9'C 6'1 6'1 (A7 6'C oleuQ
L1 0'¢ 0'C L1 LY 0°¢ S9|paeN
0'¢ L't 1 0'¢ vy 1'¢ BULIUO,
61 LT 0'¢ 6'1 Sy 1'¢g eliadsoy
02 LT 6’1 0'C 7 0'¢ mojsieg
61 9C 61 61 vy 0'€ spuejpoy
81 St 0'¢ 81l vy 0°¢ Aajje A eOON X
1'¢C 6'C 1 |4 9'p A ynog —oufpieusog ues
1'C 6'C (A 1'C 9'y '€ YlION —oulpieuisg ueg
A[UQ-pllyD  Ajlweg Aprwey  KuQ-piryd  Ajrweq Ajiwe] pLsig
u:o&w& ucohwm uzwumm uco,:\..nm
-OM ], -3uQ -oM], -2uQ
ualIpjiy) Jo IsquinN sSuosIng Jo JaquinN

1sIg Aq “up) 20UBISISSY Ul UAIp[IYD JO
Iaquinp 98eIoAY pue suosiag Jo JaquinN 28eI0AY ‘(Op d]qeL

8661

A25




8661

"(0S 01 1enba s1 opoo uosiad s,90Ked sy “a'1) J1un dduEISISSE SY) UL PJIYD
1S9pJ0 3Y3 Jo Iayjow dy) ae oym saaked 03 pajorLnsal st ojdwes sy [,
*A)uno) oulpieuIag ues I0j S9[1j PEOJISED L6 JOQUISAON (99105

S¢ LE [elo],
97 9¢ e3uoweon)) oyouey
LE 1A% uojjon
6¢ 9¢ S[[IAI00IA
1€ 3 oLIBJuQ
87 LT SS|paaN
8¢ Q € N:m«ﬁom
LE ve erradsay
¥ 43 mojsreq
0¢ [43 Spug|pay
LE 4> AsjjeA BOON X
vE 8¢ In0g --oulpieuladg ues
%¢C¢ %6¢ YHON --oulpleulag ueg
AjlwreJ Ajiwie,j UISIg
jualej-om | juaied-suQ

ousiq Aq ‘uiog sem Jiun) SOURSISSY Ul PIIYD ISAP|O USY A
$1938UI9 ], JIIM OYAM SISYIO JO 98vIud01dg ‘|4 dqeL

A26




*Kuno)) ourpleuiag ueg J1oj sa[l} PEOIased L66] JIGUSAON :291n0S

ST 9¢ (44 [e10L
|44 0¢ 81 e3uowreon) oyouey
LT S¢ 144 u03}j0)
6l 61 0¢ S[JIAIOIOIA
61 0¢ 81 ouBIuQ
|4 |44 91 SO[POIN
(44 (A4 | é BUBIUO ]
ve (42 0¢ eLrodsoy
ve L1 81 mojsieg
144 9¢ 1T spuepay
$¢C 81 81 Aa|[e A BOONA
6¢ ve 8¢C yinog --ouipreurdg ueg
%L %S¢ %6C YUON --oulpieulog ues
Ajruey Aprwey wusig
AluO-pItyd juaied-omJ, dIRJ-3uQ

10181 AQ ‘SIBd A G UBY) Jd]BAID) SI
ANV uo [jodg jusuny asoypy sese)) jo aejusoisd 'z 9|qel

8661

A27




8661

*Auno) ourpieurog ues J10j So[lj PeoJased L6 JOQUISAON :901n0S

LT €S Sl 6C jelol
ARt 0¢ 90 62 e3uoweon) oyouey
6'C SP 11 Y4 uo3jod
S'E LS L1 ¢ S[[IAI0IOIA
L'l [43 L0 9¢C ouleluQ
00 89 L1 LE Sa|peaN
0°¢ (49 Sl LT BUBIUO ]
Ve £9 LT 6¢ eLodsoy
(A4 |8 9'C vt mojsieq
S0 96 11 9¢ Spue[pay
S€ 79 8y £y Ad]re A BOON
L't 0§ 81 LT yinog —oulpieulag ueg
%6°'C %I1S %0°1 %YT YION —oulpleuldg ueg
awoy e umQ Ied e umQ swoy & umQ Ied e umQ wsig

Apwe,] jualed-omJ,

Ajlwe,] juaied-suQ

P1sIg Aq ‘OWOH JO 1B B UM OYA\ SOSED) JO aleyS "¢f 9qel,

A28



"S3[1] PROJOSED £66] JOQUISAON :92IM0S

'€y L'LE 0°¢¢ 9'0% 9'¢h 6'9¢ 6'€t 0'8¢ L1y L'8€ L'9€ 9'LE 1e10]
e $61 TLl 6'CC ¥4 L'81 L91 1St L'81 9'61 v'81 $'8l LYo v
Sl L'z e 1'C LY £ €€ 97 1'¢ €€ L't 6T A11nosg 81003
7T 1'Z L1 L1 €T 61 vl 61l £z 1'0 9] 8'l 'suj "Aojdwioun)
01 80 S0 L'l 9'0 A L0 A 9°0 10 90 L0 uoddng ply)
1z £1 Sl L'l 00 81 vz 8l v'E £0 1 vl wowAojdwy 39§
%E°CE %6°9C  %L'TT %967  %6FE  %S9T  %CIT %E€°8T %T' 62 %S 1T %L'9T  %8'LT sBuuiey sso1n
uooUr Yy %
1¥€ 062 1$2 £2¢ Si¢ 88¢ LET £97 06T S1¢ 08¢ Y62 [ei0],
6 €8 LL 001 LS 78 $9 1S 1L 8¢ €8 €8 1PYIO IV
b L 3 S Al 9 6 4 8 6 8 L A)11ndag [e100S
L 9 9 9 9 S ¥ 9 8 S S S 'su] “Kojdwaun
r4 (4 I £ 14 1% 4 £ I I I 1 woddng pjiyy
L S € S 0 S 6 14 6 It £ v jawdojdwy j1o§
87T$ SIS 9p1$ £0C$ 9¢€7$ L81% 6¥1$ S61$ €61$ 1€1$ 1818 v61$ s3ujuieq ssoin
NEQUE\ :umﬁ\
TTse 0SS¥ 12€2 $19¢ Ll $69¢ 9LEE L6 SLIT LLT1 609% $86¢ $35BD JO JaquINN
sasg) Apwey
udagg-2uQ
0L S'¥S 9°LS 89 €9 9'LS 6'CS 0'6S 6'79 0°09 8'Z¢ L'9S [el0]
761 791 £€T ¥'LT 'L 9°¢l LEl St 9'91 081 S8l 661 PYO IV
L0 v'0 01 S0 9'¢ ) L0 00 L0 60 0t 80 A)noag [e100g
g€ €€ $'S i'9 L0l §'¢ 8'S 1L 'S 19 1'e 6'C su] “Kojdwaun)
€0 £0 9'0 S0 00 €0 10 S0 0 $'0 10 00 woddag pyd
L9 L'y L€ €9 00 €9 6'S (44 1'9 $9 8V 'y wowkojdwrg J198
%6°6S %8St %8 0F %0°LS  %9ES  %L'SY  %6'8E %p 1S %6°CS %0'SY  %STY  %L9Y sBuiuteqy sso1n
mEQUSN 5._\: o\e
¥v9 LIS 6€S yEL 6€S LES SLY 0LS LS 8Ly £6¥ $SS jel0L
16 9L LEY SS1 97 ¥9 6S LE 08 1y 16 £01 PYO NIV
1 I T i 8 1 z 0 r4 1% ¥ r4 A1n09g [e100g
Sl €1 v ST €1 61 LT S¢ L1 (4 A 6 'su] *Aojdwsu
1 | I 0 0 1 I I 1 ] 1 0 uoddng pjiyd
LE vl £1 (44 0 194 87 A 62 1z 02 S1 wswkojdwy jjo8
005$ €1¥$ £9¢$ 1€$$ 6V LTV 8S€$ $8¥$ 1424 08¢$ 99¢$ 9TH$ s3ujutey sso1n
auioou] uvapy
8¢ 9L 01¢ 4%’ 3¢ 899 €18 €81 o1y 0€T LS6 £278 sased Jo JaqunN
sase) Ajweyg
jJudaeg-oM],
onY uojjo) S[[IAIOINIA  OlIBIUQ  SO[POIN eBUBJUO]  BLIdASIH  mojsieg spue[pay AdJIeA yinog YyloN
oyouey BOON A as 4as

10181 AQ ‘OUI0OU] JO 22IN0S AqQ SHUM DUB)SISSY JO SWOOU] 'H S|qRL

8661




APPENDIX B

Frequency Tabulations of Survey Items

Appendix B contains the frequency tabulations of items contained in San Bernardino Health and
Social Services Survey for 1998 and 1999. The estimates reported are the percent of One-Parent
Family and percent of Two-Parent Family cases that were interviewed that had each of the various
characteristics. The survey instruments used for each group collected slightly different
information, so some information is reported only for One-Parent Family or only for Two-Parent

Family cases. Comparisons between years are shown for items asked in both years.
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey
Frequency (%) Tabulations

1999 1998
Characteristic One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Family Family
Payee  Spouse/Partner Payee  Spouse/Partner
Sample Size: 370 357 363 357
Age of payee
18-19 4.0 1.7 2.5 2.2
20-24 19.2 19.0 20.9 19.4
25-34 37.0 38.3 36.0 43.7
35-44 29.4 30.8 32.1 26.9
45 and older 10.5 10.1 8.5 7.8
Female 94.0 83.6 96.2 95.5
Current marital status
Married 11.6 65.7 12.5 67.8
Widowed 5.1 0.6 2.2 0.0
Divorced or separated 37.9 9.2 38.8 8.1
Never married 45.5 24.5 44.7 24.1
Hispanic 39.8 47.8 41.1 46.1
Race
American Indian or Alaskan Native 8.6 9.7 3.8 3.6
Asian/Pacific Islanders 2.0 6.1 3.0 4.5
Black or African American 21.2 10.3 19.7 7.0
White 38.1 40.9 39.5 46.5
Other, multiracial 30.1 33.0 335 37.8
Highest grade completed
0-9 years 13.0 22.5 22.5 11.1 17.6 21.1
10 9.9 8.1 9.0 7.8 9.0 8.7
11 18.6 18.5 20.1 18.1 17.6 19.9
12 37.6 32.7 36.7 34.3 35.9 34.0
13 7.9 8.1 5.6 13.0 9.0 2.5
14 9.9 6.1 3.7 8.6 7.3 5.9
15 1.7 2.0 0.9 3.2 0.8 1.1
16 or more 1.4 2.0 1.5 24 2.8 34
Have a GED 11.8 9.2 11.0 14.4 8.1 11.8
Lived in AFDC household as child 29.2 249 22.8 233
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey
Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Characteristic Family Payee Spouse/Partner| Family Payee  Spouse/Partner
1999 1998
Number of different times
participated in AFDC as an adult,
including current spell
1 30.2 29.4 49.5 473
2 32.1 36.4 16.2 16.8
3 21.4 17.5 17.8 19.9
4 or more 16.4 16.8 16.5 16.0
Applied for AFDC this time
because (check all that apply):
Became separated/divorced 49.4 20.7 56.9 21.6
Became pregnant/had newborn 65.5 62.4 61.9 59.5
Lost job/couldn't find work 50.8 56.2 543 524
Husband/boy friend lost job 16.7 50.4 17.8 60.2
Couldn’t take job because cost of
child care 44.8 38.6 47.7 473
Had job but pay was low 25.7 23.6 30.0 31.3
Had health problem 21.8 15.4 18.6 16.8
Child or family member had
health problem 11.3 15.3 14.1 15.4
Child support was reduced or
stopped 17.8 49 13.0 7.8
Left a violent relationship 31.4 8.7 31.6 10.9
Needed medical insurance 55.0 513 63.8 63.5
Extended child care ended/needed 30.0 20.0 39.3 28.7
child care
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey

Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Characteristic Family Payee  Spouse/Partner Family Payee  Spouse/Partner
1999 1998
Currently enrolled in school/job 18.1 14.5 6.2 25.2 16.2 124
training
Currently enrolled in:
High school 0.8 0.3 .0 1.4 3 3
GED 1.4 2.3 .0 .8 1.1 1.4
Adult/Night school (not GED 2.8 1.7 0.3 1.9 1.4 1.1
or job)
ESL 0.6 1.7 1.2 .5 1.4 2.5
College (2-year) 8.5 6.6 3.5
University/College (4-year) 1.7 0.3 .0 { 12.4 6.7 3.4
Other 2.8 2.0 0.9 3.5 4.8 3.1
Currently working 44 4 39.7 48.5 38.6 32.8 49.9
Number of jobs currently held
Not working 55.6 60.3 51.6 61.4 67.2 49.7
1 40.1 36.8 47.8 34.9 29.4 48.2
2 4.0 2.6 0.6 3.8 34 1.7
3 0.3 0.3
Hours worked per week
Not working 55.6 60.3 51.5 61.4 67.2 49.7
1-14 2.5 1.4 2.1 3.8 3.1 2.0
15-24 5.4 10.1 4.1 7.3 4.2 7.3
25-34 15.0 10.4 104 12.4 11.5 8.9
35 or more 21.5 17.7 32.0 14.9 13.7 31.9
Time of day you work (check all
that apply):
Weekdays 24.6 233 26.2 20.9
Weeknights 7.1 4.6 9.9 9.2
Weekends 10.2 5.8 13.8 10.4
Split shift 4.8 1.7 1.4 2.8
Irregular 10.7 11.2 11.6 9.2
Other 0.3 0.3
Months in current job
Not working 55.6 60.3 61.4 67.2
<2 months 6.2 43 6.2 33
2-5 months 15.3 14.2 11.4 9.3
6-12 months 11.3 9.9 6.8 5.9
>12 months 11.6 11.3 14.1 14.0
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey

Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Characteristic Family Payee  Spouse/Partner Family Payee  Spouse/Partner
1999 1998
Travel time to work
Not working 57.4 61.2 61.4 67.2
<=15 minutes 16.6 13.5 14.7 15.1
15-30 minutes 19.5 19.7 18.2 15.1
>30 minutes 6.4 5.6 5.8 3.0
Time since held a job
Currently working 449 40.2 38.6 32.8
<=12 months 18.9 16.1 17.0 12.8
13-24 months 7.4 8.8 7.3 8.6
25-48 months 7.7 7.0 6.3 10.6
49-72 months 3.7 4.4 5.3 6.9
>=73 months 11.7 12.6 18.1 16.8
Never worked 5.7 10.9 7.2 11.5
How did you find current/last
job?
Referred by welfare/GAIN 10.0 13.0 9.4 5.1 31
office
Referred by other agency 54 6.8 6.5 11.9 5.0
Referred by friend/relative 31.4 34.7 40.6 28.9 32.7
Contacted employer 329 27.3 23.1 20.3 21.0
Newspaper ad 12.7 10.7 7.8 9.5 9.2
Other 6.6 6.8 8.8 76.5 16.5
Don’t know 0.9 0.6 3.9
If you were looking for a job, this factor
would make it difficult for you to get or hold
a job (check all that apply):
Child care 37.7 46.5 22.8 54.5 58.5
Child who is il 12.7 12.2 6.0 10.8 9.2
Spouse/partner who is ill 10.9
Spouse/partner has 2.5
alcohol/drug problem
Own physical health problems 21.5 154 21.1 18.4 16.5 20.7
Own mental health problems 6.5 35 6.8 6.2 5.3 2.3
Own alcohol/drug problem 1.4 1.7 3.0 0.5 0.3 43
Transportation 40.2 45.1 36.5 48.8 51.5 43.5
Shortage of jobs 49.3 58.3 57.1 58.3 56.9 62.5
Lack of job skills I have 40.2 46.5 24.1 46.5 47.1 233
Lack of work experience 44.2 49.1 244 46.2 49.3 21.9
Low wage levels 41.9 437 40.2 45.3 36.4
Completing written exam 11.3 13.9 16.6 8.4 19.2
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey
Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Characteristic Family Payee Spouse/Partner| Family Payee  Spouse/Partner
1999 1998

Has a valid driver's license 64.7 61.3 62.8 69.9 60.0
Usual mode of transportation

Public transit 26.1 20.2 22.2

My/my spouse's vehicle 38.0 49.1 37.4

Borrowed vehicle 12.7 10.1 19.8

Ride share/carpool 18.7 15.3 11.4

Other 4.5 5.2 8.9
Does spouse have a long 16.9
lasting illness or disability
Spouse’s health condition 4.7
prevents you from working
Own health problem limits 25.2 20.3 10.9 16.4 16.8 15.7
type/amount of work
Own health problem prevents 7.1 3.8 5.0 5.9 4.8 5.3
you from working
Child has long-lasting medical 249 229 23.2 24.2
or physical problem
Child has long-lasting mental 10.0 6.7 8.9 7.3
or emotional problem
Child needs help with eating, 5.6 3.2 3.5 3.1
bathing, etc..
Child has health problem that 7.1 7.8 15.9 9.3 8.7
prevents you from working
Payee currently under Doctor's 20.1 14.5 11.8 18.1 154 14.6
care?
Has a disability or SSI claim 6.2 2.0 3.6 4.1 2.0 4.5
pending
Used any unprescribed 6.3 5.5
painkillers in past year
Use other drugs in past year 6.8 32
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey

Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Characteristic Family Payee Spouse/Partner] Family Payee  Spouse/Partner
1999 1998
Felt depressed or sad much of 18.7 11.6 20.7 18.2
past year
Taking medication or seeing 9.3 4.7
Dr for depression
Number of days in past
month drank alcohol
0 75.9 82.3 73.9 77.9
1 9.6 9.9 13.3 11.6
2 7.6 2.9 4.7 3.0
3t05 3.4 3.5 3.8 5.1
Greater than 5 3.4 1.4 3.8 2.2
Past 12 months thought you 2.3 2.0 1.6 0.9
Wwere an excessive
drinker
FEMALE ONLY:
Exposure to verbal abuse and 20.2 12.2 19.6 16.0
threats
Exposure to physical abuse in 13.9 7.0 14.2 8.8
past year
How concerned are you about
personal safety
Very concerned 32.0 20.4 26.6 21.8
Somewhat concerned 16.8 17.5 20.5 18.8
A little concerned 12.5 13.7 13.3 14.1
Not really concerned 38.7 48.4 39.6 45.3
Who was abusive or violent
toward you
Stranger 1.5 3.1 2.0 2.3
Parent, sibling 1.8 1.0 1.7 0.9
Ex-spouse, ex-partner, ex- 12.0 0.7 11.0 3.2
boyfriend
Spouse, partner, boyfriend 3.0 6.2 5.0 6.2
Other 4.8 3.8 4.0 6.0
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey

Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Characteristic Family “p, o Spouse/Partner |  Family Payee  Spouse/Partner
1999 1998
Housing arrangement
Own 5.7 6.9 5.7 10.1
Rent 89.5 90.8 89.7 87.4
Live rent free 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.6
Other 4.0 1.7 3.8 2.0
Share housing with people 47.4 19.9 51.0 15.8
other than own children and
spouse/partner
Household size
2 people 15.1 43 14.1 9.0
3 people 20.5 13.0 24.1 25.8
4-5 people 40.4 493 39.0 41.7
Greater than 5 people 24.1 33.3 22.8 235
Percent of assistance units
with at least one child of
given age
Infant (<12 months) 11.3 16.4 12.3 18.8
Toddler (12-35 months) 26.8 34.6 26.2 42.4
Preschool (3-5 years) 26.0 35.2 37.7 51.9
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San Bernardino County Health and Social Services Survey
Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Two-Parent Family One-Parent Two-Parent Family
Characteristic Family Payee Spouse/Partner Family Payee  Spouse/Partner
1999 1998

Very likely you would do the

following if your welfare

payment were permanently

reduced or eliminated
Look for (different) job 73.8 75.2
Take in someone 24.0 16.9
Move in with someone else 25.1 17.2
Move to smaller place 323 28.3
Change child's living 13.9 10.7
arrangement
Not have enough money to 56.4 48.7
pay child care
Not be able to finish school 39.4 324
Ask for help from 26.5 30.7
friends/family

Received help from the

following in the past year
Family 36.1 26.1 37.5 40.7
Friend or neighbor 22.2 14.5 14.2 11.8
Church 15.9 14.5 15.0 18.3
Catholic Charities, etc.. 9.3 11.0 14.7 17.7
Homeless shelter 1.1 1.7 2.5 1.1
Food bank 8.8 14.5 12.3 15.8
Any other charity 1.1 4.6 6.3 5.6

Responded in English 90.8 85.2

Total time received AFDC

under own name
<12 months 7.7 11.1 5.9 8.3
12-23 months 8.5 10.2 12.5 12.8
24-59 months 259 28.0 29.1 28.9
60-95 months 27.1 259 23.1 25.0
>=96 months 30.8 24.8 294 25.0
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APPENDIX C

Correlations Between Work and Participant Characteristics

In Table C-1, we present estimates from a linear probability model that links whether or not the
respondent was meeting 1999 work requirements and a number of individual characteristics, such
as age, education, and the presence of several potential barriers to work, including the lack of
transportation, available child care, or a number of self-reported problems. These regressions
were estimated separately for the two groups. One-Parent and Two-Parent families. The
intercept indicates that the probabilities of meeting work requirements were about 57.3% and
75.7% for the One-Parent Family and Two-Parent Family groups, when all other factors were
not in evidence (i.e., when indicator variables took on a value of zero). In other words, this
represents a “benchmark” case where a person was between 20 and 30 years of age and
experienced no reported barriers. The separate parameter estimates for each additional factor can
be added to this benchmark case to simulate the probability for individuals with different
characteristics. Thus, a participant who was a teenager would have a lower probability of 40.1%
(.573 minus .172) for a One-Parent Family and 48.2% probability (.757 minus .275) for the
Two-Parent Family.
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Table C-1
Models of Work Experience

One-Parent Family

Two-Parent Family

Variable Parameter Estimate Parameter Estimate
(Standard Error) (Standard Error)
Intercept 0.573** 0.757**
(0.053) (0.058)
Teenager (age under 20 yrs) -0.172* -0.275%*
(0.093) (0.122)
Age 31-49 years 0.151** 0.046
(0.064) (0.068)
Age Over 50 years -0.186 0.002
(0.118) (0.140)
High school drop out -0.161** -0.115%*
(0.051) (0.053)
No transportation -0.125%* -0.147%*
(0.051) (0.053)
No child care -0.159 -0.045
(0.100) (0.068)
Self-reported drug use (past year) -0.163 0.020
(0.091) (0.119)
Self-reported domestic violence -0.066 0.040
0.074 (0.117)
Self-reported alcohol abuse 0.081 0.020
(0.067) (0.072)
Self-reported physical health problem -0.244** 0.041
(0.108) (0.092)
Self-reported mental health problem -0.160 -0.085
(0.123) (0.096)
Self-reported disability 0.129 -0.132
(0.109) (0.092)
R-square (adjusted) 0.101 0.038

Note: Linear regression models predict whether or not participant meets work requirement (01).

* Indicates significance at 90% confidence level

** Indicates significance at 95% confidence level
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