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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Today, more than four years after the passage of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), states and counties are
continuing to redesign and revise their welfare programs to better serve low-income families
and to improve the health and well being of these families and their communities. Asthe
outlines of new welfare programs take shape, it isvital that we understand the results of these
innovations. To date, however, we have limited information about the circumstances and
well being of families affected by the replacement of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) with Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF).

To add to our knowledge in this area, this report examines the circumstances of three
groups of familiesin three California counties, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz.

These three groups are:

* WefareL eavers—familiesleaving CalWORKSs in the fourth quarter of
1998, and remaining off aid at |least two consecutive months;

* Informally Diverted - families denied cash aid[lfor one of a specific set of
non-financial reasonsElin the fourth quarter of 1998, and not receiving cash
aid for at least two consecutive months following denial; and

* Recipientsof !EI_|OUSi ng Assistance — families receiving housing assistance in
January 1999.% (This group may include welfare leavers, informally diverted
families, and current cash aid recipients.)

We report outcomes for these families using county and state administrative data and the first

round of interviews, which occurred approximately six to twelve months after exit or

! Throughout this report we will use the term “cash aid” to refer to Cal WORKS.

2 This population primarily consists of families who were recorded in the county administrative systems as
being denied aid because they did not comply with the requirements of the application process, they formally
withdrew their application, or they did not complete their application. Because of difficulties obtaining
information on the reason for denial of cash aid in Santa Cruz County, our study population of informally
diverted applicantsis limited to San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.

3 Because of difficulties obtaining housing program administrative data for Santa Cruz County, our study
population of the informally diverted and housing assistance recipientsis limited to San Mateo and Santa Clara
counties.
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diversion from aid. Inthefinal report, we will examine data from subsequent rounds of
interviews to assess changes in circumstances for these families over the 18 months
following exit or diversion from CaWORKSs. We will aso focus on assessing the validity
and usefulness of administrative datain examining the circumstances of these families —
including the potential use of administrative datain identifying families at risk of poor post-
exit outcomes — in the final project report.

Findingsfor Leaversand Informally Diverted Families

Reasonsfor Exit or Diversion from Aid. We compared the county welfare
department’ s recorded reason for exit from aid with the respondent’ s self-reported reason. In
doing so, it appeared that many clients who are categorized by the county as exiting by
“client request,” or for failing to provide information, are working and may have been
earning more than the ClWORK s eligibility threshold. Thus, administrative data probably
underestimate employment as the reason for exit.

We aso found that among the informally diverted, 35 percent listed earnings from
employment as the reason they did not receive aid. Twenty-two percent said they were
denied aid because they believed, or weretold, they wereineligible. Only about 8 percent of
theinformally diverted persons cited the administrative burdens of applying for aid asthe
reason they did not receive aid. Thus, it appears that, overall, the respondents did not have a
genera perception that they had been denied aid due to unfair bureaucratic actions.

The pattern of earned income immediately before and after application for aid
suggests that many of the informally diverted applicants may have suffered brief spells of
joblessness — events that could have led to the submission, and subsequent withdrawal, of an

application for aid. Nevertheless, our analysis of earned income in the quarter of diversion

viii



suggests that many of the diverted applicants might have been eligible for Cd WORKSs if they
had completed their applications. We note, however, that using earnings over the diversion
quarter (that is, average monthly earnings over a period of three months) may mask a drop of
income in the month of diversion and therefore probably leads to an overestimation of the
proportion of diverted families eligible for Cal WORKSs. Furthermore, earned income is not
the sole criterion for eligibility. Thus, further investigation of thisissue is needed before
drawing any firm conclusions.

Circumstances at First Interview. In order to get an overall view of therelative
circumstances of our study groups approximately six to twelve months after exit, we
prepared tables comparing their circumstances on key outcome measures. Exhibit S-1
compares the circumstances of one-parent and two-parent leavers, while Exhibit S-2 reports
the relative standing of leavers and the informally diverted.

As Exhibit S-1 shows, two-parent leavers generally appear to be better off than one-
parent leavers at this stage. Although the average household in each group has income at the
poverty line, and 90 percent of children in both groups have health insurance, two-parent
leavers are less likely to have returned to cash aid and less likely to report food insecurity, an
uninsured respondent, substandard housing, children engaging in risk behaviors, domestic
violence, and barriersto full-time employment. One-parent leavers fare better only in the
areas of crowded housing and excessive rent.

Exhibit S-2 shows that the comparison between leavers and the informally diverted is
more mixed, with leavers being better off in terms of health insurance coverage, excessive
rent, crowded housing conditions, and domestic violence, while the informally diverted are

better off in the areas of food insecurity, stability of child care, child supervision, and child



Exhibit S-1
How Were One-Parent Families Doing at the First Interview, Relative to Two-
Parent Families?
M easure One-Parent Two-Parent
Better Off Better Off About the Same

Returns to cash aid v

Household earnings v

Barriers to employment v

Household income v

Income relative to poverty v
Food insecurity v

Health insurance — child v
Health insurance — respondent v

Substandard housing v

Crowded housing v

Excessive rent v

Child care expenses v

Stability of child care v

Child risk behaviors v

Child unsupervised v

Substance abuse v
Domestic violence v

risk behaviors. The two groups have comparable outcomes in terms of income relative to
poverty, and the likelihood of going on cash aid.

About 20 percent of the leavers had returned to CalWORKSs by the time of the first
interview. Asexpected, leaverswith low earnings and low levels of education were more
likely to return to aid. We also found that one- and two-parent leavers who returned to aid
were more likely to report that finding child care and transportation were big problems
compared to their counterparts who had not returned to aid. Surprisingly, leavers who had

been on aid for long periods of time were less likely to return to CalWORK s than those who



Exhibit S-2
How Were LeaversDoing at the First Interview, Relative to the Informally
Diverted?
Informally
Leavers Diverted
Measure Better Off Better Off About the Same

Returns to cash aid v

Household earnings v

Barriers to employment v

Household income v
Income relative to poverty v
Food insecurity v

Health insurance — child v

Health insurance — respondent v

Substandard housing v
Crowded housing v

Excessive rent v

Child care expenses v
Stability of child care v

Child risk behaviors v

Child unsupervised v

Substance abuse v
Domestic violence v

were short-term aid recipients. We also found that over half of the leavers who had not
returned to aid by the first interview had incomes that were below the CalWORK s dligibility
threshold. It isaso interesting to note that many informally diverted applicants wound up on
aid within a short period of time —for example, 20 percent were receiving CalWORK s about
four months after diversion.

We found that about half of the leavers had never heard of the Earned Income Tax

Credit (EITC), and that over half of those who appeared to be eligible for the credit had never
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used it. Aswasthe casefor leavers, about half of the diverted respondents had never heard
of the EITC, and about three-fourths of those who appeared to be eligible for the credit had
never used it. Clearly, more attention needs to be given at the county level towards the
provision of information and assistance in taking advantage of thisimportant source of
income.

Many of the respondents indicated in the interviews that they had experienced food
insecurity. In exploring this further, we found evidence that a significant percentage of these
families had not accessed Food Stamps benefits even though they appeared to be eligible.
Thisisan areathat warrants further investigation as to the reasons for the low take-up rates
for this benefit. We note, however, that while this aspect of the analysis pointsto a
significant underutilization of Food Stamps by families leaving CalWORKs in 1998Q4,
when we compare Food Stamps usage by this cohort of leavers with usage by families
leaving cash aid in the fourth quarter of 1996, we find a significantly higher rate of Food
Stamps receipt by the 1998Q4 cohort.

About half of the one-parent leavers and the informally diverted respondents
indicated that obtaining child care was a barrier to full-time employment. In this respect, we
note that relatively few leavers reported receiving assistance at exit from CaWORKSsin
finding, or paying for, child care.

Recipients of Housing Assistance

We stratified the welfare leavers group into those families receiving housing
assistance in January 1999 (housing leavers) and families not receiving such assistance (non-
housing leavers, and then compared the circumstances of these two groups at first interview.

We found that, although non-housing leavers had higher levels of income relative to poverty,
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housing leavers were better off with respect to food insecurity, housing quality, and
crowding, which may be related to the provision of housing assistance.EI Our final report will
examine changes in the circumstances of housing and non-housing leavers between the first
and subsequent interviews, to assess whether it may be efficient for county welfare
departments to use information regarding receipt of housing assistance in targeting services.
Comparison of Outcomesfor 1996Q4 and 1998Q4 L eavers
We compared earnings and post-exit aid use for leavers who exited aid in 1998Q4
and 1996Q4 in the three study counties, to assess whether the more recent cohort of leaversis
faring better or worse than families who left aid prior to the implementation of welfare
reformin California. Interms of earnings outcomes and cash aid recidivism, the two leavers
cohorts exhibited almost identical outcomes. However, the more recent cohort of leavers
was much more likely to use Non-Assistance Food Stamps and Non-Assistance Medi-Cal
than the earlier cohort.
Policy Implications
Based on areview of our findings, we suggest consideration of the following policy
changes, most of which could be implemented administratively at the county level:
» Adopt policiesto ensure that leavers and diverted applicants are aware of the
Earned Income Tax Credit. We found that a substantial number of leavers
and diverted applicants were not aware of this tax credit, and many who
appeared to be eligible had never used it.
» Adopt policies to ensure that leavers are aware of Non-Assistance Food
Samps digibility rules. While 1998 |leavers were more likely to be receiving
food stamps after exit from CalWORK s than were 1996 leavers, we still found

that many families in the 1998 group had not accessed these benefits even
though they appeared to be eligible.

* The value of housing assistance is not counted in total household income, and therefore the comparison of
household income relative to poverty may understate the relative circumstances of housing leavers.
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Adopt policiesto ensure that leavers are aware of all available resources for
assistance in finding and paying for child care after exit from CalWORKSs.
We found that relatively few leavers reported receiving such assistance upon
exit from aid.

Provide information on the availability of post-CalWORKSs benefits at an
earlier stage, prior to exit from CalWORKSs. A significant number of leavers
simply drop off the welfare rolls by not submitting their continuing eligibility
forms. Therefore, it may be particularly difficult to provide these families
with information on the availability of post-CalWORK s benefits after they
leave aid.

Use targeting strategies so as to maximize available resourcesin providing
certain services. For example, based on our finding that individuals with low
levels of earnings and education were the most likely to return to CalWORKS,
it may be cost-effective to target post-employment services to leavers with
these characteristics. Targeting strategies can also be used in ongoing case
management activities, including the provision of information on post-
CalWORK s benefits. (In our final report, we will examine in more detail the
characteristics of leavers so asto facilitate the development of policies based
on targeting.)

Review county intake policies and practices, focusing attention on applicants
whose eligibility appearsto be below or close to the CalWORKSs threshold.
While we found that, overall, the informally diverted applicants did not
perceive they had been denied aid due to unfair bureaucratic actions, it
appeared that many such applicants may have been eligible for aid if they had
completed their applications.

Expand the concept of diversion programs to encompass the provision of
employment and support services and information on non-assistance benefits,
to be available to low-income families regardless of their eligibility for
CalWORKs. We found that many informally diverted applicants wound up on
CalWORK s within arelatively short period of time after diversion, suggesting
the need for earlier intervention. We note that under federal regulations
adopted in 1999, federal TANF funds (as well as state funds countable
towards the TANF maintenance of effort requirements) may be used to
provide services to families whose incomes exceed the limit for TANF
(CAWORKS) grant eligibility. The Legidative Analyst’s Officein the
California Legidature recently identified several options for using this added
flexibility, including (1) alocating federal TANF block grant funds and/or
state funds to provide services — such as job training, transportation, and
mental health and substance abuse treatment — for working poor families not
eigible for CdWORKs grants and (2) allowing the counties to spend their
performance incentive payments (funds allocated to the counties for
performance in the CalWORK s Program) to provide services to working poor

Xiv



fami Iies.EI In response, the Legislature enacted |legislation to permit the
counties to spend up to 25 percent of their fiscal incentive payments on

services to families with incomes up to 200 percent of the federal poverty
level.

® Legidative Analyst’s Office, California State Legislature, Analysis of the 2000-01 Budget Bill, p. C-157.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Today, more than four years after the passage of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), states and counties are
continuing to redesign and revise their welfare programs to better serve low-income families
and to improve the health and well being of these families and their communities. Asthese
improvements of welfare reform programs take shape, it isvital that we understand the
results of these innovations. Welfare reform will be judged a success if families who were
previously dependent on welfare become more economically self-sufficient without harming
their children’swell being. Identifying the best strategies for helping families achieve self-
sufficiency depends on an accurate understanding of the circumstances of these families.

Prior to the recent efforts of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, we had limited information about the
economic circumstances and well being of families affected by the replacement of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) with Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF). TANF isnot designed to serve as the same kind of safety net as AFDC, which
offered indefinite and unqualified support for poor families with children. Instead, TANF's
principal goal isto provide cash assistance for only alimited time period, with families
encouraged — required in some cases — to support themselves through work. Therefore, to
fully assess the accomplishments of TANF reformsiit is essential that we learn more about
the circumstances faced by TANF-candidate families who are not currently on therolls.
Specifically, more information is needed about the economic circumstances and well being

of familiesin the initial months after they stop receiving cash assistance, as well asthe



circumstances of families who apply for cash aid but are either formally diverted or fail to
receive a payment for other reasons.

To thisend, the counties of San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz, California, with
funding from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE), initiated a study to provide areliable
depiction of the circumstances of families leaving or diverted from the California Work
Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids program (CaWORKS), California s version of
TANF. The purpose of the study istwofold: to examine the circumstances of families who
stopped receiving cash aid for two consecutive months and families who applied for but did
not receive cash aid for a specific set of non-financial reasons within two months of their
application date; and, to assess the validity and usefulness of administrative datain
examining the circumstances of these “welfare leavers’ and “informally diverted” applicants
by comparing administrative data with data collected through a mixed-mode survey data
collection effort. In conjunction with a number of other ASPE-funded projects, this study
will improve our understanding of the circumstances of low-income families who are
potential, current, or former welfare recipients.

This report focuses on the first of these two goals, reporting on the circumstances of
leavers and the informally diverted as measured in administrative data and the first round of
interviews conducted approximately six to twelve months after exit. (We will include data
from subsequent rounds of interviews in the final report.) Further, this report examines
outcomes for the subset of |eavers who were receiving housing assistance at exit, relative to
non-housing welfare leavers and a sample of families receiving housing assistance at the end

of 1998. Finally, we compare earnings and post-exit aid use outcomes for families leaving



cash aid in the fourth quarter of 1998 with outcomes for families leaving aid two years
earlier, to assess whether the more recent cohort of leaversis faring better or worse than
families who left aid prior to the implementation of CalWORKSs in California. In the final
project report we will analyze additional survey data and assess the validity and useful ness of
administrative datain examining the circumstances of these families — including the potential
use of administrative datain identifying families at risk of poor post-exit outcomes.
11 METHODOLOGY

Study Populations. This study isfocused on three groups of familiesin San Mateo,
Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz counties:

. L eavers—families leaving ClWORK s in the fourth quarter of 1998, and remaining
off aid at least two consecutive months,

. Informally Div$ted —families denied cash aidEIfor one of a specific set of non-

financial reasons-in the fourth quarter of 1998, and not receiving cash aid for at least
two consecutive months following denial; and

. Housing — families receiving housing assistance in January 1999.EI
In Chapter 3 we will further divide leaversinto one-parent and two-parent families, and in
Chapter 4 we will examine outcomes separately for |leavers who were and were not receiving
housing assistance at the time they left aid.

Administrative Data Sources. This study makes use of county and state

administrative data. County administrative data was used to identify the study populations.

We a'so used county data to identify family demographic characteristics such as ethnicity

® Throughout this report we will use the term “cash aid” to refer to Cal WORKS.

" This population primarily consists of families who were recorded in the county administrative systems as
being denied aid because they did not comply with the requirements of the application process, they formally
withdrew their application, or they did not complete their application. Because of difficulties obtaining
information on the reason for denial of cash aid in Santa Cruz County, our study population of informally
diverted applicantsis limited to San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.

8 Because of difficulties obtaining housing program administrative data for Santa Cruz County, our study
population of housing assistance recipientsislimited to San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.



and primary language, and, in the case of leavers and the informally diverted, to identify the
administrative reason for exit from or denia of cash ad. The statewide Medi-Cal Eligibility
Data System (MEDS) was used to track receipt of ClWORKs (TANF), Food Stamps, Medi-
Ca (Medicaid), SSI/SSP, and Foster Care. The statewide Unemployment Insurance Base
Wage File (UIBWF) was used to track employment and earnings. In addition to information
on post-exit aid use, employment, and earnings, MEDS and the UIBWF provide historical
information on these outcomes that were used, along with other measures of family
characteristics, to construct weights to adjust survey data for non-response.

Survey Data. A central component of our study design is the implementation of a
survey of arandom sample of familiesin our study populations. Exhibit 1-1 describes the
size of each of our study populations, the number sampled for the purposes of our survey,
and the number of first interviews completed in time for analysisin thisreport. Our survey,
included in Appendix A, contained topical modules with questions covering household
composition, child well being, child care, education and training, employment, income, food
security, health insurance coverage, family well being, and welfare experiences.

Outline of Report. The remainder of thisreport is organized as follows. To provide
acontext in which to interpret the outcomes presented in subsequent sections, Chapter 2
briefly describes the major features of welfare reform in San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa
Cruz, and then examines recent trends in economic conditions, welfare casel oad dynamics,
and casel oad demographicsin the three counties. Chapter 3 reports outcomes for one-parent
leavers, two-parent leavers, and informally diverted applicants. We examine the
circumstances of these groupsin the fourth quarter of 1998 when they left or were denied

cash aid, and at the time of the first survey interview approximately six to twelve months



Exhibit 1-1
Population, Sample, and Survey Response Counts
Completed First

Population Population Size Sample Size Interview
San Mateo

1-parent Leaver 302 156 108

2-parent Leaver 34 34 19

Informally Diverted 134 50 26

Housing 1297 85 57
Santa Clara

1-parent Leaver 1505 155 102

2-parent Leaver 276 120 75

Informally Diverted 383 55 35

Housing 5178 90 54
Santa Cruz

1-parent leaver 206 150 100

2-parent leaver 48 45 34

after exit. Asnoted above, in the final report we will present data on changesin
circumstances from the first to the second interview for these families. Chapter 4 examines
two groups of recipients of housing assistance — those familiesin our population of
CaWORKs leavers who were receiving housing assistance when they left aid in the fourth
quarter of 1998, and the population of all families receiving housing assistance in January
1999. For purposes of comparison, we present outcomes for the group of leavers who were
not receiving housing assistance at exit. In Chapter 5, we compare cohorts of leavers who
exited aid in 1998 with corresponding cohorts who exited aid in 1996, using administrative

data on earnings and post-exit use of aid. Chapter 6 contains concluding comments.






2 WELFARE REFORM IN THE THREE COUNTIES

In order to provide some context for the outcomes described in the following
chapters, here we briefly describe the major features of welfare reform in San Mateo, Santa
Clara, and Santa Cruz, and then examine recent trends in economic conditions, welfare
caseload dynamics, and caseload demographics in the three counties.

CalWORKSs I mplementation. The CalWORKSs Program — California swelfare
reform program — was enacted in 1997 in response to federal welfare reform legisation.
Prior to that time, the state provided funds for basic education and employment services for
AFDC recipients under the Greater Avenues to Independence (GAIN) Program (California's
JOBS program), but — unlike CalWORK s — the program was never fully funded to include all
recipients. The main features of ClWORKSs are arelatively generous earned income
disregard for purposes of calculating the grant; “up-front” job search; welfare-to-work
activities that can include education, training, and support services; a maximum partial-grant
sanction (removal of the adult from the assistance unit) for failure to comply with program
requirements, community service employment after two years on aid; and a grant reduction
(removal of the adult from the assistance unit) after five years on aid.

San Mateo County, however, began to reform its welfare program three years prior to
the enactment of CalWORKS, changing its basic philosophy from “work-force devel opment”
to “labor-force attachment,” similar to the work-first approach that generally characterizes
the mode of most counties under Cal WORKSs. In 1997, San Mateo made further changes
under its Shared Undertaking to Change the Community to Enable Self-Sufficiency
(SUCCESS) Program, operated as a demonstration program under a waiver from the state

Department of Social Services. Generally, the program included the principal elements of



CaWORKSs, including comprehensive case management and support services, but with the
potential for full-grant sanctions for non-cooperation. In August 1999, as the consequence of
alawsuit challenging the legality of the state waiver authorizing the SUCCESS
demonstration project, San Mateo County began to change its SUCCESS program to comply
with regular ClWORK s requirements.

In organizing their CalWORK s programs, all three counties co-located their
eligibility workers and case management staff in the same building or complex. San Mateo
County combined the functions of eligibility determination and case management. Santa
Cruz County focused on interagency coordination — for example, using interagency teams for
case management. Both Santa Cruz and San Mateo co-located welfare department staff with
mental health and/or substance abuse staff. Santa Cruz and San Mateo provided post-
employment services directly by its own staff, whereas Santa Clara County referred clients to
community providers.EI

County expenditure reports help to provide an indication of the rate at which the
counties “geared up” for CdlWORKSs. Santa Clara, for example, spent only 58 percent of its
basic “single” alocation of funds for employment servicesin 1998-99 (including unspent
funds carried over from the prior year). While San Mateo implemented programmatic reform
changes earlier than most other counties, its spending rate in 1998-99 was a so relatively low
— 62 percent of the single alocation. Santa Cruz County, on the other hand, spent 84 percent
of its allocation.

Economic Conditions. The recession in the early 1990s lingered longer in California
than in most other states, and the three counties were no exception. Exhibit 2-1 shows that

unemployment rates peaked in late 1992 or early 1993, with Santa Cruz exhibiting the

® This material was drawn from the RAND statewide evaluation of CalWORK s (implementation report).



Exhibit 2-1
County Unemployment Rate
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highest unemployment rates among the counties (peaking at over 14 percent) and San Mateo
the lowest (peaking at just under 6 percent). Employment in Santa Cruz County shows a
high degree of cyclical variation due to the seasonal nature of the agricultural employment in
the county. The strong Bay Area economy has dropped unemployment to historic lowsin
each of our three counties, with rates of about 2 percent in San Mateo and Santa Claraand 4
percent in Santa Cruz in June 2000.

Caseload Demographics. Exhibit 2-2 shows that, although each county had a
relatively high proportion of minority families on their caseload during the 1993 — 1999
period, they differed in certain raspect&EI Santa Clara and San Mateo had the largest

proportions of non-White cases — about 80 and 70 percent, respectively. All three counties

19 The casel oad demographics reported here pertain to non child-only cases.



Exhibit 2-2
AFDC/CalWORKs Caseload Demographic Characteristics

San Mateo Santa Clara Santa Cruz
July 1993 July 1999  July 1993  July 1999  July 1993  July 1999

Ethnicity
e  White 30% 31% 22% 17% 54% 50%
e Hispanic 27 27 37 36 40 44
* Black 31 29 8 7 3 3
e Other 12 12 33 40 3 3
L anguage
e English 85% 81% 63% 54% 81% 78%
e Spanish 12 12 6 6 19 20
o Other 3 7 31 40 0 2
Number
of Children
e 1 49% 43% 43% 42% 50% 49%
o 2 29 29 29 30 29 28
e 3+ 22 28 28 28 21 23
Age of
Y oungest Child
e 02 40% 37% 42% 32% 39% 33%
« 35 26 21 24 21 26 24
e 611 25 29 24 28 26 27
o 12+ 9 13 10 19 9 16
Age of
CaseHead
e 16-25 34% 34% 32% 29% 31% 27%
e 26-35 43 31 38 28 40 35
« 36-45 19 27 23 27 23 28
e 46+ 4 8 6 16 5 10

had large Latino casel oads, San Mateo also had a large African-American caseload; and

Santa Clara had a high proportion of cases reported in the “other” category —which was

primarily Viethamese. Thisis associated with the relatively high proportion of non-English

speaking persons in Santa Clara’' s caseload — 46 percent in July 1999. There were no large

variations among the three counties with respect to the distribution of cases according to the

number of children and the age of the youngest child in the assistance unit. It isinteresting to

note that in all three counties, we observe the “aging” of the caseload (for both children and

adults) between 1993 and 1999, possibly reflecting a higher proportion of long-term casesin

the caseload as the total number of cases declined during this period.
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Exhibit 2-3
San Mateo County AFDC/CalWORK s Caseload

8,000

7,000 ~
6,000 |
5,000 |
4,000 -

3,000 -""/ W“"“"* \
2,000 |

1,000 MMMMW

0 T T T T T T T T T T T = T
Jn- Jul- Jan- - Janr - Jn- M- Jan- dl- Jan- dul- Jan- Jul-
93 93 ¥ AU 95 9B % 9% 97 97 98 98 9 99

AFDC/CalWORK s Caseload

‘—Child-OnIy — One-Parent - Two-Parent — Total

Caseload Trends. Exhibits 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5 show that welfare caseload trendsin the
three counties generally lagged the economy, as casel oads continued to increase for more
than two years after unemployment peaked. Caseloads peaked in early 1995 and — with the
exception of arelatively stable trend in child-only cases — declined significantly until the fall
of 1998 and more gradually through the fall of 1999. The caseload decline was particularly
large in San Mateo County, which experienced a 70 percent decline from March 1995 to
November 1999 (compared to 53 percent in Santa Cruz and 58 percent in Santa Clara). Itis
possible that this was due, in part, to San Mateo’ s earlier implementation of welfare reform,
as discussed above. We also note that casel oad reductions have been accompanied by a

higher concentration of long-term recipients in the remaining caseload in all three counties.
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Exhibit 2-4
Santa Clara County AFDC/CalWORK s Casel oad
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Exhibit 2-5
Santa Cruz County AFDC/CalWORK s Caseload
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The relatively high unemployment rate in Santa Cruz County, and its cyclical nature,
appeared to affect the pattern of welfare utilization in the county. As a percentage of its adult
population, caseloads in Santa Cruz were the highest among the three counties; and two-
parent and child-only cases tended to fluctuate on a seasonal basisin a manner consistent
with the unemployment rate. Note that the Santa Cruz leaver cohort is drawn from the
trough of the seasonal cycle, and thereforeisless likely to be composed of families leaving
aid due to seasonal employment than aleaver cohort drawn at other timesin the year.

Conclusion. The findings presented in this chapter imply that the families leaving aid
in the fourth quarter of 1998 include many who remained on aid through a prolonged period
of caseload decline. These familiestend to be older and longer-term recipients compared to
cases leaving in earlier periods. We will refer to some of these findings later in this report,
particularly in Chapter 5, where we draw some comparisons between CaWORKSs recipients

who went off aid in 1998 with the cohort who left aid in 1996.
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3 OUTCOMESFOR LEAVERSAND THE INFORMALLY DIVERTED

In this chapter we examine outcomes for one-parent and two-parent |eavers and
informally diverted applicants. We begin in Section 3.1 by examining the circumstances of
these groups in the fourth quarter of 1998, when they left Cal WORK s or applied for
CaWORK s but did not recelve cash assistance. In Section 3.2 we report the circumstances
of leavers and the informally diverted at the time of the first survey interview approximately
Six to twelve months after exit.m
31 CIRCUMSTANCESAT EXIT

In this section we examine the demographic characteristics of leavers and informally
diverted families, compare self-reported and administrative reasons for exit from, or denid
of, cash assistance; report the types of assistance received by leavers at exit, and examine
trends in employment and earnings leading up to the time of exit.EI
3.1.1 Demographic Characteristics

Differences Between Leavers and Ongoing Cases. Exhibit 3-1 describes the
demographic characteristics of leavers and the informally diverted as measured in
administrative data available at the time of exit. The exhibit includes as a reference the
characteristics of the ongoing CalWORK s caseload in the study counties in the fourth quarter
of 1998, and indicates the following differences between families leaving and continuing on
ad:

» Leaversare more likely to speak English. This difference is mogt, striking for

two-parent cases, with only 27 percent of ongoing cases headed™*by an
English-speaking person, compared to 48 percent of leavers. Vietnamese

™ For informally diverted applicants, we will refer to the quarter of denial of cash aid as the “exit” quarter.

12 supplementary tables describing the size of the universe, the weighted count of respondents with missing
values, and the outcome values underlying the exhibits in this chapter are contained in Appendix B.

3 The typical case head is the mother or female caretaker of the children active in the assistance unit in the
month prior to exit.
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families are particularly underrepresented among two-parent leavers, as they
represent half of ongoing cases and only a quarter of leavers.

» Although average time on aid is higher for ongoing cases, there are many
long-term aid recipients among the leavers group. About 70 percent of all
ongoing cash aid cases have been on aid at least three of the previousfive
years, compared to 60 percent of leavers. As suggested by the continuing
caseload declines discussed in Chapter 2, these three counties have been
successful in moving some long-term recipients off aid.

» Familiesleaving aid tend to be headed by older adults than families remaining
on aid. For example, 14 percent of one-parent leavers are age 21 or less,
compared to 27 percent of ongoing one-parent cases.

These comparisons suggest that leavers are less disadvantaged than families continuing on
CaWORKSs, having spent less time on cash aid in the previous five years (despite being
older), and being more likely to speak English.

Differences Between One-parent and Two-parent Leavers. In addition to the basic
demographic characteristics presented in Exhibit 3-1, Exhibit 3-2 describes the household
and family structures of the leaver and informally diverted groups, and Exhibit 3-3 describes
respondent education levels, asreported at the first interview. Below we summarize the main
differences between one-parent and two-parent leavers. We note that to a large degree, these

differences reflect differences between one-parent and two-parent families on the ongoing

caseload.

» Two-parent leavers, of course, are more likely to include two adultsin a
marriage or partnership. Ninety percent of two-parent leaver respondents are
in amarriage or partnershiﬂ]at first interview, compared to 18 percent of one-
parent leaver respondents.

» Two-parent leavers are less likely to speak English as a primary language.
Forty-eight percent of two-parent leaver families are headed by a person who

14 There are two reasons why family structure does not correspond exactly to the one-parent or two-parent
leaver casetype. First, the administrative data used to determine one-parent or two-parent case type may not
have accurately reflected family structure at exit for some leavers. Second, the family structure variableis
constructed from information at the first interview, and in some cases family structure may have changed after
exit.
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Exhibit 3-2
Household and Family Structure at First Interview
Per centage of:
1-Parent 2-Parent All Informally
Leavers Leavers Leavers Diverted
Family Structure
Marriage 10 86 21 31
Partnership 8 4 7 7
Single Parent 82 10 72 62
Household Structure
Not Living with Kids 4 9 5 0
Single Parent 42 5 37 27
Two Parents 11 50 17 31
Extended Family 33 32 32 32
Multiple Family 10 4 9 10
Exhibit 3-3
Education Levelsat First Interview
Per centage of:
1-Parent 2-Parent All Informally
Leavers Leavers Leavers Diverted
Highest Grade Completed
0-8 11 26 13 17
9-11 37 29 36 37
12 26 19 25 30
13+ 26 26 26 16
HS Diploma or GED?
Yes 65 45 64 50
No 35 55 36 50

speaks English as a primary language, compared to 82 percent of one-parent
leaver families.

» Two-parent leavers are more likely to be Vietnamese, and less likely to be
African-American, than one-parent leavers.

* Two-parent leavers tend to have more children. For example, 39 percent of

exiting two-parent families have three or more children, compared to only 21
percent of one-parent families.
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Two-parent leaver families tend to be headed by older adults. Thirty-five
percent of two-parent leavers are headed by an adult aged 40 or above,
compared to only 18 percent of one-parent leavers.

Two-parent case heads tend to have lower education levels. Lessthan half of
two-parent case heads have a high school diploma or GED, compared to about
two thirds of case heads in exiting one-parent families.

These comparisons indicate that two-parent |eaver case heads are older, less educated, and

less likely to speak English than one-parent leaver case heads. Two-parent leaver families

a so tend to have more children than one-parent families leaving cash aid.

Differences Between Leavers and the Informally Diverted. Because the population

of informally diverted applicants includes both one- and two-parent families, it is most useful

to compare the characteristics of the informally diverted with the pooled characteristics of

both leavers groups, presented in the “All Leavers’ columns of Exhibits 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3.

The key demographic differences between the leavers and the informally diverted include the

following:

The informally diverted are somewhat more likely to include married parents.
Almost one third of diverted respondents report being married at first
interview, compared to onein five leaver respondents.

Theinformally diverted are twice as likely to speak Spanish as a primary
language. Twenty percent of informally diverted case heads speak Spanish,
compared to only nine percent of leavers.

Informally diverted applicants have spent less time on AFDC/CaWORKS.
Specifically, 45 percent of the informally diverted have not received cash aid
in the previous five years. By comparison, amost two-thirds of the leavers
have been on aid at |east three of the previous five years.

Informally diverted case heads tend to be younger, and are much more likely
to have young children than case heads of families|eaving aid. For example,
23 percent of informally diverted case heads are age 21 or less, compared to
13 percent of leavers. More strikingly, 59 percent of informally diverted case
heads have a child aged less than 0-2 years, compared to only 35 percent of
leavers.
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Exhibit 3-4
Sdf-reported reason for exit among leaversreporting “own decision” to
leave aid

Most leaverswho report it wastheir own decision to leave aid say they
left aid dueto increased earnings.
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* Informally diverted respondents have lower education levels than leavers.
Only half have a high school diploma or GED, compared to ailmost two-
thirds of leavers.
In summary, the informally diverted are younger, less educated, more likely to be married,
and more likely to speak Spanish than cash aid |eavers.
3.1.2 Reasonsfor Exit or Diversion from Aid
Leavers. When asked whether it was their own decision to leave aid or whether the
welfare department stopped their grant, slightly more than half of one-parent and two-parent
respondents indicated that it was their own decision. Of those who felt it was their own
decision to leave cash aid, Exhibit 3-4 indicates that about two-thirds of both leavers groups

identified employment as the biggest reason that they went off of aid, while about one-sixth

cited program regulations. Exhibit 3-5 shows that this was also the case for two-parent
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Exhibit 3-5
Self-reported reason for exit among leaversreporting “ cutoff” from aid

Even among leaver swho say they wer e cut off from aid, increased
earningsisthe most common reason for exit.
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leavers who felt they were cut off from aid. However, for one-parent leaversin this category,
asmaller proportion (46 percent) cited employment and a larger proportion (28 percent)
identified program regulations as the reason they were cut off.

While these questions require some subjective interpretation, they can help to discern
the respondent’ s general attitude toward the discontinuation of aid. For example, alarge
number of respondents who left aid due to an increase in earnings fell into both categories —
those who felt it was their own decision to leave aid and those who felt they were cut off. In
other words, while the reason for termination of aid may have been the same, they viewed it
from different perspectives.

Figure 3-6 shows the county welfare department’ s reported reason for exit from cash

aid, as recorded in the county administrative data systems. Two-parent leavers were more

21



Exhibit 3-6
Administrative reason for exit
Countiesreport earnings and client request/non-cooper ation asmain
reasonsfor exit.
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likely to be recorded as exiting due to employment than one-parent leavers (42 versus 28
percent), while one-parent leavers were more likely to be discontinued from aid by clent
request or due to non-cooperation (32 versus 21 percent). One-parent leavers were also more
likely to be discontinued due to failure to provide information (15 versus 6 percent).
However, when we compare administrative information with the reason for exit
reported by the survey respondents in Exhibit 3-7, we see that most leavers in each of the
major administrative categories reported that they exited cash aid because of higher earnings.
Although leavers recorded as exiting due to employment were most likely to self-report
exiting due to employment, more than half of respondents recorded in administrative data as

exiting by client request, non-cooperation, or failure to provide information reported that they
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Exhibit 3-7
Per centage reporting exit dueto earnings, by admin. reason for exit

Most leavers not recorded as exiting due to employment in administrative
data say they exited duetoincreased earnings.
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left due to earnings. It appears likely that many clients who are categorized as exiting by
“client request” or for failing to provide information are working, and may have been earning
more than the CalWORKSs dligibility threshold. Thus, administrative data probably
underestimates employment as the reason for exit.

Informally Diverted. Among the survey respondents who were informally diverted
from aid, Exhibit 3-8 shows that 35 percent listed earnings from employment as the reason
they were denied or diverted from aid. Twenty-two percent of this group said they were
denied aid because they believed, or were told, they wereingligible. It isinteresting to note
that only about 8 percent of the informally diverted persons cited the administrative burdens

of applying for aid as the reason they did not receive aid.
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Exhibit 3-8
Self-reported reason for denial

Few informally diverted report they did not receive aid because of
administrativeor program barriers.
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We identified the population of informally diverted applicants by the reason for
denial of the cash aid application recorded in county administrative data. Using the
administrative reason for denial, we can further categorize the informally diverted into
groups who:

1. failed to comply with procedural requirements,

2. withdrew their application,

3. failed to complete the application process, or

4. were denied for other non-financial reasons.

Exhibit 3-9 shows that almost half of our population of informally diverted applicants
withdrew their application, while athird failed to complete the application process. Only 15

percent were formally denied assistance due to failure to comply with procedural

reguirements.
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Exhibit 3-9
Administrative reason for denial

Few informally diverted arerecorded asfailing to receive aid dueto non-
compliance with program requirements.
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When we compare administrative and self-reported reasons for denial of cash aid, we
find that applicants who were formally denied for non-compliance were much more likely to
cite the administrative burdens of applying for aid as the reason they did not receive aid.
Respondents reporting employment as the reason they did not leave aid were most likely to
be recorded in administrative data as having withdrawn their application, and least likely to
be recorded as failing to comply with procedural requirements.

We next categorize diverted households into three groups on the basis of family
earningsin the exit quarter, as measured in the statewide Unemployment Insurance Program
earnings data, to see how self-reported and administrative reasons for denial of aid vary with
earnings in the exit quarter. We identified families with (1) no recorded earnings, (2)

earnings below the median among families with recorded earnings, and (3) earnings greater
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than or equal to the median among families with recorded earni ngs.EI We will refer to these
groups as having zero earnings, low earnings, and high earnings, respectively.

With respect to the relationship between family earnings and self-reported reason for
denial, we found that all informally diverted respondents citing the administrative burdens of
applying for aid had either no earnings or low earnings. About 60 percent of respondents
reporting employment as the reason they did not receive aid were in the low/zero earnings
group, and about 50 percent of respondents reporting that they thought or were told that they
were ingligible were in the low/zero earnings group. These findings suggest that (1) many
respondents citing administrative hassles would have been eligible for Cl WORKSs if they
had completed the application process, and (2) while many respondents reporting that they
thought or were told that they were ineligible may have been ineligible for CdWORKs
because of excessive earnings, a significant proportion may have been eligible for aid.

With respect to the relationship between administrative reason for exit and earnings,
we found that all families recorded as failing to comply with procedural requirements had no
earnings or low earningsin the exit quarter, while half who withdrew their application and 70
percent of applicants who failed to complete their application were in the low/zero earnings
group. Again, these findings suggest that many applicants who were diverted may have been
eligible for CdWORKs if they had completed the application process.

It isimportant to bear in mind that earned income represents only one aspect of
eigibility determination. Many families who may appear to be eligible for CWORKs on
the basis of earnings may be ineligible for other reasons (e.g., excessive unearned income or
assets). In addition, we will show in Section 3.1.4 that there is a sharp rise in earned income

for the informally diverted in the first post-diversion quarter. Therefore, using earnings for

> Median quarterly family earnings for the informally diverted were $2,829 in 1998Q4.
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Exhibit 3-10
Per centage of leaversreporting assistance at exit, by type
Most leaversreport recelving health care coverage at exit.
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the diversion quarter to estimate eligibility probably leads to overestimation of the proportion
of informally diverted families eligible for Cd WORKS.
3.1.3 Receipt of Government Assistance at Exit

Exhibit 3-10 reports that about two-thirds of both leavers groups indicated that they
received government assistance in the form of continuing public health insurance coverage
when they went off of aid. Relatively few leavers — about 20 percent of both groups —
reported receiving assistance in finding ajob as they were leaving cash aid. We also note
that few leavers reported receiving assistance in finding or paying for child care, with
particularly low rates of assistance for two-parent leavers. Thisfinding probably reflects
differencesin the demand for child care between the two groups, arising due to differencesin

family structure.
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Exhibit 3-11
Per centage receiving public housing assistance in exit quarter

Leaversare morelikely to bereceiving housing assistance at exit.

20

=
al
L

Percentage of Leavers
'_\
o

(4]

1-Parent Leavers 2-Parent Leavers All Leavers Informally Diverted

Exhibit 3-11 reports the proportion of leavers and informally diverted applicants
receiving housing assistance (for example, Section 8 vouchers) in the exit quarter, as
measured in housing program administrative data. Just under 20 percent of both leaver
groups were receiving housing assistance in the exit quarter, compared to only 7 percent of
theinformally diverted. We will examine the relationship between receipt of housing
assistance and other outcomes for leaversin more detail in Chapter 4.

3.1.4 Employment and Earningsat Exit

We next use statewide Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings data to examine
employment and earnings for leavers and informally diverted applicants at exit. Exhibit 3-12
reports the proportion of each group with earningsin the calendar quarter from 1997Q4

through 1999Q3, while Exhibit 3-13 reports median quarterly family earnings among those
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Exhibit 3-12
Per centage with Earnings, 1997Q4 — 1999Q3

Number of leaver swith earningsincreases prior to exit from aid.
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with earningsin the quarter over the same two-year period.h_“| This time period encompasses
one year prior to exit and nine months following exit. In this section of the report we focus
on earnings patterns leading up to and including the exit quarter. We will discuss post-exit
earnings in more detail in Section 3.2.

Exhibit 3-12 shows that the proportion of 1998Q4 leavers with earnings rose steadily
over the three previous quarters for both groups of leavers. The proportion of one-parent
leavers with earnings rose from 42 percent in 1998Q1 to 58 percent in 1998Q4, while the

proportion of two-parent leavers rose from 58 percent to 74 percent over the same period.

18 To calculate quarterly employment proportions and median earnings levels, we aggregated the earnings of all
adultsin the exiting or denied assistance unit. Many other studies of families leaving welfare simply report
individual earnings for the individual leaving welfare.
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Exhibit 3-13
Median quarterly earnings
Earningstrend before and after exit/diversion differssignificantly between
leaver s and infor mally diverted.
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By contrast, the proportion of informally diverted applicants with earnings remained stable at
about 60 percent over the last three quarters of 1998.

Exhibit 3-13 shows that both leaver groups experienced sharp increases in earned
income in the exit quarter, aresult that is not surprising given that most leavers reported
increased earnings as the reason they left aid. For one-parent leavers, median quarterly
earnings increased from $2,000 in 1998Q3 to $3,200 in 199804, while median quarterly
earnings increased from $2,800 to $4,700 for two-parent |eavers over the same period.

It isalso not surprising that we observe a sharp earnings decline for informally
diverted applicants in the quarter in which they apply for aid, with earnings falling from
$4,100 in 1998Q3 to $2,800 in 1998Q4 (Exhibit 3-13). However, average earnings levels

recover rapidly in the subsequent three quarters. The brief drop in quarterly earnings levels
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for informally diverted applicantsin 1998Q4, coupled with the stability of quarterly earnings

proportions in Exhibit 3-12, suggests that the quarterly observation of earningsin state Ul

wage data masks short spells of joblessness for many diverted applicants in the fourth quarter

of 1998. Consistent with the information on self-reported reason for denial of cash aid, it

appears that many of the informally diverted applied for aid after they lost their job, but did

not receive aid because they subsequently found employment.

3.1.5 Summary of Circumstances at Exit

Below we summarize the main findings with regard to circumstances at exit.

Demographic Characteristics

Leavers are more likely to speak English and tend to have spent less time on
cash aid than ongoing cash aid cases.

Compared to one-parent leavers, case heads in exiting two-parent families are
older, more likely to be married, less likely to speak English as a primary
language, and less likely to be a high school graduate. Two-parent leavers
also tend to have more children.

More than half of the informally diverted had received cash aid at some point
prior to diversion. Compared to al leavers, case headsin informally diverted
families are younger, more likely to have a child under 3, more likely to speak
Spanish as a primary language, and less likely to have a high school diploma
or GED.

Reasonsfor Exit/Diversion

Just over half of leavers reported that they left aid through their own decision,
rather than being cut off by the welfare office.

Increased earnings is the most common self-reported reason for exit among
both those who said they were cut off aid and those who said it was their own
decision.

Administrative data appears to understate the percentage of families exiting
CaWORK s dueto increased earnings. Most leavers who are recorded as
exiting due to client request, non-cooperation, or failure to provide
information self-report exiting due to increased earnings.
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* Themagority of informally diverted applicants reported that they did not
receive aid because of earnings or because they thought or were told that they
wereineligible for cash aid.

* Few informally diverted applicants report that they did not receive cash aid
because of the administrative burdens of applying for aid. Based on
administrative data on earnings in the exit quarter, it appears that many of
these applicants would have been eligible for CalWORKSs if they had
completed the application process.

Receipt of government assistance at exit

* Few leaversreport receiving assistance at exit in finding child care, paying for
child care, or finding ajob. However, two-thirds of |eavers say they were
provided with continuing health insurance coverage.

Employment and earnings at exit/diversion

» The proportion of leavers with earnings rises sharply in the three quarters
leading up to the exit quarter. Average quarterly earnings jump sharply in the
exit quarter rising from $2,000 to $3,200 for one-parent leavers and $2,800 to
$4,700 for two-parent leavers from 1998Q3 to 19980Q4.

» Earningsdip sharply for the informally diverted in the quarter in which they
apply for cash aid, falling from $4,100 in 1998Q3 to $2,800 in 1998Q4 — but
recover quickly in subsequent quarters.

32 CIRCUMSTANCESAT FIRST INTERVIEW

In this section we examine arange of post-exit outcomes for leavers and the
informally diverted, focusing primarily on the circumstances of these families as measured in
the first round of survey interviews conducted approximately six to twelve months after exit.
When we examine receipt of public assistance and employment and earnings, we will also
report outcomes measured in statewide administrative data.
3.21 Useof Public Assistance

In this section we examine receipt of ClWORKSs, Food Stamps, Medi-Cal, SSI/SSP,

and foster care using statewide administrative data on participation in these programs.

Exhibits 3-14 through 3-16 report the proportion of leavers and informally diverted
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Exhibit 3-14
Per centage receiving CalWORK s
Recidivism rates are higher for one-parent leavers.
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applicants receiving CalWORKSs, Non-Assistance Food Stamps, and Medi-Cal EIby calendar
month in 1999.

CalWORKSs. Exhibit 3-14 shows that recidivism rates are lower for two-parent
leavers. In most monthsin 1999, fewer than 15 percent of two-parent |eavers have afamily
member receiving CalWORKS, compared to more than 20 percent of one-parent |eavers.
Theinformally diverted are slightly more likely than leavers to receive CalWORKSs after
exit/denial. Itisinteresting to note that many informally diverted applicants wound up on aid
within a short period of time — for example, 20 percent were receiving CalWORK s about

four months after diversion.

Y Weidentified all members of the exiting or informally diverted assistance unit in defining our original study
populations. If any member of the original assistance unit receives cash aid (or the other types of public
assistance described in this section) subsequent to exit/diversion, then the entire household is identified as
receiving cash aid in that month.
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Although we will perform a more rigorous analysis of the comparability of survey
and administrative datain the 18-month report, we note that rates of cash aid use recorded in
administrative data are quite comparable to the overall rates of cash aid receipt reported for
each subgroup in the survey data.

We did observe some systematic relationships between the circumstances of families
at exit and the likelihood of returning to cash aid. As expected, we found that families with
high earnings levels at exit/diversion were much less likely to return to cash aid than families
with low or no recorded earnings. For example, 38 percent of one-parent leavers with no
earnings recorded in the state Ul wage database in the exit quarter returned to cash aid within
6 months, compared to 17 percent of al families with earnings in the exit quarter, and 9
percent of families with high earnings (that is, earnings above the median for families with
recorded earnings) in the exit quarter. A similar pattern was observed for two-parent leavers
and informally diverted applicants.

For all three groups, better educated respondents were less likely to return to cash aid.
For example, half of the one-parent leavers with 8 or fewer years of schooling returned to
cash aid within 6 months, compared to only 18 percent of the one-parent leavers with 12 or
more years of schooling.

We aso found that one- and two-parent leavers who returned to aid were more likely
to report that finding child care and transportation were big problems than were their
counterparts who had not returned to aid.

Surprisingly, for both one-parent and two-parent leavers we found an inverse
relationship between previous time on aid and the likelihood of recidivism. For example, 38

percent of one-parent leavers with light aid use histories (on aid 1-12 months of the 60
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months prior to exit) returned to cash aid within 6 months of exit, compared to 20 percent of
one-parent leaverson aid at least 3 of the previous 5 years.

A dlightly different relationship between time on aid and recidivism holds for the
informally diverted. Only 12 percent of the informally diverted who had never been on cash
aid prior to diversion went on aid within 6 months of diversion, compared to 35 percent of
the informally diverted who had been on cash aid prior to diversion. However, among the
informally diverted who had previously received cash aid, we observe the same inverse
relationship between previous time on aid and the likelihood of recidivism that was found for
leavers. For example, 52 percent with light aid use histories (on aid 1-12 months of the 60
months prior to diversion) received cash aid within 6 months, compared to 24 percent of the
informally diverted who were on aid at least 3 of the previous 5 years.

Finally, we used survey information on household income to estimate the proportion
of households eligible for CdlWORKSs at first interview, in order to compare these
proportions to self-reported cash aid receipt. For all subgroups, we found that most
households that were not receiving ClWORK s at first interview had total household income
below the threshold for ongoing CalWORKSs eligibility. Specifically, 52 percent of one-
parent leavers, 63 percent of two-parent leavers, and 73 percent of the informally diverted
who were not receiving CWORKSs at first interview had total household income below the
CaWORK s ongoing eligibility threshold.

Non-Assistance Food Stamps (NAFS). Exhibit 3-15 shows that few leavers and
diverted applicants receive NAFS in the year after exit/denial. In each month in 1999, 7-10
percent of the informally diverted and 5-7 percent of leavers received NAFS. Including

households who receive Food Stamps while on CalWORKS, 27 percent of one-parent
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Exhibit 3-15
Per centage receiving Non-Assistance Food Stamps
Few leaversand informally diverted receive Non-Assistance Food Stamps.
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leavers, 20 percent of two-parent leavers, and 30 percent of the informally diverted were on
Food Stampsin the typical month in calendar 1999. These rates of Food Stamps receipt
imply relatively low benefit take-up rates. Similar to our finding with regard to CdlWORK's
eigibility and use, we estimate that 55 percent of one-parent leavers, 66 percent of two-
parent leavers, and 75 percent of diverted applicants who were not receiving Food Stamps
were eligible for Food Stamps at the time of the first interview.

Medi-Cal. Exhibit 3-16 reports the proportion of leavers and diverted applicants with
at least one household member covered by Medi-Cal throughout 1999. It isimportant to note
that this figure includes “Edwards’ coverage as avalid Medi-Cal digibility category. In
Cdlifornia, individuals leaving cash aid are placed in atemporary category of Medi-Cal

eigibility, known as Edwards coverage, pending aformal determination of eligibility for
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Exhibit 3-16
Per centage receiving M edi-Cal
Medi-Cal receipt declines over time.
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Medi-Cal (e.g., Transitional Medi-Cal or Section 1931(b) coverage). In other words, these
former CalWORK S recipients automatically retain Medi-Cal eligibility until the county
reviews their case for igibility. Following this eligibility determination, individuals should
|leave the Edwards category and be placed in adifferent eligibility category, or have their
Medi-Cal coverage terminated. However, in part because of delaysin implementing
programming changes to accommodate the new 1931(b) category, many individuals
continued to be eligible for Medi-Cal in the Edwards category for several months after exit
from cash aid. If we excluded the Edwards category (as we did in an earlier report), we
would report substantially lower rates of receipt of Medi-Cal, in particular for the leaver
groups. We note that including Edwards coverage brings the level of Medi-Cal coverage

recorded in administrative data closer in line with self-reported coverage rates.
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Exhibit 3-16 shows that a mgjority of leavers and informally diverted applicants had
at least one household member covered by Medi-Cal in each month of 1999. Rates of
coverage were highest for two-parent leavers, and lowest for informally diverted applicants.
For all groups, rates of Medi-Cal coverage declined throughout the year, falling from 80
percent for both leaver groups in January to 67 percent for two-parent leavers and 59 percent
for one-parent leaversin November 1999. Coverage for the informally diverted declined
from 60 percent to 51 percent over the same period.

Participation in other programs. We note that rates of SSI/SSP receipt were quite
low throughout 1999, with 3 percent of informally diverted households and 1 percent of
leaver households having a member receiving thistype of aid in atypical month. We aso
note that few children in these families were in foster care after exit. About 4 percent of one-
parent leavers, 1 percent of two-parent leavers, and 2 percent of the informally diverted had a
child in the original assistance unit who received afoster care grant at any time in the year
after exit.

3.2.2 Employment and Earnings

We used survey information to identify whether respondents were (1) currently
employed full time, (2) currently employed part time, (3) not currently employed but
employed in the past six months, and (4) not employed in the last six months. Exhibit 3-17
reports the distribution of the respondent’ s employment status at first interview among these
categories, and shows that one-parent leaver respondents are slightly more likely to be in
full-time employment, to be currently employed, and to have been employed in the last six
months than two-parent leaver respondents. The exhibit also indicates that |eaver

respondents were more likely than respondents in informally diverted familiesto bein full-
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Exhibit 3-17
Respondent employment status at first interview

Most respondents ar e currently working or have been
employed in the past 6 months.
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time employment, to be currently employed, and to have been employed in the last six
months.

These “baseline” differences in respondent employment behavior are likely to be
related to differences in family structure among the leaver and informally diverted applicant
groups. Thisis because we systematically targeted interviews to female respondents in two-
parent households, and two-parent |eavers are much more likely to include two adultsin a
marriage or partnership than one-parent leavers. We have also seen that the informally
diverted are somewhat more likely to include married adults than the pooled leaver group.
Therefore, the observed differences in respondent employment levels across our subgroups

may be largely areflection of a phenomenon observed in the general population: controlling
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Exhibit 3-18
Median hourly wage at first interview, among respondents with earnings
Wages ar e highest for one-parent respondents.
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for other factors, single female household heads have higher levels of |abor market activity
than married women.

Exhibit 3-18 reports the average hourly wage for employed respondents in each
subgroup.lﬁ| Average wages are sightly higher for one-parent leaver respondents than for
respondentsin two-parent leaver or informally diverted households ($9 per hour versus $8
per hour).

Although the last two exhibits showed relatively low employment rates and earnings
levels for two-parent leaver respondents, Exhibits 3-19 and 3-20 show that the greater

likelihood of a second wage earner in two-parent households pushes average monthly

18 « Employed respondents” include respondents who are currently employed or were employed in the last six
months.



Per centage of Households with Earnings

Exhibit 3-19
Per centage of householdswith earningsat first interview

Two-parent leavers aremost likely to have ear nings.
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Average Monthly Household Earnings

Exhibit 3-20
Median monthly household earnings at first interview, among households
with earnings

Household earnings ar e highest for two-par ent leavers.
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household earnings for two-parent leavers above the level observed for the other groups. For
example, 87 percent of two-parent leaver households have earned income, compared to 71
percent of one-parent leavers. Informally diverted households are more likely to have
earnings than leavers, with 82 percent reporting earnings compared to 73 percent of the
pooled leavers group. Among those households with earnings, median monthly earnings are
$1,500 for two-parent leavers, compared to $1,400 for one-parent leavers and $1,200 for the
informally diverted.

We next return to the employment and earnings trends obtained from state Ul wage
dataand reported in Exhibits 3-12 and 3-13. Focusing on the 1999Q1-1999Q3 post-exit
period, we note that the administrative datatells asimilar story to the survey data with regard
to the relative proportions of each subgroup with earnings. Exhibit 3-12 shows two-parent
leavers are more likely to have earnings than one-parent leavers, and that the informally
diverted are about as likely to have earnings as the pooled leavers group.

With respect to earnings levels (Exhibit 3-13), the administrative dataindicate that
employed two-parent leavers have higher average earnings levels than employed one-parent
leavers, which is also consistent with the survey results.laI However, the informally diverted
fare better in the administrative data, where they have earnings levels comparable to two-
parent leavers, than in the survey data where they report lower earnings levels than either
leaver group.

We next use survey data to assess the prevalence of employer-provided health
insurance among respondents who were employed at the first interview. Exhibit 3-21 reports
the proportion of employed respondents in each subgroup who were offered health insurance

coverage by their employer for themselves or their children. About 40 percent of one-parent

19 As noted previously, earnings are aggregated across all adultsin the exiting or denied assistance units.
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Exhibit 3-21
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leaver and informally diverted respondents and 27 percent of two-parent respondents were

offered health insurance coverage through their employer.

We next examine the extent to which child care, transportation, and loss of benefits

are reported by respondents to be barriers to full-time employment. Exhibit 3-22 shows that

one-parent leavers were more likely to identify these issues as barriers than two-parent

leavers. For example, about 50 percent of one-parent leaver respondents reported that child
care would present a problem if they were employed full time, compared to 37 percent of

two-parent leaver respondents. This finding may reflect the greater availability of a second

adult to provide child care and transportation in two-parent families.




Exhibit 3-22
Per centage of respondentsreporting barriersto full-time employment at
first interview
Two-parent leaversreport fewer barriersto full-time employment.
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Informally diverted applicants were as likely as all leaversto report that child care
represented a barrier to full-time employment (50 percent), but were somewhat less likely to
report that transportation and loss of benefits would be a problem.

Exhibit 3-23 reports respondent awareness and use of the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC). About half of respondents in each group report that they have never heard of the
EITC. Most of those who have heard of the credit have used it. Two-parent leavers were the
most likely to use the EITC, with 90 percent usage by those who were aware of the credit.
When we examined dligibility and use of the EITC, we found a pattern similar to the one
observed with respect to CalWORK's and Food Stamps: 51 percent of one-parent leavers, 65
percent of two-parent leavers, and 76 percent of diverted applicants estimated to be eligible

for the EITC had never used the tax credit.



Exhibit 3-23
Awar eness and use of the Earned Income Tax Credit
Half of leaversand theinformally diverted have not heard of the EITC.
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3.2.3 Income, Economic Security, and Housing Conditions

Exhibit 3-24 reports average monthly household income from al sources for each
subgroup. Median monthly household income is higher for two-parent |eavers than one-
parent leavers ($1,600 versus $1,400), and slightly higher for informally diverted applicants
than for all leavers ($1,450 versus $1,425). When we measure income relative to the federal
poverty threshold, Exhibit 3-25 shows that median household income relative to poverty lies

between 95 and 100 percent for all groupshEI

% The figure also reports median household income relative to the Lower Living Standard Income Level, a
measure of self-sufficiency in the local 1abor market.
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Exhibit 3-24
Median monthly household income at first interview

Household incomeis compar able for leaversand informally diverted

applicants.
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Exhibit 3-25

Median household incomerelative to poverty guidelines and lower living standards
at first interview

On average, leaver and informally diverted households haveincome near the
poverty threshold.
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Exhibit 3-26
Per centage of householdswith food insecurity at first interview
Food insecurity is most common for one-parent leavers.
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Exhibit 3-26 presents the proportion of respondents reporting that there is sometimes or often
not enough food to eat in their household. About 30 percent of respondentsin each subgroup
report the presence of food insecurity by this measure.

We next combine information on family income, Food Stamps receipt, and food
insecurity to measure the proportion of households reporting food insecurity that appeared to
eligible for but were not participating in the Food Stamps Program. Exhibit 3-27 reveals that
about athird of all leavers and almost three-quarters of informally diverted households

reporting food insecurity appear to eligible but are not receiving Food Stamps benefits.
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Exhibit 3-27
Per centage of householdswith food insecurity that appear to be eligible but
are not receiving food stamps, at first interview

Most informally diverted householdswith food insecurity appear to be
eligible but are not receiving food stamps.
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Exhibit 3-28 compares leavers and the informally diverted in terms of receipt of

housing assistance, housing qualityEI, excessive rent burdenE! and crowded housing

conditionsa

About a quarter of leavers reported receiving housing assistance at first
interview, compared to one in seven of the informally diverted. In housing program
administrative data (not reported in an exhibit), we note that about 20 percent of each leaver
group and 8 percent of the informally diverted were identified as receiving housing

assistance in the second half of 1999.

2L A respondent’ s housing conditions are determined to be sub-standard if she reports one or more of the
following conditions: (1) aleaky roof or ceiling; (2) atoilet, hot water heater, or other plumbing that does not
work; or (3) rats, mice, roaches, or other insects.

22 Excessive rent burden is defined to be rent greater than 50 percent of total household income.

2 Crowding is identified if the ratio of household members to rooms (excluding bathrooms) is greater than two.
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Exhibit 3-28
Housing Outcomes at First Interview
One-Parent Two-Parent All Informally
Per centage Reporting: Leavers Leavers Leavers Diverted
Receipt of Housing Assistance 24 26 24 14
Sub-Standard Housing 23 20 23 23
Excessive Rent Burden 22 38 24 37
Crowded Housing Conditions 32 52 35 41

Less than aquarter in each group reported sub-standard housing at the first interview.
However, large differences between groups are apparent in other housing outcomes.
Specificaly, 38 percent of two-parent leavers face an excessive rent burden, compared to 22
percent of one-parent leavers, and half of two-parent leavers reported crowded housing
conditions, compared to athird of one-parent leavers. The informally diverted were more
likely to report excessive rent burden and crowded housing conditions, and less likely to be
receiving housing assistance than the pooled leavers group.

3.24 Health Insurance Coverage

Exhibit 3-29 reports the proportion of children covered by Medi-Cal (Medicaid),
covered by private or other government insuranc or uninsured. Coverage rates are almost
identical for one-parent and two-parent leavers, with about two-thirds of children covered by
Medi-Cal and about one-fourth covered by private or other government insurance. Onein 10
children in each leaver group is uninsured. By contrast, although children in informally
diverted households are as likely to be covered through private insurance as leaver children,

they are much lesslikely to be covered by Medi-Cal. Consequently, a much higher

2 This category includes Healthy Families coverage (California's Child Health Insurance Program). The vast
majority of children in this category are covered by private insurance.
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Exhibit 3-29
Per centage of children with health insurance coverage at first interview,
by source

Children in informally diverted households are morelikely to be

uninsured.
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proportion of children in informally diverted households —almost one in four — are
uninsured.

Exhibit 3-30 reports the respondent’ s health insurance coverage status at first
interview. Respondentsin two-parent leaver households are more likely to have health
insurance coverage both through Medi-Cal and private sources than one-parent |eaver
respondents. Informally diverted respondents are more likely to have private insurance
coverage than the pooled leaver group, but less likely to be covered by Medi-Cal, and on

balance are more likely to be uninsured than leavers.
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Exhibit 3-30
Per centage of respondentswith health insurance coverage at first interview,
by source

Informally diverted respondents are morelikely to be uninsured.
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3.2.5 Child Careand Child and Family Well-Being

Exhibit 3-31 shows the types of child care arrangements used by leavers and the
informally diverted, and the proportion reporting monthly out-of-pocket child care expenses
and changes in child-care arrangements over the previous six months. The questions
regarding the respondent’ s primary child care arrangement and changesin child care
arrangements were asked about a randomly selected focal child when the focal child was
under 14. The distribution of types of child care arrangements and the proportion of
respondents changing their primary child care arrangement were cal culated among

respondents reporting use of non-parental child care. The proportion of respondents
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Exhibit 3-31
Child Care Outcomes at First I nterview
Per centage of
One-Parent Two-Parent All Informally
Leavers Leavers Leavers Diverted

Primary Child Care
Arrangement:

Head Start 3 1 3 3

Formal Daycare 21 13 20 11

Extended Daycare 9 9 9 2

Adult Relative 47 49 47 56

Family Daycare/Babysitter 13 18 13 27

Non-Adult Relative 7 10 8 1
Out-of-Pocket Expenses?

Yes 23 14 22 23

No 77 86 78 77
Recently Changed Child Care?

Yes 20 11 20 15

No 80 89 80 85

reporting out-of-pocket child care expenses was calculated among all respondents,
independent of the age of children in the househol d.ELI

Adult relatives are the most common source of child care, providing the primary child
care arrangement for about half of each group. One-parent leavers are somewhat more likely
than two-parent leavers to use formal daycare, and less likely to use family daycare, a
babysitter, or anon-adult relative. Theinformally diverted are more likely than leaversto
use family daycare or a babysitter, and less likely to use formal daycare or a non-adult
relative.

One-parent leavers and informally diverted applicants are more likely than two-parent
leavers to have out-of -pocket child care expenses (23 percent versus 14 percent), aresult that
is not surprising given the differences in family structure across these groups. Two-parent

leavers also tend to have more stable child care, with only 11 percent reporting changes in

% Eighty-five to 90 percent of each subgroup had at |east one child under age 13 at first interview.
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Exhibit 3-32
Child and Family Well-Being at First Interview
Per centage of:
One Two-Parent All Informally
Par ent Leavers Leavers Diverted
Leavers
Child Engagesin Risk
Behavior
No 88 95 90 95
Yes 12 5 10 5
Child Age5-13
Unsupervised
O Hours 92 94 92 100
1-19 Hours 7 4 7 0
20+ Hours 1 2 1 0
Substance Abuse
Missing 77 76 77 75
No 17 18 17 18
Yes 6 6 6 7
Domestic Violence
No 89 92 90 83
Yes 11 8 10 17

arrangements in the previous six months, compared to 15 percent of the informally diverted
and 20 percent of one-parent leavers.

Exhibit 3-32 presents four measures related to child and family well-being. The
exhibit shows that children in one-parent leaver households are more likely to engage in risk
behaviors than children in two-parent leaver or informally diverted households (11 percent
versus 5 percent).EI One-parent leavers are also somewhat more likely than two-parent

leavers to report leaving their children unsupervised at home (eight percent versus six

% Risk behaviors include being suspended, expelled, or dropping out of school, getting in trouble with the
police, having a problem with drugs or alcohol, doing something illegal to get money, or getting pregnant or
getting someone el se pregnant.
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percent), although most of these children were unsupervised for less than 20 hours per
month. No informally diverted respondents reported leaving children unsupervised.

With regard to substance abuse, respondents were asked (1) if people complained
about their use of alcohol or drugs, or they were having problems because of their acohol or
drug use, and (2) if any other adult in the household had a problem with acohol or drugs.
We treated an answer of “yes’ to either of these questions as an indication of substance abuse
within the household. About three-quarters of all respondents did not answer at least one of
these two questions. Of those who did respond, about a quarter of each group indicated the
presence of substance abuse in the household.

In light of the low response rates for questions related to substance abuse, it is
surprising that there were ailmost no refusals to answer questions related to domestic
viol ence.EI Exhibit 3-32 reports the proportion of respondents indicating the presence of
domestic violence in the household, and shows that domestic violence is more prevalent
among one-parent than two-parent leavers (11 percent versus 8 percent), and is more
prevalent among the informally diverted than among the pooled |eaver group (16 percent
versus 10 percent).

Finally, we explored the relationship between household income and several of our
measures of well being. Surprisingly, we found that households with income above the
median level for their subgroup were as likely as lower income households to report

substandard housing, domestic violence, and children engaging in risk behaviors. However,

%" Respondents were asked:
1. Hassomeone you are close to hit, slapped, kicked, or physically harmed you in some other way in the
past 6 months?

2. Has someone close to you threatened you with physical harm in the past 6 months?

3. Has someone abused you physically, emotionally, or sexually in the past 6 months?
We considered an affirmative response to one or more of these questions to be an indication of domestic
violence.



we did find that high-income households were somewhat less likely than low-income
households to report food insecurity and substance abuse.
3.2.6 Summary of Circumstancesat First Interview

For an overall view of the relative circumstances of our study groups six to twelve
months after exit, we prepared tables comparing their circumstances on key outcome
measures. Exhibit 3-33 compares one-parent and two-parent leavers, while Exhibit 3-34
summarizes the relative standing of leavers and the informally diverted.

As Exhibit 3-33 shows, two-parent leavers generally appear to be better off than one-
parent leavers at this stage. Although the average household in each group has income at the
poverty line, and 90 percent of children in both groups have health insurance, two-parent
leavers are less likely to have returned to cash aid and less likely to report food insecurity, an
uninsured respondent, substandard housing, children engaging in risk behaviors, domestic
violence, and barriersto full-time employment. One-parent leavers fare better only in the
areas of crowded housing and excessive rent.

Exhibit 3-34 shows that the comparison between leavers and the informally diverted
ismore mixed, with leavers being better off in terms of health insurance coverage, excessive
rent, crowded housing conditions, and domestic violence, while the informally diverted are
better off in the areas of food insecurity, stability of child care, child supervision, and child
risk behaviors. The two groups have comparable outcomes in terms of income relative to

poverty, and the likelihood of going on cash aid.
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Exhibit 3-33
How Were One-Parent Families Doing at the First I nterview, Relative to Two-
Parent Families?

One-Parent Two-Parent
Measure

Better Off Better Off About the Same

Returnsto cash aid v

Household earnings v

Barriers to employment v

Household Income v

Income relative to poverty v
Food insecurity v

Health insurance — child v
Health insurance — respondent v

Substandard housing v

Crowded housing v

Excessive rent v

Child care expenses v

Stability of child care v

Child risk behaviors v

Child unsupervised v

Substance abuse v
Domestic violence v
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Exhibit 3-34

How Were L eavers Doing at the First I nterview, Relative to the Informally

Diverted?
Informally
Leavers Diverted
Measure Better Off Better Off Unchanged

Returnsto cash aid v

Household earnings v

Barriersto employment v

Household Income v
Income relative to poverty v
Food insecurity v

Health insurance — child v

Health insurance — respondent v

Substandard housing v
Crowded housing v

Excessive rent v

Child care expenses v
Stability of child care v

Child risk behaviors v

Child unsupervised v

Substance abuse v
Domestic violence v
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4 RECEIPT OF HOUSING ASSISTANCE

In this chapter, we examine two groups of recipients of housing assistance — those
families in our population of CalWORK s |leavers who were receiving housing assistance in
January 1999, and the population of families with children receiving housing assistance in
January 1999.%I We will refer to these two groups as housing leavers and the housing
population, respectively. We also present outcomes for the group of leavers who were not
receiving housing assistance when they left cash aid (non-housing leavers). One of the
primary objectives of this component of the project is to determine whether it may be
efficient for county welfare departments to use information on receipt of housing assistance
in the targeting of servicesto welfare leavers. The completion of thistask depends on an
assessment of the changes in circumstances over time for housing and non-housing leavers
using data from the second and third rounds of interviews, which will be presented in the
final project report.
4.1 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Of the 2,371 familiesin our leaver population, 444 families (19 percent) were
receiving housing assistance when they left Cal WORKSs. Exhibit 4-1 shows the principal
demographic characteristics of the housing leavers, the non-housing leavers, and the housing
population (which includes a mixture of families on ClWORKSs, formerly on CalWORKSs,
and never on CdlWORKS).

When drawing comparisons between the housing and non-housing leavers, the key
demographic differences are the following:

* Housing leavers are more likely to be in single-parent families. Half of the

housing leavers have a single parent household structure, compared to just a
third of the non-housing leavers.

% Note that the housing assistance population includes families receiving CalWORKS.
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Exhibit 4-1
Demographic Characteristics

Housing Non-Housing Housing
Leavers Leavers Population

Number of Familiesin Population 444 1927 6475
Family Structure

 Marriage 19% 21% 26%

e Partnership 4 9 2

*  Single Parent 77 70 72
Household Structure

* Not Living with Kids 8% 1% 13%

e Single Parent 50 33 43

*  Two Parents 15 17 23

»  Extended Family 27 34 21

*  Multiple Family 0 12 0
Ethnicity

*  White 18% 29% 13%

*  Hispanic 46 42 38

+ Black 17 9 19

*  Vietnamese 14 12 N/A

+  Other 5 8 30
L anguage

+ English 76% T7% 62%

e Spanish 8 9 5

* Vietnamese 14 10 12

e Other 2 4 21
Monthson Aid

« 0 0% 0% 19%

e 112 6 17 6

+ 13-36 13 26 17

+ 37-60 81 57 58
Number of Children

e 1 38% 48% 43%

e 2 30 30 25

e 3+ 32 22 32
Age of Youngest Child

e 02 26% 37% 18%

« 35 21 27 19

e 6-11 32 22 36

o 12+ 21 14 27
Age of Case Head

e 1621 9% 14% 1%

s 2229 20 33 10

+ 30-39 39 34 41

e 40+ 32 19 48
Highest Grade Completed

e 08 12% 13% 24%

e 011 39 35 37

e 12 29 24 27

o 13+ 20 28 12

! Includes Vietnamese.
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* Housing leavers are less likely to be living in extended or multi-family
housing arrangements. Almost half of the non-housing leaversarelivingin
extended or multi-family households, compared to about one quarter of the
housing leavers.

» Housing leavers are more likely to belong to a minority ethnic group.
However, members of the two leaver groups are equally likely to speak
English.

» Housing leavers tend to have more extensive histories of aid use. Eight inten
housing leavers had been on aid at least three of the previous five years,
compared to about six in ten non-housing leavers.

» Housing leaverstend to have more children in the assistance unit. Housing
leavers also tend to be older, and to have older children in the assistance unit.

* Housing and non-housing leavers have comparable levels of educational
attainment.

On balance, the housing leavers appear to be more disadvantaged in terms of their
demographic characteristics than the non-housing leaver group.

Relative to the two leaver groups, the housing population is characterized by fewer
families living in extended or multi-family households, alarger proportion of families where
the respondent does not speak English primarily, older household heads, and lower levels of
education. While this group includes families that have never been on CalWORKS, it aso
includes alarge number of families that have been long-term recipients of welfare.

42 CIRCUMSTANCESAT FIRST INTERVIEW

Exhibit 4-2 presents the current employment status of respondents in each subgroup.

Respondents in the leaver groups reported similar current employment experiences, with just

over 40 percent currently working full time, and 5 percent with no recent employment
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Exhibit 4-2
Respondent employment statusat first interview

Over half of each group of respondentswereworking at the
first interview.
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g 40% - @ Currently Full-time
@
o 0
5 30%
o
20%
10% -
0%
Housing Leavers Non-housing Housing
Leavers

experience. 29|:| By contrast, respondents from the housing population were both more likely to
be currently working full time and (at the other end of the spectrum) more likely to have no
recent employment experience, compared to members of the leavers groups.

In terms of household earnings, about 75 percent of non-housing leavers report
household earned income, compared to 66 percent of housing leavers (data not presented in
an exhibit). The greater likelihood of earnings in non-housing leaver householdsis related to
the finding that these households are more likely to contain extended or multiple families.
That is, non-housing leavers are more likely to have other adults in the household who may

provide earned income.

% supplementary tables describing the size of the universe, the weighted count of respondents with missing
values, and the outcome values underlying the exhibits in this section are contained in Appendix B.
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Exhibit 4-3 reports median monthly household earnings at first interview among
households with earnings. Median monthly household earnings are substantially lower for
housing leavers ($1,250) than for non-housing leavers ($1,440) or the housing population
($1,500).

The pattern for total monthly household income is similar to the one observed for
earned income. Exhibit 4-4 compares median monthly household income among all families
in each subgroup, and shows that non-housing leavers have higher average levels of total
household income than housing leavers ($1,500 versus $1,384), although the total income
gap between the two groupsis not as large as was the gap observed in earned income alone.
At $1,600 per month, the housing population has the highest average level of total household
income.

Exhibit 4-5 compares median household income relative to the federal poverty
threshold.EI Non-housing leavers have substantially higher average income relative to
poverty than the housing leavers (101 percent versus 87 percent). The gap between housing
and non-housing leavers in income relative to poverty is proportionally larger than the gap
observed in income levels, because housing leavers tend to have somewhat larger households
than non-housing Ieatvers.EI

Household income relative to poverty is highest for the housing population (113

percent of the federal poverty threshold). It is noteworthy that the housing population was

% The figure also reports median household income relative to the Lower Living Standard Income Level, a
measure of economic self-sufficiency in the local labor market.

% Recall that Exhibit 4-1 shows that housing leavers tend to have more children, but are less likely to be living
in extended or multiple family households than non-housing leavers. These differencesin household
composition have offsetting effects on relative household size between the two leaver groups. On balance,
however, average household size is greater for the housing leaver group.
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M edian monthly household earnings at first interview

Earningslower for housing leavers.
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Exhibit 4-4
Median total monthly household income at first interview

Total household income lowest for housing leavers, but highest for non-
leaver s housing group.
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Exhibit 4-5
Household income relative to poverty guidelines and lower living
standardsat first interview

Housing leaversbelow federal poverty level.
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faring better than the non-housing leavers, given the relatively more disadvantaged
demographic characteristics of the housing group.

Exhibit 4-6 shows that a significantly smaller percentage of housing recipients
indicated that they sometimes or often did not have enough food to eat, when compared to
the non-housing leavers (22 percent versus 34 percent). This may reflect the fact that
housing assi stance supplements income. Thus, the housing groups are somewhat better off
than what is reflected in the chart on total household income, which does not show large
differences between the housing groups and the non-housing leavers.

Of those who indicated food insecurity, we estimate that a significant proportion were
probably eligible for, but not receiving, Food Stamps (see Exhibit 4-7). Thiswas more

evident among the housing assistance recipients, particularly among the housing leaver
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Exhibit 4-6
Householdswith food insecurity at first interview
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Exhibit 4-7
Households with food insecurity, likely eligible but not receiving food
stampsat first interview

Over half of housing leaver swith food insecurity are not accessing food
stamps benefits.
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group, of which we estimate that 57 percent of households were likely to be eligible for Food
Stamps but were not receiving benefits.

We next examine the relative prevalence of sub-standard housing conditions at first
interview. Respondents were asked whether they were experiencing the following
conditions: (1) aleaky roof or ceiling; (2) atoilet, hot water heater, or other plumbing that
does not work; or (3) rats, mice, roaches, or other insects. If the respondent reported one or
more of these conditions, then her housing was considered sub-standard. Exhibit 4-8 shows
that a somewhat lower percentage of housing recipients believed that their housing was sub-
standard, when compared to the non-housing leavers.

As expected, housing leavers were far more likely than non-housing leavers to be
receiving housing assistance at first interview (81 percent versus 7 percent in self-reported
survey data, not presented in an exhibit). Exhibit 4-9 shows that housing leavers were more
likely than non-housing leaversto report an excessive rent burden (defined as more than 50
percent of total household income) at first interview — 30 percent versus 23 percent. This may
be related to our finding that more families in the non-housing group were living in multi-
family housing arrangements, whereby a particular family would be able to reduce its rent
payment by sharing the rent with another family. After reviewing the survey questionnaire,
however, we note that it is not clear whether the housing respondents netted out the housing
subsidies from their rents in answering this question.

Finally, Exhibit 4-10 compares the proportion of each group reporting crowded
housing conditions. Housing conditions are defined to be crowded if the ratio of household
members to rooms (excluding bathrooms) is greater than two. The figure shows that a

relatively high percentage of the non-housing leavers indicated that they were living in
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Exhibit 4-8

Householdswith sub-standard housing at first interview

Housing groups better off than non-housing leavers, regarding

substandard housing.
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Exhibit 4-9

Households with excessiverent burden at first interview

More housing leaver s paying excessive rent.
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Exhibit 4-10
Householdswith crowded housing conditions at first interview

Non-housing leaversmore likely to live in crowded housing conditions.
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crowded housing conditions. Again, thisis probably related, in large part, to the finding that
almost half of the non-housing leavers were living in extended or multi-family housing
arrangements.

In summary, relative to housing leavers, non-housing leavers had higher levels of
income relative to poverty. However, housing leavers were better off with respect to food
insecurity and certain measures of housing conditions, which could be related to the
provision of housing assistance. Early results measuring changes in circumstances between
the first and second rounds of interviews suggest that housing leavers are faring substantially
better than non-housing leavers at the time of the second interview. These results will be

presented in the final project report, when more datawill be available.
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5 COMPARING 1998 LEAVERSWITH 1996 LEAVERS

In this chapter, we compare cohorts of leavers who exited aid in the fourth quarter of
1998 with corresponding cohorts who exited aid in the fourth quarter of 1996 in the three
study counties, using administrative data on earnings and post-exit use of ali d.a The purpose
of the comparison is to assess whether more recent cohorts of leavers are faring better or
worse than families who left aid prior to the implementation of welfare reform in California.
However, it isimportant to bear in mind that, in addition to the mgjor welfare policy changes
between the two periods, other factorslikely to affect earnings and aid use changed as well.
In particular, as discussed in Chapter 2, there were substantial improvementsin local
economic conditions, and rapid welfare casel oad declines over this period. We will consider
the potential interplay of these factors as we discuss the outcomes presented bel ow.
5.1 EARNINGS

For each set of figures below we first present the proportion of families with earnings,
and then calculate median quarterly family earnings among those families with positive
earningsin the quarter. Total family earnings are the sum of the earnings of parents and
needy relatives who are active on the case in the exit quarter. Earnings have been adjusted to
June 2000 dollars using the Consumer Price Index (all items) for the San Francisco

metropolitan area. The exhibits presented in this section compare earnings outcomes for

% Note that the 1998Q4 population of leavers examined in this chapter is somewhat different than the
population examined elsewherein thisreport. Recall that we originally identified our 1998Q4 leaver population
using data from county administrative information systems. However, those data were not available for Santa
Cruz and Santa Clara Counties for the period required to identify 1996Q4 leavers. We therefore used MEDS
data to construct the 1996Q4 leaver cohort. For the purposes of the cohort comparison conducted in this
chapter, we felt that it was more appropriate to compare the 1996Q4 leavers population derived from MEDS
datawith a cohort of 19980Q4 leavers derived from the same data source, rather than from the county
administrative systems. Therefore, the composition of the 1998Q4 leavers cohort used in this chapter is
somewhat different than the cohort examined elsewhere in this report. We also note that in this chapter
earnings amounts have been adjusted to June 2000 dollars, whereas earnings amounts presented elsewhere in
this report were not adjusted for inflation.
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1996Q4 and 1998Q4 leaversin the year before and after exit from cash aid. For example,
quarter —4 is the fourth quarter prior to exit (e.g., 1997Q4 for the 1998Q4 |eavers), and
quarter 4 isthe fourth quarter after exit (e.g., 1999Q4 for the 1998Q4 leavers). Quarter Ois
the exit quarter.

Exhibits 5-1 and 5-2 present outcomes for both cohorts of one-parent leavers.
Exhibit 5-1 compares the percentage of one-parent leavers with earnings over the two-year
window around the exit quarter. Not surprisingly, both cohorts experience substantial
increases in earnings probabilities in the quarters leading up to exit, although the proportion
with earnings is somewhat higher for 19980Q4 leavers. For example, 47 percent of 19980Q4
leavers have earnings in the third quarter prior to exit, increasing to 69 percent in the exit
quarter, while the comparabl e percentages for the 1996Q4 cohort are 41 and 64 percent,
respectively. However, earnings proportions for the two cohorts are comparable in the four
post-exit quarters (averaging about 62 percent) because of a slight decline in the proportion
of 1998Q4 |leavers with earnings after exit.

Exhibit 5-2 compares the median quarterly family earnings of the two cohorts of one-
parent leavers, and reveals an identical pattern of real earnings growth across the two cohorts.
Median earnings (among families with earnings) jump from about $2,400 in the quarter prior
to exit to about $4,000 in the exit quarter, decline slightly in the first post-exit quarter, and
then rise gradually over the next three quarters to about $4,500 in the fourth post-exit quarter.

Exhibits 5-3 and 5-4 report analogous outcomes for two-parent leavers. In both
cohorts of two-parent leavers we observe a gradual run up in the percentage of families with
earnings in the quarters leading up to exit, and a particularly sharp increase in earnings levels

in the exit quarter. Taken together, Exhibits 5-3 and 5-4 suggest that the earlier cohort of
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Exhibit 5-1
1-Parent Leavers: Percentage of Familieswith Earnings, by Quarter Relative to Exit

Although 1998Q4 1-parent leavers have higher earnings probabilities prior to exit,
post-exit ear nings probabilities are compar able.
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Exhibit 5-2
2-Parent Leavers. Percentage of Familieswith Earnings, by Quarter Relativeto Exit

1996Q4 parent leavers have slightly higher post-exit ear nings probabilities.
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Exhibit 5-3
1-Parent Leavers. Median Quarterly Family Earnings, by Quarter Relative to Exit

1996Q4 and 1998Q4 1-parent leaver s have similar earnings levels
around thetime of exit.
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Exhibit 5-4
2-Parent Leavers. Median Quarterly Family Earnings, by Quarter Relative to Exit

1996Q4 2-parent leaver s have dightly higher post-exit earnings levels.
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two-parent leavers was doing somewhat better after exit, as they exhibited slightly higher
earnings probabilities and earnings levels.

One might expect that the earnings of the 1998Q4 cohort would have been higher
than the 1996Q4 cohort, due to the improvement in local economic conditions discussed in
Chapter 2. To explore thisin more detail, we hypothesized that this didn’t occur because of a
countervailing factor — a change in the composition of the caseload during this period, aso
noted in Chapter 2. Specifically, leaversin 1998 are represented more heavily by long-term
users of aid (which reflects the changing composition of the program caseload during a
period of caseload declines), who might have a more difficult time getting and retaining jobs,
particularly higher-paying jobs. To test this hypothesis, we controlled for length of time on
aid, looking separately at earnings trends for families with long and short histories of aid use
(data not presented in a separate exhibit). However, we found that the shift in the
composition of leavers towards families with long histories of aid use did not affect earnings
patterns.

5.2 RECIDIVISM

In this section we examine cohort differencesin the proportion of leavers returning to
cash aid in the 18 months after exit. A family is determined to have returned to cash aid if
any member of the exiting assistance unit receives such assistance. In the exhibits that
follow, month 1 is defined to be the first month after the exit month, month 2 is the second
month after the exit month, and so on.

Exhibit 5-5 shows the proportion of one-parent leavers returning to cash aid. We
observe asimilar pattern of recidivism in each cohort, with rates rising to about 17 percent of

one-parent leavers in the eighth month after exit, and remaining at that level over the next 10
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Exhibit 5-5
1-Parent Leavers. Percentage Returning to CalWORKs

Recidivism rates are dlightly lower for 1998Q4 1-parent leavers.
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months.®* We note that recidivism rates are somewhat lower for the 1998Q4 leaversin the
first six months after exit.

Exhibit 5-6 reveals a similar pattern of recidivism for two-parent leavers. 1998Q4
leavers have dightly lower recidivism ratesin the first six months after exit, but rates are

fairly comparable across the two groups over the next 12 months. We note that in general,

recidivism rates are substantially lower for two-parent families than one-parent families.

% The attentive reader may recall that we defined leavers to be off aid for two consecutive months (the exit
month and the first month after the exit month), and may wonder why, therefore, the recidivism rate in month 1
is not zero by this definition. However, our leaver popul ations were defined at the county level, while we are
measuring post-exit aid use across al countiesin the state. The leaversidentified as receiving aid in month 1
arereceiving aid in a county different than the “exit” county.
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Exhibit 5-6
2-Parent Leavers: Percentage Returning to CalWORK s

Recidivism rates are dlightly lower for 1998Q4 2-par ent leavers.
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5.3 POST-EXIT USE OF OTHER FORMS OF AID

Earlier in this report, we indicated that the use of Food Stamps among the 1998Q4
leavers was relatively low. We aso estimated that a large number of families who were not
receiving Food Stamps probably were eligible for this benefit. However, Exhibits 5-7 and 5-
8 show that a substantially higher percentage of the 1998Q4 |leavers were receiving Non-
Assistance Food Stamps (NAFS) after they left Cl WORK's, compared to the 1996Q4

Theincrease in receipt of NAFS s particularly striking in the period 7-18 months

cohorts.
after exit. For example, among 1998Q4 one-parent leavers (Exhibit 5-7), the rate of receipt

of NAFS increases from 6 percent to 11 percent over this period, while the rate for the

% A family is determined to be receiving Non-Assistance Food Stamps if at least one member of the exiting
assistance unit receives such assistance.
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Per centage Receiving NA Food Stamps

Exhibit 5-7
1-Parent Leavers. Percentage Receiving Non-Assistance Food Stamps

19980Q4 1-parent leaversare more likely to use NA Food Stamps.
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Exhibit 5-8
2-Parent Leavers. Percentage Receiving Non-Assistance Food Stamps

199804 2-parent leaversare morelikely to use NA Food Stamps.
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1996Q4 cohort remains about 5 percent. Similarly, for the 1998Q4 two-parent leavers
(Exhibit 5-8), the rate of receipt of NAFS increases from 8 percent to 14 percent from the
seventh to the eighteenth month after exit, while the rate from the 1996Q4 cohort remains
between 6 and 8 percent.

It isimportant to note that the increase in receipt of NAFS occurs at the same time
that we observe no substantial differences in earnings outcomes or cash aid recidivism
between the two cohorts of leavers. Therefore, it islikely that the increase in NAFS receipt
reflects an increased rate of take-up of these benefits, rather than an increase in eligibility.
Thus, while our analysis in Chapter 3 pointed to significant underutilization of Food Stamps
by the 1998Q4 cohort, the comparison to the 1996Q4 group suggests that the trend, at |east,
isin the direction of higher utilization of Food Stamps benefits.

We aso found that Non-Assistance Medi-Cal (NAMC) coverage was more prevalent
following exit among the 1998Q4 cohorts, including the “ Edwards-Hold” cases (those cases
that were automatically deemed dligible but were awaiting re-determination of their Medi-
Cal digibility after exiting from aid). Exhibit 5-9 reports the proportion of one-parent
leaversin each cohort with at least one family member receiving NAMC. For the 1996Q4
cohort, the proportion of families receiving Medi-Cal declines from just over 50 percent in
the first month after exit to 20 percent 12 months after exit, and remains at that level over the
next six months. By contrast, 70 percent of one-parent leavers in the 1998Q4 cohort receive
NAMC in the first month after exit, declining gradually to 27 percent 18 months after exit.
The pattern is similar for two-parent leavers (Exhibit 5-10).

In our analysis, we also looked at post-exit receipt of SSI, and receipt of Foster Care

by children in the exiting assistance unit (not presented in separate exhibits). For both of
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Exhibit 5-9
1-Parent Leavers:. Percentage Receiving Medi-Cal

1998Q4 1-parent leaversaremore likely to use NA Medi-Cal.
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Exhibit 5-10
2-Parent Leavers. Percentage Receiving M edi-Cal
1998Q4 2-parent leaversare morelikely to use NA Medi-Cal.
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these types of aid receipt, we did not find significant differences between the 1996Q4 and
199804 cohorts. With respect to SSI, we observed avery small percentage of all leavers
groups (less than 2 percent) receiving such assistance in each of the first 18 months after exit
from CaWORKSs. With respect to Foster Care, about 2 percent of one-parent leavers and
less than 1 percent of two-parent leaversin each cohort had a child receiving Foster Care
over the first 18 months after exit.

We a'so examined receipt of SSI among families transitioning from cases with adults
and children receiving cash assistance to cases with only children receiving such assistance
(not presented in a separate exhibit). Because California counties have a strong fiscal
incentive under CalWORKS' block grant structure to shift eligible adults from CaWORKs to
SSI, we were interested in determining whether cases transitioning to child-only status under
CaWORKs were more likely to involve adults switching to SSI receipt than in the pre-
CaWORKSs period. However, we found that cases transitioning to child-only statusin
1998Q4 were only slightly more likely to involve an adult switching to receipt of SSI (4
percent of such transitionsin 1998Q4, as opposed to 3 percent of transitions to child only
status occurring in 1996Q4).

54 SUMMARY

In summary, in terms of earnings outcomes and cash aid recidivism, the two leavers
cohorts exhibit almost identical outcomes. However, 199804 leavers are more likely to
receive NAFS and NAMC benefits after exit from cash aid. We found comparably low

levels of receipt of SSI and Foster Care benefits across the two cohorts.
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6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

It is clear from our findings that a substantial number of families who left
CaWORKSs, and families who were informally diverted from the program, continued to find
themselvesin afinancially marginal condition. Assuch, it isnot surprising that many of the
respondents report problems related to the well being of their families. Below, we
summarize, and comment on, some of the key findings.
6.1 LEAVERS

Demographic Characteristics. As expected, leaverstend to be less disadvantaged,
from a demographic perspective, than CalWORK s recipients who remain on aid.
Nevertheless, a surprisingly large proportion of leavers were long-term recipients of aid.

Recidivism. About 20 percent of the leavers had returned to CalWORKSs by the time
of thefirst interview. As expected, leavers with low earnings and low levels of education
were more likely to return to aid. We also found that one- and two-parent leavers who
returned to aid were more likely to report that finding child care and transportation were big
problems than were their counterparts who had not returned to aid. Surprisingly, leavers who
had been on aid for long periods of time were less likely to return to ClWORK s than those
who were short-term aid recipients. Finally, we found that over half of the leavers who had
not returned to aid by the first interview had incomes that were below the CalWORK s
eligibility threshold.

Family Well Being. At thefirst interview, household income relative to the poverty
level was about the same for one-parent and two-parent leaver families. On most of the other

measures of well being, the two-parent |eavers were better off.

83



The findings that about half of the leavers had never heard of the EITC, and that over
half of those who appeared to be eligible for the credit had never used it, are important from
apolicy perspective. Clearly, more attention needs to be given at the county level towards
the provision of information and assistance in taking advantage of this source of income.

Comparisons With the 1996 Leavers. In spite of moderate improvementsin
economic conditions, we found no significant differences between the 1996Q4 and 19980Q4
cohorts of one-parent or two-parent leaversin the pattern of earnings in the year preceding
and following exit from CaWORKSs. We aso found that the two cohorts returned to cash aid
at similar rates. However, the 1998Q4 cohort received Non-Assistance Food Stamps and
Medi-Cal coverage at amuch higher rate than families leaving cash aid two years earlier.

6.2 INFORMALLY DIVERTED

Demographic Characteristics. As might be expected, the informally diverted
applicants had spent less time on aid than had the leavers, but it is interesting to note that
more than half had previously been on Cl WORKS/AFDC. Also, in some respects the
informally diverted persons were more disadvantaged than the leavers — for example, they
had lower levels of education, on average.

Reasonsfor Diversion. According to county administrative data, about 75 percent of
the informally diverted applicants were denied aid because they withdrew their application or
did not complete the application process. In our surveys, about one-third of this group
reported employment as the reason they were denied aid. Similarly, one-third of all the
informally diverted respondents cited employment as the reason for their diversion, and an
additional 22 percent said it was because they believed, or weretold, they were ineligible.

Only about 8 percent cited the administrative burdens of applying for aid. Thus, it appears

84



that, overall, the respondents did not have a general perception that they had been denied aid
due to unfair administrative actions.

The pattern of earned income immediately before and after application for aid
suggests that many of the informally diverted applicants may have suffered brief spells of
joblessness — events that could have led to the submission, and subsequent withdrawal, of an
application for aid. Nevertheless, our analysis of earned income in the quarter of diversion
suggests that many of the diverted applicants might have been eligible for Cl WORKSs if they
had completed their applications. Because earned income is not the sole criterion for
eigibility, however, further investigation of thisissue is needed before drawing any firm
conclusions.

Family Well Being. By the time of the first interview, about 20 percent of the
informally diverted applicants had subsequently applied for, and gone on, Cl WORKs. Our
findings, however, indicate that a significant proportion of those who were not on
CaWORK s had incomes below the ClWORK s dligibility threshold.

At thefirst interview, the household incomes of the informally diverted families were,
on average, about the same as the leavers — just below the federally poverty level. In
reviewing how well the informally diverted families were doing in comparison with the
leavers (based on our measures of well being), there were no clear distinctions overall.

Aswas the case for leavers, about half of the diverted respondents had never heard of
the EITC, and about three-fourths of those who appeared to be eigible for the credit had
never used it. This suggests that county eligibility workers could play a greater rolein

providing information about the EITC to applicants who are diverted from assistance.
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6.3 OTHER KEY FINDINGSON MEASURES OF WELL BEING

Food I nsecurity. Many of the respondents indicated in the interviews that they had
experienced food insecurity. In exploring this further, we found evidence that a significant
percentage of these families had not accessed Food Stamps benefits even though they
appeared to be eligible. Thisisan areathat warrants further investigation as to the reasons
for the low take-up rates for this benefit. On a more positive note, in comparison to families
leaving aid two years earlier, 199804 leavers were much more likely to be receiving Food
Stamps after leaving cash aid.

Child Care. About half of the one-parent leavers and the informally diverted
respondents indicated that obtaining child care was a barrier to full-time employment. Inthis
respect, we note that relatively few leavers reported receiving assistance at exit from
CaWORKSs in finding, or paying for, child care.

Income and Well Being. At the time of the first interview, both groups — leavers and
the informally diverted — had household incomes that, on average, were close to the federa
poverty level. As might be expected given the relatively low incomes among many of these
families, significant numbers of respondents reported problems in the measures of well being
included in our surveys. Surprisingly, we did not find a particularly strong relationship
between income levels and our primary measures of well being.

64 RECIPIENTSOF HOUSING ASSISTANCE

Demographic Characteristics. In general, the leavers who received housing

assistance appeared to be more disadvantaged, from a demographic perspective, than leavers

who did not receive such assistance.
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Family Well Being. We found that, although non-housing leavers had higher levels

of income relative to poverty, housing leavers were better off with respect to food insecurity

and housing quality and crowding, which may be related to the provision of housing

assistance.

6.5 POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Based on areview of our findings, we suggest consideration of the following policy

changes, most of which could be implemented administratively at the county level:

Adopt policies to ensure that leavers and diverted applicants are aware of the
Earned Income Tax Credit. We found that a substantial number of leavers
and diverted applicants were not aware of this tax credit, and many who
appeared to be eligible had never used it.

Adopt policies to ensure that leavers are aware of Non-Assistance Food
Samps eligibility rules. While 1998 |eavers were more likely to be receiving
food stamps after exit from CalWORK s than were 1996 leavers, we still found
that many families in the 1998 group had not accessed these benefits even
though they appeared to be eligible.

Adopt policiesto ensure that leavers are aware of all available resources for
assistance in finding and paying for child care after exit from CalWORKSs.
We found that relatively few leavers reported receiving such assistance upon
exit from aid.

Provide information on the availability of post-CalWORKSs benefits at an
earlier stage, prior to exit from CalWORKS. A significant number of leavers
simply drop off the welfare rolls by not submitting their continuing eigibility
forms. Therefore, it may be particularly difficult to provide these families
with information on the avail ability of post-CaWORK s benefits after they
leave aid.

Use targeting strategies so as to maximize available resourcesin providing
certain services. For example, based on our finding that individuals with low
levels of earnings and education were the most likely to return to CalWORKS,
it may be cost-effective to target post-employment services to leavers with
these characteristics. Targeting strategies can also be used in ongoing case
management activities, including the provision of information on post-
CaWORKSs benefits. (In our final report, we will examine in more detail the
characteristics of leavers so as to facilitate the development of policies based
on targeting.)
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* Review county intake policies and practices, focusing attention on applicants
whose eligibility appearsto be below or close to the CalWORKSs threshold.
While we found that, overall, the informally diverted applicants did not
perceive they had been denied aid due to unfair bureaucratic actions, it
appeared that many such applicants may have been eligible for aid if they had
completed their applications.

» Expand the concept of diversion programs to encompass the provision of
employment and support services and information on non-assistance benefits,
to be available to low-income families regardless of their digibility for
CalWORKSs. We found that many informally diverted applicants wound up on
CaWORKs within arelatively short period of time after diversion, suggesting
the need for earlier intervention. We note that under federal regulations
adopted in 1999, federal TANF funds (as well as state funds countable
towards the TANF maintenance of effort requirements) may be used to
provide services to families whose incomes exceed the limit for TANF
(CAWORKS) grant eligibility. The Legidlative Anayst’s Officein the
California Legidature recently identified several options for using this added
flexibility, including (1) alocating federal TANF block grant funds and/or
state funds to provide services — such as job training, transportation, and
mental health and substance abuse treatment — for working poor families not
eligible for Cd WORKSs grants and (2) allowing the counties to spend their
performance incentive payments (funds allocated to the counties for
performangce in the CalWORK s Program) to provide services to working poor
families.™ In response, the Legislature enacted legidation to permit the
counties to spend up to 25 percent of their fiscal incentive payments on
services to families with incomes up to 200 percent of the federal poverty
level.

* egidlative Analyst's Office, California State Legislature, Analysis of the 2000-01 Budget Bill, p. C-157.
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Survey Instrument



CASEID# | |- -1 | | | | |-] ]|

(INTERNATIONAL TIME) START TIME: | |

(INTERNATIONAL TIME) END TIME: | |

INTERVIEWER ID#: | | |
DATE: | | |- | -] | |

The Bay Area Family Well-Being Survey

A Study of Welfare L eaversand Housing Assistance Recipients
in San M ateo, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties

Prepared by:
Battelle Memoria Institute
Centers for Public Health Research and Evaluation

Prepared for:
The SPHERE INSTITUTE
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NAME:

ADULT NO:

RELATIONSHIP
TOR:

AGE:

NUMBER OF OTHER ADULTSIN R’s

HOUSEHOLD:
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BOOKMARK 2

NAME:

CHILD NO:
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Section|  Household Roster

Hello... my nameis . | represent Battelle, a survey research company,
and | am calling to ask you to take part in a very important survey that will help policy makers
learn how to improve economic opportunities for people like yourself. Recently we sent you a
letter explaining this study. Did you receiveit?

(Asyou may remember,) the letter explained that this study is being conducted to learn more
about the circumstances of people like yourself and the well-being of their families. As part of
the study, we are conducting a 40-minute interview with people who (stopped receiving
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families or CalWORK s/applied for Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families or CalWORK g/are receiving public housing assistance). The survey is being
conducted to better understand how you and your family are doing in important areas of your
lives. After we finish theinterview, we will mail you a $15 money order.

All the information you provide will be kept strictly confidential and nothing will be reported to
(the {NAME OF COUNTY WELFARE OFFICE}, any socia services agency or welfare
department or the (housing authority/{COUNT Y} Housing Authority). This means that anything
you tell mewill not affect your eligibility for any type of public assistance or the benefits that you
receive. You can refuse to answer any questions that you do not want to answer.

I. HOUSEHOLD ROSTER

Thefirst few questions are about you to make sure we are speaking to the correct person.

1. First, | would like to make sure | have your YES ..(SKIP TO Q3) .cceevieieeieecreecieecie,
name recorded correctly. According to our NO
records, your nameis{NAME ON FACE
SHEET}. Isthat correct? SPELL NAME IF

NECESSARY.
2. What is your correct name?
3. | have your date of birth as{DATE OF YES ..(SKIP TO Q5) .ccveeevveceereecrecereeene
BIRTH}. Isthat correct? T YOO
4, What is your date of birth? L 1 1 L1 |
5. And, our records show your social security YES ..(SKIPTO Q7) ccoevveeeieeeee e,
number as{SSN}. Isthat correct? T JO
6. What is your correct social security number? I S I T A A A




Section|  Household Roster

7. INTERVIEWER: ISTHISRESPONDENT YES ..(SKIP TO Q9) ...ocvviiiiiiiiiiiieieas 1
THE CORRECT SAMPLE MEMBER? NO e 2
8. | am sorry, but we can only interview people who are selected for this study. Do you

have any information about how | could find {NAME OF SAMPLE MEMBER} born
on {DOB}? Thank you for your time.

INTERVIEWER: RECORD SITUATION AND ANY ACQUIRED INFORMATION
ABOUT SAMPLE MEMBER ON FACE SHEET. TERMINATE INTERVIEW.

0. Including yourself, how many people usually NUMBER OF PEOPLE LIVING IN
live in your household ? Please include any HOUSEHOLD:
babies, small children, foster children, and
anyone who is temporarily away, such as |
someonein SlhOOl, traveling, inthe hospltal, in IF ONLY ONE PERSON, SKIP TO
acorrectional facility or other institution? SECTION I

Now | have afew questions about any other adults who usually live in your household.

10. Besides yourself, are any of the people you just YES o 1
counted, 18 years of age or older? PROBE: NO ... (SKIP TO SECTION II)
Please include anyone who is temporarily away,
such as someone who isworking at ajob out of
town, traveling, in a hospital, in a correctional
facility or other ingtitution?

11. Please tell me the first names of the adults who live here, so we can refer to them as we talk.
Let’s begin with the oldest? ENTER NAMES OF ALL ADULT HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS
ON BOOKMARK #1. PROBE: Arethere any other adults who usually live here? FINAL
PROBE: Havewelisted all the adults?
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Section|  Household Roster

12. Now | would like to find out alittle more about the adultswho live here. What is{ NAME}’s
relationship to you? RECORD ON BOOKMARK, #1, LINE 2.

ADULT RELATIONSHIP CODES:

00. RESPONDENT 10. DAUGHTER (INCLUDING BIOLOGICAL,
01. HUSBAND STEP, ADOPTIVE AND FOSTER)
02. WIFE 11. SON (INCLUDING BIOLOGICAL, STEP,
03. PARTNER ADOPTIVE AND FOSTER)
04. MOTHER (INCLUDING STEP- AND 12. MOTHER IN-LAW
ADOPTIVE) 13. FATHER IN-LAW
05. FATHER (INCLUDING STEP- AND 14. SISTER IN-LAW
ADOPTIVE) 15. BROTHER IN-LAW
06. SISTER (INCLUDING HALF, STEP, 16. DAUGHTER IN-LAW
ADOPTIVE, AND FOSTER) 17.  SON IN-LAW
07. BROTHER (INCLUDING HALF, STEP, 18. DAUGHTER OF PARTNER
ADOPTIVE, AND FOSTER) 19. SON OF PARTNER
08. GRANDMOTHER (INCLUDING 20. OTHER FEMALE RELATIVE
BIOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL AS WELL AS 21. OTHER MALE RELATIVE
GREAT) 22. OTHER UNRELATED FEMALE
09. GRANDFATHER (INCLUDING BIOLOGICAL | 23. OTHER UNRELATED MALE
AND SOCIAL AS WELL AS GREAT)

13. How old was{NAME} on hig’her last birthday? ASK FOR EACH ADULT. RECORD
ON BOOKMARK #1. LINE 3.
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Section |l Children

[l. CHILDREN

Now | have afew questions about children.

14. Are there any babies or other children under 18 years YES . et 1
of age who are living or staying in your household?
Only include the children for whom you are
responsible.

15. Please tell me the first names of the children so we can refer to them aswe talk. Let’s begin with the
oldest. RECORD NAMES ON BOOKMARK #2 FROM OLDEST TO YOUNGEST.

FINAL PROBE: Havewe listed al the children? ADD ANY ADDITIONAL CHILDREN TO BOOKMARK
#2.

16. Now please tell me how ({CHIL D}/each child) isrelated to you. - -
(ENTER RELATIONSHIP CODE UNDER CHILD'SNUMBER.)

16a. And how old was { CHILD} on (his/her) last birthday? - - -
(ENTER AGE UNDER CHILD'SNUMBER.)

17. Now, just a couple of questions about (your child’ seach child’s) medical insurance and health. (Are any of
your children/ Is{CHILD}) currently covered by a plan that helps pay for (their/his’her) medical care, such as
Medi-Cal or Medicaid, Healthy Families, which isalso called “Medi-Cal for Kids’, a private insurance plan,
such as a plan provided by an employer or one you pay for yourself, or some other government health plan, such
as CHAMPUS or Medicare? |F NONE COVERED, SKIP TO Q18. IF COVERAGE ASK Q17a. -

—_ —_ —_

17a What type of medical insurance plan is{CHILD} currently covered by? Isit

a. Medi-Cal or Medicaid, - - - - -
b. Healthy Families, which isalso called “Medi-Cal for Kids,” - - -
c. aprivate insurance plan such as a plan provided by an employer or one you pay
or yourself, - - - N N R
d some other government health plan, such as CHAMPUS or Medicare? - -
18. (Does your child/do any of your children) have an illness or disability that demands alot of your attention and
that makes it hard for you to work or go to school? IF NONE, SKIP TO Q19. IF ILLNESS/DISABILITY,
ASK: Which child? - - -
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FOR Q. 16: CHILD RELATIONSHIP CODES
MALE CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD FEMALE CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD
01. SON 02. DAUGHTER
03. SPOUSE/PARTNER’S SON 04. SPOUSE/PARTNER’S DAUGHTER
05. GRANDSON 06. GRANDDAUGHTER
07. NEPHEW 08. NIECE
09. BROTHER 10. SISTER
11. MALE FOSTER CHILD 12. FEMALE FOSTER CHILD
13. OTHER MALE RELATIVE 14. OTHER FEMALE RELATIVE
15. OTHER MALE NON-RELATIVE 16. OTHER FEMALE NON-RELATIVE
CHILD NUMBER
Relationship? || [ | [ | L1 | L1 | |
Age? | [ | | L1 | L1 | |
Has Insurance? 1 3 4 5 6
Medi-Cal 1 1 1 1 1
Healthy Families 2 2 2 2 2
Private 3 3 3 3 3
Gov't Plan 4 4 4 4 4
Which Child? 1 3 4 5 6
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Section |l Children

INTERVIEWER: USE THE RANDOM NUMBER TABLE TO SELECT A FOCAL CHILD, IF
FOCAL CHILD ISLESSTHAN 5 YEARSOLD SKIP TO QUESTION 24.

19. | would like to ask a few more questions about YES . o ittt
{NAME OF FOCAL CHILD} seducation. (Is
(he/she) currently enrolled in kindergarten or a higher
gradein school. IF CURRENTLY ON SCHOOL
BREAK, COUNT ASENROLLED IFIN
SCHOOL DURING LAST TERM.

20. This school year, have you gotten to speak with any YES . oot
of {NAME OF FOCAL CHILD} steachers about
(his/her) progress or behavior in school ?

21. At any timein the last 6 months, that is, since {M ONTH/YEAR}, (has{NAME OF FOCAL CHILD}
YES NO

a Been in a school program for gifted or talented students?........................ 1 2

Received special education because of a physical, emotional, behavioral,
OF Other ProblEM? ... e

Been on the honor roll or received other academic awards at school?......
Received any other awards at school, such asfor sports or attendance? ..
Received poor grades at SChool?..........ooeeirriniseeeeee

Taken part in school-sponsored activities outside of regular classes, such
as clubs, sports, after-school tutoring, or an “extended-day” program at
S0 0100 S 1 2

o Qe o
s
N NN

22. In the last 6 months, has{NAME OF FOCAL CHILD}...

a Taken part in activities outside of school with an adult supervising.
Some examples are (READ SLOWLY) sports teams; athletic, music, or
dance lessons; or activities at arecreation or community center or youth YES ~ NO
OFQANIZALTION?. ...ttt sa et sr e e e e e enens 1 2

b. Done anything to earn money, such as babysitting, washing cars,
collecting cans and bottles, or doing any other kind of work for pay?..... 1 2
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23. Raising children can be difficult these days. In the last 6 months, Have there been any of the following
problems with {NAME OF FOCAL CHILD}.

YES NO

a Being suspended, excluded, or expelled from school ?..........cccceeeevnee. 1 2
b. Getting into trouble with the PoliCE?........ooeeii e, 1 2
C. Having a problem with alcohol or drugs?..........cccovvieeiinieireeeeee 1 2
d. Doing something illegal to get MONEY? .........ccvveverivenenereeeeeeeeee 1 2

INTERVIEWER: IF FOCAL CHILD ISUNDER 11 YEARS OLD, SKIP TO Q24.
e. Dropping out of school before graduating? ..........c.ccovvererereienenenenen 1 2
f. Getting pregnant or getting someone else pregnant?..........cccccvveeeeveennnns 1 2

INTERVIEWER: IF CHILDIS14 YEARSOR OLDER SKIP TO Q30. |

24,

These next questions are about child care arrangements you may have made for {FOCAL CHILD} inthe

last month. | am going to read alist of different kinds of arrangements people may make for the care of
their children when the children are not with them. Please tell meif you used any of these arrangements for
{NAME OF FOCAL CHILD} during the last month.

Woas he/she cared for . . .

{IFCHILD ISUNDER 6 YEARSOLD} Ina
Head Start program? ........cccceeeeeeveieecieceecennens

In aday group care center, pre-school, a nursery
school, a pre-kindergarten, or other formal program
other than Head Start?.........ccocooeveninieicieicnee

{IFCHILD ISENROLLED IN SCHOOL} Inan
extended day program, that is, before- or after-
school care program at his/her regular school?.......

By an adult relative other than your spouse/partner
or the child’sfather?.........cccc v

In afamily day care home or by a babysitter not
related to (him/hen) 2.

By an older brother, sister or other relative under

A-10

YES

1

NO

2

25.

In the last month, how many
hours was he/she cared for in this
arrangement during a typical
week?

Hours per week

FEEEEE
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INTERVIEWER: HOW MANY ARRANGEMENTSARE USED?
IF NONE USED, SKIP TO Q 30.

IF ONLY ONE ARRANGEMENT SKIPTO Q 27.

IF MORE THAN ONE CONTINUE TO Q. 26.

26. Of all the child care arrangements you are currently YES SKIPTO Q27 oo, 1
using for (NAME OF FOCAL CHILD}, you've NO 2
told me that he/she spends the Most time being Cared ~ [NQ wrrerrrsssssssssssssssmss
for (in/by) {primary arrangement}. Do you 26. a Which arrangement do you
consider thisthe primary child care arrangement for consider his/her primary arrangement?
{NAME OF FOCAL CHILD}? L1

(Valid range for arrangement codes are
a — f from question 24.)

27. Did you receive assistance from the county welfare YES . oot 1
office or social services agency in finding or

arranging for this (primary) chil dcare arrangement? NO oot 2
28. During the last 6 months, how many times has the Number of times changed
primary childcare arrangement changed for {NAME arrangements: [ 1 ]

OF THE FOCAL CHILD}? Thisincludes different
babysitters who cared for (him/her) or different
places or programs he/she attended.

INTERVIEWER: IF Q28 1SZERO, SKIP TO Q30.

29. The last time you changed the primary child care arrangement for {NAME OF THE FOCAL CHILD},
what was the main reason for the change? CIRCLE ONLY ONE. [PROBE: What was the main reason
for the change?)]

A. BEGINNING/ENDING/CHANGES IN CHILD’'S SCHOOL ENROLLMENT .....cccceivrevrieenienns 1
B. BEGINNING/ENDING/CHANGES IN RESPONDENT’S JOB OR SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT ...ttt sttt et se s be et et e nbe st enensenbe e nnees 2
S O 151 S 3
D. AVAILABILITY OR HOURS OF CARE PROVIDER ......cccccuneiiiiniieiscseese e seens 4
E. RELIABILITY OF CARE PROVIDER.......ccooiiitiieiiesieisesee sttt seenes 5
F. QUALITY OF CARE PROVIDED .....cocoiiiie ettt ettt e e et 6
G. LOCATION OR ACCESSIBILITY OF PROVIDER ......ccccoieitiirietsienesiesie st 7
H. FOUND BETTER/LESS EXPENSIVE/MORE CONVENIENT PROVIDER .......c.cccovvevnvrrnirnene 8
I.  NEVERHAD ANY REGULAR ARRANGEMENT ......ccoiiiierisese et see e 9
J. CHILD OUTGREW ARRANGEMENT .....ceiiiiirietsieniee sttt sttt st 10
K. NOLONGERELIGIBLE FOR ASSISTANCE.......ccot it reesiesee e eese e seeaeseesee e 11
L. ARRANGEMENT NO LONGER AVAILABLE ..ottt 12
M. OTHER (SPECIFY) 13

30. Sometimes it is difficult to make arrangements to YES oo 1

look after children all of the time, such as before or
after school. In the last month, has {NAM E OF NO ...(SKIPTO Q33)..ccccveeiiiireeiiiireenenn 2
THE FOCAL CHILD} stayed by (himself/herself) DK, REFUSED ....(SKIP TO Q33)............. 9
on aregular basis even for a small amount of time?
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3L In the last month, how many hours did {NAME OF HOURS LAST MONTH: | |
THE FOCAL CHILD} stay by (himself/herself)?

32. In the last month, did {NAME OF THE FOCAL Child’'s home ......ccoovcvviiiiiieceee e, 1
CHILD} usually stay by (himself/herself) in your
home, some other home, or someplace else? Other NOmMe.......cceeviiiie 2

Someplace else .......ccceeeeeieiiiiiiiiii 3
DK, REFUSED .....cccceoviiiieeiiie e 9

33. Thinking about all of the child care Out of pocket child care 34.
arrangements you used regularly in the last expenses last month: IF DON'T KNOW OR
month for (your child/all of your children) REFUSED PROMPT:
while you were working, in school, in an & I T A N Y I
employment program or looking for work, how Less than $100..........
much altogether did you pay for child care out $100 to$199 ..............
of your own pocket? Please count al $200 to $299 .............
arrangements you may have used for all of your $300 to $399 .............
children but don’t include money that you paid $400 or more..............
but got paid back by someone else.

INTERVIEWER: IF Q33ISZERO, SKIPTO Q36.

IFONLY HAS1CHILD SKIP TO Q36.

35. How many of your children are cared for in the NUMBER OF CHILDREN: | |
arrangements that you paid for out of your own
pocket last month?

36. During the last 6 months has anyone else paid for = TS 1
part or all of the cost of childcare for any of your
children while you were working, in school, in an NO ..(GOTOQ40) ...cccocveeviiireeecieeeee, 2
employment program or looking for work? That is, DK, REFUSED .....coovviiiiiieeeeieeeeeeeeee, 9

did agovernment agency, an employer, arelative or
friend, or someone else pay for all or part of your
childcare?

37. Who or what agency helped pay for your childcare? MARK ALL THAT APPLY.

a  Government (Federal, State, or local government agency or welfare office) .......cccovvvvvvcvve e, 1
b.  Child sother parent (parent doesn’t live With Child) .........cccoviriiiiini e 2
LT 1110 1)Y= S 3
d.  Other (SPECIFY) 4
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INTERVIEWER: IFQ371S“a” SKIP TO Q40.
IFRISNOT IN WELFARE LEAVER SAMPLE SKIP TO Q40.

38. Areyou aware of any government benefits that help YES oot
parents who leave welfare or try to stay off welfare
pay for childcare? NO .....(SKIP TO Q40) ....cccvviiiieriririiieenn
39. Did you apply or try to get government benefits to help pay for childcare?
a.  Yes, applied but were denied benefits because income wastoo high..........cccooeiiniiiiincienenee,
b.  Yes, applied but were denied benefits for other reasons............coecvireinrernr s
C.  Yes, applied but never received DENEFITS .......ccooiiiii e
d.  No, never applied or tried to get BENEFItS..... ..o e
40. In the last six months, did you (or your spouse) lose D = TS
any time from work because you couldn’t find a child NO
care provider or your usual provider wasunavailable VO e
to care for your child/children?
41. In the last six months, did you (or your spouse) lose D = TS
any time from work because your child/children NO

was/were sick and couldn’t go to your usual
provider?
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42,

45,

[1l. EDUCATION & TRAINING PROGRAMS

These days some adults are taking classes to improve YES. . i

their skillsor help in getting ajob. Inthelast 6
months, that is, since {M ONTH, YEAR} have you
taken any (READ SLOWLY): vocational training,
high school or college courses, classesto prepare for
the GED test, adult basic education classes, or classes
to learn English? (EXCLUDE RECREATIONAL
CLASSESLIKE EXERCISE OR HOBBIES, ON-
THE-JOB TRAINING, AND UNPAID WORK
EXPERIENCE)

At any timeinthelast 6 months, have you attended YES. o e

classes or gotten regular assistance that lasted for a
few weeks on preparing resumes and job
applications, or calling employers? Thisactivity is
sometimes called “job club” or “job search.” (IF
YESTO Q42: Please do not include ajob club that
was part of avocational education program.)

Which, if any, of the following certificates, degrees, or diplomas do you hold:
(INCLUDE EVEN IF OBTAINED IN FOREIGN COUNTRY .)

YES
a A GED CertifiCaIE?.....ccveieeeetirieeeteree s
b. (IF 44a="YES’, SKIPTO 44c.) A regular high school diplomaz.................
C. A trade license or training CErtifiCate?..........ovrvirinineree s
d. (IF 44a AND 44b BOTH =“NO", SKIP TO Q45) An associate’ s degree from
ATWO-YEAN COEOE?......oiiicee e e
e A degree from afour-year COEGE?. ..o
And what is the highest grade or year in school that HIGHEST GRADE.......c..cccceennn....

you have completed?
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V. EMPLOYMENT

Now let’s talk about jobs people may hold and other things they may do to earn money.

46.

QUESTIONSFLOW ACROSS.

47.

On average, how many hours per week do you
usually work at each (full-time job you have/part-
time job you have/ type of paid work that you do
on your own)?

(IF MORE THAN ONE IN A CATEGORY,

NO YES RECORD HOURSFOR EACH))
People may do avariety of thingsto 46a. ara. )
make ends mest... L_L |
HOURS/WEEK
2 1
Are you currently employed for pay at a
full-time job, that is, ajob in which you [Q 48a [Q 47a HOURS/WEEK ( [ﬁ—ﬁgblé’AGE]
? L il
usually work 30 hours aweek or more? OPPOSITE THIS
PAGE] PAGE] )
HOURS/WEEK
46b. 47b. N
L 1 |
Areyou currently (also) employed for 5 1 HOURS/WEEK
pay at one or more part-time jobs, that
is, jobsin which you usually work less L_L_1 > [Q46c,
than 30 hours per week? [Q 48D, [Q 47D, HOURS/WEEK THIS PAGE]
E— ' OPPOSITE THIS
PAGE] PAGE] )
HOURS/WEEK
These days people may (also) do small 46c¢. are.
jobs or paid work at home or in other
people’'s homes. Some examples are 3\
(READ SLOWLY): babysitting, home JIﬁJR_S/l\NEEK
repairs, housecleaning, cooking and
catering, sewing, doing nails or hair,
o ; . : 2 1 > [INT.
\‘,’V'gﬁ'(”gn‘if]g‘:‘wnbs' or doing other paid HOURS/WEEK CHKPT. 1,
' [Q 48c, [Q 47c, THIS PAGE]
In the last month or so, have you been OZF;OGSEI]T E P-I:g% JIHJI@lWEEK J
doing anything like thisto help make
ends meet?

INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT 1

SEE Q's46-47. ISR CURRENTLY DOING PAID WORK ...

INTERVIEWER: IN Q47, SELECT CURRENT “REFERENCE POSITION” BY CIRCLING GREATEST
NUMBER OF HOURSENTERED. IFATIE, CIRCLE ENTRY HIGHEST ON THE LIST. THEN SKIP

TO INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT 3 (TOP OF PAGE 15).
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48. Haveyou ever worked | 49. And how aboutinthe | 50. On average, how many hours per week did you usually
for pay (at afull-time last 6 months, that is, work at the (full-time job you had/part-time job you
job/ at a part-time since had/type of paid work you did on your own) most recently?
job/doing odd jobs or {MONTH/YEAR}?
working on your (IF MORE THAN ONE IN A CATEGORY, RECORD
own)? HOURSFOR EACH.)
NO YES NO YES
48a. 49a. 50a. \
L1 1
HOURS/WEEK
2 1 2 1
L1 | > [Qaeb,
[Q46b, [Q49a, [Q46b, [Q50a, HOURS/WEEK OPPOSITE PAGE]
OPPOSITE THIS OPPOSITE THIS
PAGE] PAGE] PAGE] PAGE] I )
HOURS/WEEK
48b. 49b. 50b. \
L1 1
HOURS/WEEK
2 1 2 1
L 7 [Q46c,
[Q46c, [Q49b, [Q46c, [Q50b, HOURS/WEEK OPPOSITE PAGE]
OPPOSITE THIS OPPOSITE THIS
PAGE] PAGE] PAGE] PAGE] L1 1 )
HOURS/WEEK
48c. 49c. 50c.
N
L1 1
HOURS/WEEK
2 1 2 1
L > [INT. CHKPT. 1,
[INT. [Q49c, [INT. [Q50c, HOURS/WEEK OPPOSITE PAGE]
CHKPT. 1, THIS CHKPT. 1, THIS
OPPOSITE PAGE] OPPOSITE PAGE] | | | )
PAGE] PAGE] HOURS/WEEK
A. HASR WORKED FOR PAY IN THE LAST 6 MONTHS (ANY YES .o 1
YESIN Q49)? NO...(SKIPTO Q 59, PAGE 17)...2
B IN Q50, SELECT RECENT “REFERENCE POSITION” BY CIRCLING GREATEST NUMBER OF
' HOURSENTERED. (IF A TIE, CIRCLE ENTRY HIGHEST ON THE LIST.) THEN CONTINUE TO
INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT 3 (TOP OF NEXT PAGE).
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INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT 3

C.

SUMMARIZE “REFERENCE POSITION” IN A, B, AND C:

CURRENT, OR ettt ettt h e bt ae e ae e s ae e e e e e s e e b e et e e abeeeneesaeesaes 1
RECENT (LAST 6 MONTHS) ..ottt 2
FULL-TIME JOB, ..iiieeeeseesee sttt sttt ettt et teete s sbe e sbeesaeesneesntesnteenteenseenseas 1
PART-TIME JOB, OR.....octiiit e e et s e 2
ODD JOBS OR “WORK ON OWN ...ttt s s e s 3
NUMBER OF HOURS/WEEK ..ottt

Now I'd like to ask you about your work. That would be your (current/recent) (full-time job/part-time job/odd jobs
or work on your own) at which you (work/worked) about {NUMBER OF HOURS} hours per week. (IF A TIE
WITHIN THE REFERENCE POSITION’'S CATEGORY': Let'sdiscuss the one of these at which you worked

the longest.)

INTERVIEWER: IF REFERENCE POSITION ISWORK “ON OWN” (FROM 46¢ OR 50c),

SKIP TO Q52.

51. COUNT IF BENEFIT ISOFFERED WHETHER RECEIVED OR NOT YES NO
(Currently/Just before you left), (does/did) this job provide you with:
a Sick days WIth FUll PaY72......ccvieriiieieeeeeee e 1 2
b. [z L0 Y=o o 1SS 1 2
C. A health plan or medical insurance for yourself?.........ccoceoeveininenee, 1 2
d. A health plan or medical insurance that covers children?...........cccccveueeee. 1 2

52.

In what kind of business or industry (are/were) you working? For example, what do they make or do?
(PROBE FOR COMPLETE DESCRIPTION. IF R CAN'T ANSWER BECAUSE SSHE WORKS
“ON OWN?": WEell, how would you describe a business that makes or does the things you (do/did)?

[ [ 1]
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53.

55.

56.

57.

What kind of work (do/did) you do, that is, what isthe job or type of work called and what (are/were) your
usual activities or duties? (PROBE FOR COMPLETE DESCRIPTION. IF NEEDED: What isthe

name for that type of work?)

POSITION NAME:

USUAL DUTIES:

How long (have you been/were you) (in this
job/doing this work on your own)?

What (is'was) your (current/most recent) base hourly
wage for this work before taxes and other
deductions? (IF “WORK ON OWN": Please
deduct the cost of any supplies you (pay/paid) for
yourself.) (IF PIECEWORK OR OTHER WORK
PAID BY THE JOB, PROBE FOR USUAL
GROSSEARNINGS)

(Do/Did) you regularly receive any (other)
compensation such as overtime pay, tips, bonuses, or
commissions?

What type of extra compensation (do/did) you
receive? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY.)

A-19

WEEKS ..., |
OR
MONTHS ..o | |
OR
YEARS. ..o |
BASE HOURLYWAGE.$| | |.| | |
OR
AMOUNT...$ | | | | .|| |
PER UNIT TIME
DAY oot 1
WEEK ..o, 2
MONTH ..o, 3
YEAR oot 4
YES oo, 1
NO...(SKIP TO Q58) ......coevevereeeererrerenaan. 2
OVERTIME PAY ..., 1
TIPS e, 2
BONUSES ......ooviveveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneans 3
COMMISSIONS.......ooooveveeeeeeeeeeeeennn 4



Section |V Employment

57a How many weeks out of atypical month (do/did) you WEEKS PER MONTH ... |
usually receive {TYPE(S)}? (IF UNSURE: Wdll,
what would be your best guess?)

57b. In an average week that you (receive/received) WEEKLY ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION
{TYPE(S)}, about how much did you usually earnin
{TYPE(S)} before taxes and other deductions? ..., R I I T I
58. In what city do/did you work at thisjob? (IF

WORK INMULTIPLE LOCATIONSASK FOR
PLACE WHERE SPENT THE MOST HOURS))

59. Have you been doing anything to find (other) work D= TS 1
during the |ast four weeks? NO ...(SKIP TO NEXT INT CHK) ....onv...... 2

60. Have you interviewed or spoken directly with any = TS 1
employers or temporary agencies within the last 4 NO...(SKIP TO NEXT INT CHK ) cooc........ 2
weeks?

61. How many in the last 4 weeks? # OF EMPLOYERS/AGENCIES ..... |

INTERVIEWER: CHECK BOOKMARK #1. IF NO OTHER ADULTS SKIP TO Q63. ‘

62. How many, if any, other people in your household aged 18 or older are currently...(IF NONE ENTER

ZERO.)

a Working at afull-timejob, that is, 30 hours aWeek or MOre?.........ccovererereneneneneeseeee |
b. Working at a part-time JOD?........oo e |
C. Doing odd jobs or other paid work on their OWN?.........ccveveeiieieccc e |
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63. Some peopl e encounter various problems when they go to work full-time while others don't. How big a
problem (does/would) full-time work create for you with each of the following: no problem, a small
problem, a pretty big problem, or avery big problem?

APRETTY AVERY

NO A SMALL BIG BIG
PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM
a (IF ANY CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD
[BOOKMARK #2]) Making sure your
: i ) o
children are okay while you're at work?..... 1 5 3 4
b. Traveling to and from work?............c.c.c..... 1 2 3 4
C. Losing any benefits you may have been
receiving because you make too much
MONEY? ...oeeeverieeieeee et 1 2 3 4
64. Do you have accessto acar you (can/could) USE  YES......cooiiiiiiiiiii e 1
to get to work? N Y 2
NOT SURE .....oooiiiiiiieeee e 9
65. The government has arule called the Earned Income = T 1
Tax Credit that allows low-income workers to pay
lower income taxes or receive payments from the NO...(SKIP TO SECTION V).......cccreveneee. 2
government. Have you heard of it? DON'T KNOW...(SKIP TO SECTION V)... 9
66. In the last year, have you used it on afederal or state D = TSR 1
?
tax return’ TG YOO 2
DON'T KNOW ..coooiiiiieiiiiiee e 9
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V. MATERIAL WELL-BEING AND INCOME

Now | have afew questions about getting by these days. 1’d like to ask you about some of the kinds of income
people might rely on. That is, the income you or your family/household may have received in { PRIOR MONTH}.
Again, | want to assure you that hone of your answers will be discussed with anyone.

67. Inthelast month, did you or anyone elsein your family receive income from ...

67a. Working at ajob including all 68a. How much did you and your 69a. IF DK: Wasit
regular, temporary and odd jobs family earnin total during {PRIOR closer to ...
MONTH}? $100..c.ciiieeiiieeeee
YES .o, 1 $200.....ccciieeiiieeeee,
& I T A O I $400......cciieeiiiree,
NO...SKIPTO 67b........... 2 $600......ccoieeiiiireeennn
68a_1. Isthisamount before or $800.....ccoierrrin,
after taxes and other deductions? $1000.....cccccceeieeerrnnnnn..
Before .....oovoveveeeeeeeeeeen. 1 $1500.....cc0nnsnnininns
N =Y 2 $2000.........ccnieiinne,
No taxes/deductions........... 3 $2500 or more............
67b. Cash aid from welfare such as 68b. How much did you and your 69b. IF DK: Wasit
CaWORKS/TANF/AFDC or family receivein total during {PRIOR closerto ...
general assistance, not counting MONTH}? $100.....cccceeeeeeeins
any child support money or $200.....ccccieeeeeeins
childcare payments received S L $400.....ccciieiiieeee
from the welfare department? $600.......cceeeeiiieeee,
$800.....ccceeeeiiieee,
YES oo 1 $1000.....cccccvvvereenn
$1500.....cccieiiiireenn
NO...SKIPTO67C........o. 2 $2000.....cccceiiiireene
$2500 or more...........
67c. Food Stamps 68c. How much did you and your 69c. IF DK: Wasit
family receivein total during {PRIOR closerto ...
YES .o 1 MONTH}? $100..c.cciieeiiiieeeeee
$200......ccoieeeiieeeeee,
NO..SKIPTO 67d.......... 2 Y I T O I $400......ccoieeiiiree,
$600......ccceeeeirieeen
$800.....cccveeeiireee,
$1000.....cccceevirreene
$1500.....ccciciiiereenn
$2000.....cccceiiiireennn
$2500 or more...........

A-22



SectionV  Material Well-Being and Income

67d. WIC, that is, Women, Infants,
and Children Nutrition Program?

68d. How much did you and your
family receivein total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

Y I T T I O

69d. |IF DK: Wasit

closerto...

67e. Refugee assistance?

68e. How much did you and your
family receive in total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

Y I T T I O

69%e. |IF DK: Wasit

closerto...

67f. SSI, that is, Supplemental
Security Income for the
disabled?

68f. How much did you and your family
receivein total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

Y I T I O

69f. IF DK: Wasit

closerto...

67g. Socia Security retirement
benefits?

68g9. How much did you and your
family receive in total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

Y I I T I O
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67h. Foster child payments?

68h. How much did you and your
family receivein total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

Y I T I O

69h. |F DK: Wasit
closerto...

67i. Unemployment Insurance?

68i. How much did you and your family
receive in total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

Y I T T I O

69i. IF DK: Wasit
closerto ...

67j. Worker’'s Compensation?

68j. How much did you and your family
receive in total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

Y I T T I O

69j. |IF DK: Wasit
closerto ...

67k. Child support, including any
child support received directly
from the other parent or through
the welfare or child support

agency?
YES oo 1
NO ... SKIP TO 67I............. 2

671. Money from family or friends

68k. How much did you and your
family receivein total during {PRIOR
MONTH}?

1 I T T I A

68l. How much did you and your family

69k. |IF DK: Wasit
closerto...

69l. IF DK: Wasit
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outside your household? receive in total during {PRIOR closer to ...

MONTH}? $L00. e

NO ... SKIP TO 67m.......... 2 S I P I

67m. Money from any other 68m. How much did you and your 69m. |F DK: Wasit

sources? family receivein total during {PRIOR closerto ...

MONTH}? $L00...cciiieerieeeiieen

70. Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your housing. Do you (READ UNTIL “YES")

’ S 1 11 J.l || $400.....orererreen

YES NO
a OWN YOUF OWN NOME ..ottt 1 2
b Rent your own home/apartment? ... 1 2
c Live with other people and contribute part of therent?............cccoevvcniiecnen 1 2
d Live with other people and NOt Pay rENt?........ccererirriereeee e 1 2
e Livein public housing where you pay No rent?...........cceoeveneneneneneneeceeeeie e 1 2
f Stay at different places with relatives or friends?.........cccooveiverninennnecenee 1 2
g Stay at 0Ne OF MOrE SNEILEIS?.....c.ccuiiieerie e 1 2
h. LivVE ONTNE SITEELS?......eecee e 1 2
i Livein some other housing arrangement?.........ccooecvereirinerenenee e 1 2
71. How long have you (lived here/lived there/stayed at WEEKS ...t |
different places/lived in a shelter/been homeless)? OR
MONTHS ..o | |
OR
YEARS. ..ottt |
INTERVIEWER CHECK: IFQ701S “f,” “g,” “h,” OR"i” SKIP TO Q80 |
72. How many rooms altogether are there in your home number of rooms ..........oeeeeeeiieeenn, |

(that is, in the space occupied by everyone staying in
your household)? Count al of the rooms, including
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