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MR. OELLERICH:  We don't have a moderator or anything, so we're kind of on our own.  As I tried in the last session, I have a watch, I have a clock.  If I see you nodding out, I'll stop.  I just can't keep time, but we'll do our best.



I'm Don Oellerich from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Planning and Evaluation, Office of Human Services Policy.  We are currently the acting deputy chief economist.



I was asked to talk about national databases, national surveys, and some uses that states might make of them.  And I kind of started thinking about this a week or so ago and pulling together information about the various national surveys, and I found myself totally overwhelmed with information.  And I quite couldn't figure out why, because I know these databases; I use them all the time.  And what's wrong with this picture?  And I realized that what I was trying to do was pull together the federal statistical system into a 15-minute presentation.  



Federal budget for data gathering, processing, and analysis is about three billion dollars a year.  And that's not including the decennial census, which, in 1999, is another billion.  In the year 2000, we don't even want to mention how much it's going to cost.



So we have a massive statistical system which collects data, produces statistics, produces public use files for other people to analyze.  And so what I thought I'd try to do today is just kind of briefly give an overview of some of the many databases that are available that states might be interested in looking at as they start to assess welfare reform or low-income populations.



As I said, the federal statistical system is quite large.  Almost every department in the federal bureaucracy creates databases.  I'm going to focus on three agencies and their data, because I think they are focused most on what we kind of do here.  



The first is the Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics; the second is my own department, Health and Human Services, the Center of Disease Control, National Center for Health Statistics; and the third is the Bureau of the Census, which is in the Department of Commerce.  These three agencies produce a multitude of databases that contain data which I think would be useful for states and others as they're looking at themselves and looking to the nation.



In general, what I'd like to do again at this talk is talk about some of the major producers.  I've done that.  In general, what do the national databases offer to state and local levels?  What are some of the substantive domains that might be available?  What are the major databases that are available?  What are some of the major compilations of statistical data that are out there that you could access quite easily?  And then a brief look to the future.  All this in 20 minutes.



In general, what do national databases offer the states for local analysis?  And my summation here is that it's somewhat limited at best.  National surveys were designed to produce national estimates.  The sample designs, the sample sizes, are designed to produce national estimates.  There has been increased pressure within the last few years to develop state-level estimates for a multitude of indicators and outcomes.  And, as that pressure comes, agencies have been modifying the way that they design their samples to improve the ability to produce state-level estimates. 



But, even with that, there are several things that can be done.  For example, the current population survey, which is a monthly labor force survey, has a sample of about 56,000 households every month.  The sample is drawn to be state representative in every state.  But, if you were to look at child poverty or work rates for welfare recipients, or welfare participation and food stamp participation in your state, you would wind up with, depending upon your state, five handfuls of cases, not enough to do much analysis.  Unless you're lucky to be California or New York or one of the other 10 big states, you're not going to have sufficient sample size to do a lot of analysis.



So one of the techniques that's often used is to combine sample years to make up for the lack of sample size.  So you might take three years of CPS data for your state and combine it into an average.  And then you might produce a moving average, moving every three years.



Some, such as the Casey Foundation and the Kids Count, produce five-year averages, and so it moves very slowly, it's very smooth, because of the five-year averaging.  But, in a state like Connecticut or Rhode Island, there's not a very large sample size to do a lot of analysis, so it requires combining either years, or the alternative is instead of looking just at your state to look at your region.  



What you're going to do is regional analysis.  You can look at the midwest or the southeast.  And this is often done, and it's often preferred, that when people are looking at something, some data that they've collected for themselves -- 'cause they have a survey and they want to compare themselves to others, for example, on labor force attachment; you know, how many people are in the labor force working full-time, full-year -- you might not be able to find that information for your state from a national survey, but, for your region or for the nation, it's readily available, for example, from the current population survey.  So regional analysis is also very helpful, and sometimes preferred.  



Don Winstead from Florida is fond of saying 

-- and I really enjoy this comment -- is that when you look at Florida, it's either one of the lowest benefit states in the nation or the highest benefit state in the southeast.  Now, which comparison would you like?



So regional comparisons might have their pluses, because it puts you in the context of similar economics, similar demographics as you paint the picture of whatever it is that you're looking at.



One other issue on the national surveys is timeliness.  National surveys are quite large.  Processing the data takes a long time.  And, often, the data are not released for a considerable period of time after it's collected.



One survey that's not a federal statistical survey, but it's funded by the National Science Foundation, is the Panel Study for Income Dynamics, which is a study that started in 1968.  It's been interviewing families every year since then.  The most recent data available from that survey on income and program is 1994.  So it's a little bit behind what you might want to do some comparisons.  It might provide a good baseline for something, but it's a little bit behind.



Where they've been more current is in 1997, they did a child supplement, where they did a lot of measures of child well-being 1997.  That data is available.  Sandy Hoffreth (phonetic) has done a report on that data.  And so some of the data, as it becomes available, becomes available at different times.  But timeliness is an important issue.



Some of the domains that you might be interested in looking at that are covered in some of the national surveys -- and I kind of went through a number of different things to try to get to this list, and it's in no way complete.  One was the Wellpan (phonetic) document that many of you may be familiar with.  It's a group of midwestern states.  It said, you know, if welfare reform is successful, how will we know it?  



And they looked at a number of different domains.  Economic well-being; issues around work, earnings, labor supply; labor force attachment.  You know, people in the labor force, are they staying?  Poverty; income, other sources of income, such as child support income.  So there's a number of different things there.  



Demographics, the issue of family structure, children living in single-parent families, births, subsequent births.  Program participation, TANF, food stamp, housing, child care, Medicaid.  



Many of the national surveys will give you on a cross-sectional basis multiple program participation, which you may not have in your individual database.  Well-being.  Food security, housing security, health security, and child well-being are just a few of the many topics that are covered within the national surveys that people are interested in.



Now, the last time I did this talk, which was the first hour and a half, I went through all of these surveys in way too much detail.  And so we're going to skip that, because it's late and it's nice outside.  But I do want to mention some of the major national surveys that are available.  And I want to talk about their availability, because I think that's important. 



In the old days -- and I kind of get back to the old days -- you used to have to buy these on a tape, 1600 bits per inch, or whatever it was, BPI.  And so you would get one of these things.  It would cost four to $600.  



I used to be involved with the State of Wisconsin.  I can remember saying, "Geez, let's get that data tape," and they'd say, "Where are you going to get the money from?"  $600.  I worked with the Survey of Income and Education.  It was 1976.  It was 13 reels of tape.  It was very expensive.



Now many of the national surveys, particularly those produced by the federal government, the Census Bureau in particular, are available electronically, and they're free.  You can get onto their web site, and you can download the data that you want to analyze using FTP or Ferret (phonetic) -- right, Chris -- and analyze away.  So it's much easier and much cheaper to access this data.



Some of the databases are not yet available electronically, such as those databases from the National Center for Health Statistics, the National Health Interview Survey, for example.  You have your choice.  You can buy the data tapes for about 1500 bucks, or you can get a CD for $60.  That's a lot less.  And the data's available, and you can analyze it.  So accessibility of this data for the user is much easier, and it's much more user-friendly.  



Some of the more complicated databases, like the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, are up on the Internet now.  They have protocols that usually extract the data.  When I say "easy," it's relative.  Some of the staff here are from ASPE who actually works with this data, this here, and they could probably be rolling their eyeballs as I say it's easy.  It takes a lot of staff resources to work with this data.  And, later on, I'll show you some publications that we have that might make it a little bit easier.



So the national surveys, I'm going to run through these very quickly.  I picked out about a dozen out of a couple hundred.  All right?  I left out the ones from Justice, and I left out some of the other ones.  But I think these have -- they're kind of central to the kinds of things that people are looking at in their states in terms of welfare reform in low-income populations. 



The Current Population Survey, I already mentioned.  The Current Population Survey has some very important supplements that I think people might be interested in looking at.  



The first one is in April of the even years, there's a child support and alimony supplement.  They collect detailed information from each household on child support due, paid, how it's paid, what agency it's -- whether it's through an agency or not, which children are covered.  There's issues about paternity establishment.  There's a wealth of information.  It's available on an every-other-year basis.  The survey is administered in the even year.  The most recent data that's available is 1996, which is for 1995 calendar year.



In April of the odd years -- I left out a word, sorry -- of the odd years, the Department of Agriculture sponsors a food security supplement.  So that every other year on the odd year, there's a national survey of food security and hunger.  Many people in their leaver studies are including measures of food security.  This would give you a bench mark to compare against your welfare population against the general population or a low-income population, dependant upon the data.



In June, there's a fertility study, where they ask about first, second, and third births, the spacing of births, and if you can tie this to marital status and whatever.  In October is a supplement on school enrollment.



Now, in the March demographic file, there is information about school enrollment for people 15 and over.  So that takes care of most of your teen parents and your adults.  But, if you want to look at children, you have to go to the October school enrollment supplement.  And they collect data all the way down, including pre-school.



The Survey of Income and Program Participation is another Census Bureau survey.  This is a panel study.  They last about -- the panels that started in 1984 and were completed -- the last panel that was chosen was 1993, followed families for 32 months, generally about 20,000 families. 



In 1996, a new panel was started with 36,000 families that will run to 2000.  It provides an excellent source of data for analyzing low-income populations, welfare situations.  



One of the things that we were very happy we were able to accomplish is that this past summer, we had a welfare module which looked at families not only on welfare, but, if you weren't on welfare, they were asked why weren't you on welfare, and, if you left, under what conditions did you leave?



So there's a wealth of data -- it's not yet available; hopefully, it will be available soon -- which will provide a baseline for people coming and going from the welfare program.



In addition, the SIPP contains a number of topical modules.  So, in addition to a core, which is basically income, program participation, and demographics, there's a number of topical modules that are asked on a periodic basis.  And I have a list of them up here.  If anybody's interested in them, take it.  It has the plan for the 1996 panel and all the topical modules that will be on it.  Probably the one that's near and dear to my heart is child well-being, which was in wave four, and will be again in wave eleven or twelve.  So we'll have two points in time on child well-being in the '96 panel, I hope.



The Survey of Program Dynamics is a very interesting survey.  This was funded as part of welfare reform legislation.  Congress gave the Census Bureau 10 million dollars a year for seven years to continue the 1992 and 1993 SIPP panels for seven additional years doing annual data collection.



And this is a survey that you'll hear a lot about in the future as the data starts to become available and people start analyzing it.  It has a lot of rich information, including the pre-measures of child well-being that were in the '92 and '93 panels, and some post-measures of child well-being.  So there will be a very strong child well-being focus, as well as income, family demographics, program participation.



I'm going to start going faster now.  The American Housing Survey sponsored by HUD is used.  It's a sample of 50,000 housing units.  They collect information about the housing unit, as well as the household income and rent.  And this is a survey that can be used to assess housing security, which I think is very important.  So you can provide some bench marks on that.



The National Health Interview Survey from the National Center for Health Statistics, as the name implies, it's about health.  It's health care access, health conditions, and in health insurance, as well as some income and program participation questions.



I have a handout -- and, once I find it, I'll pass it out to people; I apologize; it somehow got lost between this session and the last session -- which lists all these surveys, plus it provides web sites to access the data if you want to.  All right?



I'm going to stop going through these, because -- well, I just want to mention one more, because I think it's important.  The National Immunization Survey is a telephone survey, a household survey, that's done annually by the National Center for Health Statistics.  All it assesses is child immunization status.  It's a survey of 19- to 35-month-olds, so they make a lot of phone calls to get this sample.  It's state representative of all children.  It gets detailed information about immunization records. 



This particular survey forms the platform for something that may come in the future.  One of my colleagues is smiling at me.  



State Local Area Integrated Telephone Survey, or SLAITS.  This is a telephone-based survey that NCHS has been experimenting with to create state-level estimates of health and welfare and child well-being.  And the Department of Human Services, together in its various forms and agencies, has been working together to pilot test this in several states.  And we have a couple of states now on board.  



Data has been collected.  It has not been analyzed yet.  But we're hoping that this is something that might move forward and provide excellent state-level data.  



But it's based on the National Immunization Survey.  All those phone calls they make to get all those little kids.  They say, "Well, you don't have any of those.  Let's ask some more questions."  So it reduces the cost as things go on.



Now, accessing this data is much easier now than it used to be.  Working with this data, I think, is much easier than it used to be.  But it still takes a lot of in-house resources to process data, as you all know.  Having staff get up on one of these databases, like the current population survey, might take several weeks.  



Often what I do is I have people -- or I even do it myself as I get on a new database, and I reproduce something that somebody else has done to see if I can get it even halfway right.  When I get it right, then I move on to the next piece.



But one of the things that the federal government is also good at is producing publications.  As Sean Hurley says to me, "Where did you get all these publications from?"  That's what we do.  We compile statistics, we produce statistics, we get them out on the street.  And there are a number of publications which contain lots of these indicators in these various domains that I talked about earlier.  And I'm going to come over here and just keep talking loud.



This is Trends and Well-Being of America's Children and Youth.  This is the 1998 edition.  And, if you don't have it, you can sign up for it and I'd be happy to have it sent to you.  But this is produced by Child Trends for ASPE.  It's an annual publication.  It contains a wealth of data and indicators on children and youth.  Clearly, something that if you're looking at your state, something's happening there and you want to compare it to the national level, it's all national statistics, it's a great, great piece.



Another one which is produced by my office, ASPE, is Indicators of Welfare Dependence.  This is produced through Senator Moynahan (phonetic).  It's an annual report to Congress.  Whereas the child well-being indicators looks from the perspective of the child, this one not only looks at the perspective of the child, but looks at the perspective of the family.



So, in Trends, you're likely to see what proportion of children have a single parent that has strong labor force attachment, meaning they work full-time, full-year.  



In Indicators, it's what proportion of mothers to children have strong labor force attachments.  It's a slightly different view, but also very useful.  And there's a number of indicators there. And I also have a sign-up sheet for that one, because we still have copies of that available. 



Another publication by the Casey Foundation, Kids Count, is also very useful.  This is state estimates.  The other ones I talked about were only national estimates; these are state-by-state estimates of child well-being, poverty, teen pregnancy, et cetera.  If you're not familiar with this book, take a look at it.  The Casey Foundation makes this available.  This is my copy.  I'd like to take it back with me.



There's one other survey that I didn't mention, and it's privately funded by foundations.  It's the Urban Institute Survey of -- National Survey of American Families, it's called.  This survey is representative of 13 states in the nation.  They sampled 44,000 households using a telephone survey. 



They've recently completed some descriptive analysis.  I have some folders up here, very snappy velcro folders, with summaries, descriptive statistics of what they found.  I have copies here.  You're welcome to take them.  Sheila Zedlewski, I believe, is going to be here tomorrow talking about this, and, hopefully, she'll bring some more boxes.  Because, in the last session, all these were gone, and I saved a few for you folks in case you wanted them.



Finally, I want to mention one other publication.  And, unfortunately, this is an old one.  This was an ASPE-funded project that Child Trends did called Researching the Family:  A Guide to Survey and Statistical Data for U.S. Families.  It was published in 1993.  The analysis was completed, I think, in 1991, so it's dated.  But it's a nice compilation of a lot of national databases and the various domains where they capture data.



We talked about updating this a couple of years ago.  It sort of didn't happen.  But I think we're going to look at it again and get this out, because I think it's very useful.



I want to mention one web page to you, 'cause I think it's the gateway to federal statistics.  Seventy federal agencies compile statistics, and they're available through this gateway, and it's called www.fedstats.gov.  It gets you to the Census Bureau, BLS, anyplace you want to go.  It has a nice A-to-Z index that's easy to use, and it can get you eventually to the actual databases themselves, if that's where you want to go.



Okay.  This is the shorter version.  There's one other document that I want to mention that's not yet available.  It's in draft 11.  "Bench Marking Child and Family Well-being Measures in the National Survey of American Families."  This is being produced by Child Trends.  It's going to be up on the Urban Institute web, which is www.urban.org.



And what they've done is they've taken all the family and child well-being measures from the national survey that they did and looked at other national surveys that had similar questions and compared them.  So this is a comparison of all those kinds of measures of child well-being and family well-being that are contained in the survey.  It's --



FEMALE VOICE:  (Inaudible.) 



MR. OELLERICH:  Well, it says, "Report will be posted in the following web site."  So I don't know how many more drafts they can do, to be honest with you, if they're up to number 11.  I think it's going to be available soon. This draft was April '99.  Does anybody here have any -- do you know?  No.



All right.  One other thing I want to mention.  A quick look to the future.  I'm only going to talk about one thing on this, because I've already talked about SLAITS, which is this one here.  I left out the word "integrated."  It's the American Community Survey.  The American Community Survey is under development by the Bureau of the Census.  It is going to be -- if it is fully implemented, it will be a monthly mail survey to 200,000 households a month on a rolling basis.  It will produce state-level, county-level, city-level, local-level statistics on a number of issues that are of interest to folks in this room.  



The initial testing that's going on now is being carried out using the census long form.  And, as time goes on, that will be modified to include a broader set of indicators.  I keep looking at this saying if I could get one page for three months, I could tell a lot about what's going on in the states and have state indicators on a number of things.  And I think that would be very useful to everybody.



So basically what I wanted to try to do is give you a flavor for what's out there, that what could be available.  I'd be happy to answer more detailed questions, help get you access to data, if that's what you need.  My e-mail address is on the participant list.  It's wrong.  But, you know, try anyway.  Drop off the "C-H" on the end.  You can only have eight letters.  But I'd be happy to answer any questions after everybody else is done.  Thank you.



MR. HURLEY:  Good afternoon.  My name is Sean Hurley.  I'm with the Office of Planning and Research  Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, HHS.  Don did that in half the time he did the first one, and that's (inaudible).  I concede all my time to Bill.  Kidding.



Those of you who were here, I guess, for the introductory session yesterday, Isabel Sawhill basically opened the session and talked about what were the key questions that we need to answer in terms of impacts on welfare reform.  I believe that the TANF data system will, in fact, help us answer those questions.  I think it will provide a range of national information that indicates trends.  Obviously, it will provide some information in terms of where states are.



This discussion actually is pretty well organized.  We organized it two minutes before we had the first session.  But Don basically is talking about the national data sets, I'm talking about TANF, and Bill will talk about, in effect, how TANF at the state level is operated and how they use the data.  



And that was the topic that we both had, and I thought it was made presumptive of me in an audience with a lot of state people in the spirit of state flexibility for me to indicate that somehow we had all the answers to how states ought to use the TANF data.  We don't.



As I looked at the issue of TANF data and how it sits on national, I indicated that those certainly were important pieces in terms of national information.  But I also think that state level has a lot of information and importance relative to understanding what's going on at the state level, and particularly in how it's going on relative to all the research that's going on.  It provides a backdrop.  It provides a context for people to understand, whether it's state level or nationally, what some of these results indicate where there is only state-by-state.



A couple of the questions that I think that Isabel talked about were certainly the whole issue of dynamics of the caseload.  And we know the caseload is going down dramatically.  I gave you a handout which indicates nationally it's 44 percent in terms of families and 46 in terms of recipients, dramatic changes in the national caseload from '93.



Well, what does that mean?  I mean, we know that those are fewer recipients.  Are they the same kind of recipients?  I think we will have some of those answer, and we have some preliminary answers and some of the preliminary data that we have on TANF.



I think it's important to understand that, important to look at that information.  Because, obviously, if the characteristics of the population is changing, and I suggest that it is, that it has major implications in terms of what states do relative to service delivery and program design.  And I think it also has some impact in terms of discerning impacts at the state level.



Clearly, one of the questions I think we have to answer is performance goals.  You know, are we meeting some of the performance expectations?  Clearly, Congress has significant ones around participation rates, significant ones in terms of penalties if states don't meet those requirements.  This TANF data will certainly provide a profile of who's working, how long, in what kind of components, and what kind of impacts are we having relative to moving people off the rolls.



The other piece is in terms of that particular one.  As you know, we have a fairly limited set of information right now in the Emergency TANF Data Set, but we will have information in detail about the characteristics of people who are leaving the rolls, both in terms of why they left and in terms of what is -- you know, how are they different than or similar to the people who remain on the rolls.



What I want to do this afternoon, briefly, is sort of talk about the TANF data reporting system, what the current system is, what the future system will be, talk a little bit about national trends, talk a little bit about my vision in terms of how states, you know, can use this data, certainly from a national perspective.



In terms of the TANF data system, when I looked at the topic, it talks about systems.  And I sort of looked at it and said I think there's three primary systems that we have going at this point in time.  One is the 198, which is the basic -- right now, it's the Emergency TANF Data Collection System.  It's the one that we put in place last July, '97, I guess, or in September '97.  It's the one we're currently having preliminary data from in terms of that system.  It's a system that provides us disaggregate data of people who are on the rolls, provides us disaggregate data of people who are leaving, and aggregate data about the population overall.



The second one -- and that's the one I want to talk mostly about this afternoon.  The second one is the 196, which is our financial reporting form.  It provides information about how states are spending the TANF money, and the whole issue about how they're spending some of their own money and will be matching the requirements.



And the last report I want to mention is the ACF-200.  That's an optional form.  That's the High-Performance Bonus Data Collection.  Off that form, we're collecting three pieces of very important information, both in terms of people who are -- you know, who are the job entries, how long they stay in terms of retention, and their earnings gain.  We think this is certainly key information in understanding what's happened to the caseload.  That kind of detail, that sort of semi-longitudinal information that we're collecting, we're not collecting that through the current TANF system or the one that's coming up in October. 



As I indicated that we currently have, and the focus of this is on the Emergency TANF set.  This is basically a baseline -- and Bill and I had a discussion of what bare bones means and what that system does.  But, essentially, it is a limited set of data that we're currently collecting.  We'll be collecting that data from all states through September of this year.  The new TANF system, the final TANF that we -- the final rules came out last April, it is a more substantial system than this one.  



In terms of the current system, we have some preliminary data.  We released it back in December, 39 states, and not for all months in the quarter of -- I guess it was the July/September quarter.



All states are required under the statute to begin reporting TANF data as of January 1998.  So, for the '98, we'll have most of the states, four quarters; some states, three quarters.



It has been, I guess, a struggle.  It's been a new system.  We have another new system put up.  Hopefully, it won't be as much of a struggle for states, because, in effect, it's going to be based on the same architecture.  It does capture additional data than we had.



We have a wealth of information in this current system.  For instance, for '98, we have 13 million active records on a database, over a million cases on the -- cases that are closed.  So you can see it's a huge database. 



Part of that comes from the fact the statute, in fact, gave states the option to either sample the data or to provide us universe data.  And a large number of states, 31, are providing us universe data.  Fortunately, it doesn't include California and New York, because then we'd be overwhelmed with data.



And you have to remember, this is data that's collected monthly and reported quarterly.  So every month for a state to provide universe is their entire population for that month.



As I thought about the issue of the struggles we've gone through to try to deal with the data set, I saw this cartoon in The Post, and I thought it had some relevance to what we're doing here.  I think we clearly want accurate data.  States want accurate data.  It's been a struggle for them to give us that accurate data.




(Laughter.) 



MR. HURLEY:  And we have encrypted some of those numbers so we can use them next time, in case the participation rates don't look as good as we think they might have looked, right? 



The final TANF rule, as I indicated, certainly is a more extensive data set.  We believe it's about 30 percent less than what we proposed to collect, but still it is more substantial than the Emergency TANF.  



For instance, in Section 1, which is the active case, disaggregate data that we had 55 elements, under the Emergency TANF, we now have 76.



Some of those new elements include -- although we've also expanded some data specificity under some elements.  As you recall that, in effect, when we put that system up, we had no regulations, so the only way we could put a system out was what was termed to be a reasonable interpretation of the statute.  



And we -- in fact, in some cases, we're very limited.  For instance, citizenship was a yes/no question, you know, so that's all we had.  And that's all we'll have until October of this year in terms of that set of information.



The new system basically has the new information.  Certainly the Social Security number, we think that's critical for some of the matching that's going on.  We broke out public housing.  We think public housing clearly is an indicator of dependency.  And, under the old system, we collect subsidized, but not public, and we think there's probably a distinction.  



We get information about new applicants.  We have funding stream.  Certainly one of the things we have significantly expanded the whole reason for reduction, better understanding of what's happening in the whole issue of sanctions.  If you recall, there was lots of concern about that.  We've done something similar in terms of the disaggregate data on the closed cases.  Again, it's more information.  But we're attempting to get a more discrete understanding about that at the national level, and, hopefully, it's useful at the state level.



We have information about waivers that we didn't have in the old system.  We have, certainly, the federal time limits, you know, the status, the number of months that were reported.  We have a child-only designation.  Clearly, that's an important income issue.  We have gender.  We didn't have gender before.  That's important. 



We have lots of additional information and breakouts in terms of participation rates.  We're collecting information on child support which we weren't collecting before.



I guess as I looked at the issue of the TANF data system, it occurred to me that it probably has two major features to it that we think are essential.  One, it is a uniform set of data that we have out there.  It's important for us to have some sense of, you know, where states are and what's happening.





At the same time, I think that we recognize that within the context of that there is a wide variation in what states are doing and where they're going with the TANF program.



This slide basically just tries to highlight, and this is pre-TANF.  This is AFDC '96.  And the information that I gave you in terms of, you know, the comparison of '93 through '96, again, partly was because that's the only data set that we have that's complete.  We have partial AFDC data in '97, we have partial TANF data for '97.  We have not released any other TANF data.  When we released the '98 data, then, in effect, we will, in fact, have -- you know, we'll have a base, and we'll have that data for all states.  Although it would be, for some states, not the whole year.



The purpose, basically, is to suggest states before TANF had lots of flexibility, and the program looked very much different from state to state in terms of all these factors:  who they served, average payments, cost of the program, and so forth.



We know the program is changing, and we anticipate that it will continue to change as states exercise the flexibility they have under the statute and the final rules.



I think the second piece is the importance of this -- whether we call it minimum data set or we call it maximum data set in terms of state perspective, it's a data set that we're, in fact, requiring states to collect.  We think it's an important data set.  We think it collects and captures the important sets of information that states, you know, need to have to manage their program.  There may be lots of other things that states think they need to have, and, in effect, would try to integrate that into these kinds of things.



We think having the national set of data does a couple things for states.  I think one of the things, it certainly provides them, you know, this focus on development of a data set that captures this range of information about the population, the characteristics, and what's happening to them.



We think it also provides some impetus for states in terms of the leverage that they, in some cases, need to get the resource to put these systems up.  And I think that without this, in some places, that it would be hard to do.  Some states, perhaps, were collecting something very comparable to the current system, and this would not be a problem.  Other states, clearly, it provides some impetus in that area.



As I indicated, the states have a wide variation in terms of what their programs look like, and they continue to evolve.  And I think that that will be something that would be important for us to keep track of.  



I don't think, to some extent, national level that we're going to have -- you know, I think one reason this level of data is important, because of the differences in the states, I think it's important for us to somehow have that.



We don't see this as the end-all to be-all to all data, you know.  And there's lots of discussions and lots of work groups this week that, in effect, suggested that there isn't one data set that meets all the requirements.  It's a kind of combination and integration of these various data sets that's important for us to think about and relate to and try to understand.  



And, as I said, I think that certainly the TANF data provides that backdrop for some of that, that it provides certainly a national mosaic.  It certainly helps the state provide some state-by-state kind of mosaic.



You have this handout.  Basically, it shows the population changes over time.  A piece you don't have, which I thought -- you know, the point of this slide, essentially, is to take that and look at it state-by-state.  And, while we know nationally the caseload has dropped dramatically 44 percent and 46 percent, state-by-state, it's done various kinds of things.  And, while I know this data, you know, is -- for instance, Guam, their caseload actually went up 59 percent.  Wyoming's caseload went down 90 percent. 



So the point being is that there is -- while, from our standpoint, we look at the national overview, and the national overview basically, you know, is somewhat weighted toward the bigger states and the bigger population kind of concentrations, the bottom line is that every state's different.  Every state is changing.  Every state sort of has to look at where they are, and what's this population look like, and where do they go from there.



Again, the pattern I guess I wanted to indicate was, again, we looked at some of the national stuff.  This '97 essentially comes from some of this later AFDC data in '97.  And you can see there's some dramatic changes between in terms of family earnings, dramatic changes in terms of child-only cases.  It's clear that the national level, you know, has some implications.  





Again, public housing.  One of the things that you see here is that there hasn't been a change nationally.  As you look at the tables that I passed out, you'll see that there is a fairly dramatic change in some states of this thing.  And I think states have to look at those kind of variables.  We picked these out, I think, because we thought they had some relationship to dependency and things that states need to kind of, like, focus on.



Again, there is a change in the race.  Clearly, Hispanic population has been increasing over time.  And that pattern, I think, is different from state to state.



And that should be not percentage; that's age.  And you can see that the -- and the handout that you have -- and we'll talk quickly about it in a minute -- but, basically, you see the same pattern in terms of we put down zero to six.  The intent was the non-school-age group.  I guess we can't figure out when you go to school in some states.  But, clearly, the child 

-- age of children is increasing, and certainly the range of children zero to five will increase.



Education, we have a question mark.  Because, obviously, we have not produced any national data on education through -- this data basically comes to the AFDC quality control system, which collected payment accuracy information and also collected on a sample basis, you know, the characteristics of the population.  Even through that kind of system, we were not able to get reliable data.  There were too many unknowns.



If you've seen what we produced for the TANF July/September data, we did produce an educational chart.  And, if you noticed that we indicate, at least at a national level, there was like a 19 percent unknown.  You know, creates a problem in terms of how reliable that data is.  



So I think that harking back to the cartoon, essentially, I think, you know, it's not just having data; it's having, you know, good data, having accurate data, having data, you know, timely.  



I mean, Don talked about the issue of how long it takes to get the national broad perspective data, and it certainly takes us a while to get the TANF data.  And I think there is the issue about timeliness of that data.  The same kind of things that he was talking about in terms of states using this data and rolling it up.  Obviously, they get it before we get it, and then, you, it takes us a while to produce it.



But I think that, certainly, averaging, combining years, and those kinds of things are things that will be helpful to states as they go through and look at their population and try to figure out what's happening.  



And I say, I don't know that the TANF data is the end-all.  And I think that you'll find some interesting things that when Bill Hudgens gets -- shows some of his stuff, that, I mean, they in Florida have done a lot of work looking at that population, and they're breaking it down to a substate level.  And I think that's critical for a state to do.



In your handout, I put in three charts.  And let's go over them, because I want to get you all out of here.  We won't put them up on the slide.  There's like two pages each one.  It takes a while.



But, basically, it's the same concept, I guess, we were trying to get across here is that clearly this is, you know, pre-TANF population.  Clearly, the caseload here hasn't changed as radically.  It's like eight percent on the first table.  January of '93 showed a -- or '97 showed a 17 percent reduction for families and a 19 for recipients, and that's compared to the 44 and 46.  So caseload clearly has accelerated in terms of declining.  This data, obviously, is old data, you know.



But I think the point we're trying to make is that you need to look at some of this data across time.  We looked at it only from -- we looked at it in '93, then we looked at it in '96.  I think states need to look at it, you know, like every month or every year, and accumulate it.



But the basic premise, I think, here is the fact that as you look at these tables, the thing that struck me, and I guess hopefully strikes you, is the fact I've shown you some of the national numbers, which are a number.  And then, as you look at individual states, that clearly, for instance, even with this data, we're showing like a 46 percent increase nationally in terms of the earned income levels.  That ranges from 225 percent in D.C. to a minus 41 percent in South Dakota.  Small samples; I think, you know, some variability in that.  But, in the range, clearly, different things are happening in different states.  States clearly were in different places then; they're in different places now.



Child-only, we're showing a 36 percent increase between '93 and '96, and that ranges from 171 percent to a minus 15 percent.  And children's, we showed it zero through six, but, again, it's a -- you know, nationally, we're showing that declining like five percent.  And in some places, it's minus 15 percent; in some places it's gone up in that age group.  

Public housing, we showed it not changing at all.  Some places, like Iowa, went up 310 percent, and Utah, it went down 83 percent.  So, clearly, different things are happening different places that has implications for a state in terms of how it looks at its population, how it manages its work force, how it thinks about what the policy impacts of these things might be.



I guess to sum up where I am, I think that, clearly, state diversity will continue.  It's critical that states think about what other data sources they have, how they tie in to this TANF data set, how they might want to integrate this.  If they haven't -- you know, don't have it now, there may be this piece against something else that they have.



And I think, finally -- the final issue, I think, is data is, you know, important if people see it.  It tells a story.  And the story doesn't get told unless people see it.  And I think that's -- and it's timely data, it's accurate data, it's data that's clearly understood.  And, to an extent, it tells the story that's going on.



I think you supplement this with other kinds of research that you have.  You supplement it with maybe look at some at the national level, kind of like talk about some of these things that how we -- you know, while it doesn't provide state level data, it does give you a picture of where you are, perhaps, nationally in terms of what the national picture is.



So I think that we're on the beginning stages of a sort of exciting time.  It's been a struggle for us.  It's been a struggle for states.  But I think it 

-- you know, hopefully, when we have this new data system up that we'll be able to come back next year and talk about what we've learned, and how we've put it together with other things that we learned in terms of the research.



Any questions? 




(No response.)



MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.



MR. HUDGENS:  This crowd looks like it needs a happy hour.




(Laughter.) 



MR. HUDGENS:  I won't take, I think, 15 minutes, perhaps 20.  My name is Bill Hudgens.  I work as a database administrator for the State of Florida. 



It's a little ironic that I'm giving this talk.  My boss, who is Don Winstead, the state welfare reform director, was originally going to give it, and he had a conflict.  And the reason it's ironic is because I was probably one of the first most vocal critics of these Emergency TANF data regs.  



I'm not one of the users of the data; I'm one of the producers of it.  So, when I got these regs -- and when Sean thinks about them as bare bones or minimal, obviously, my perspective is well, they're pretty maximal.  Getting all of this data from all of these sources and putting it in the file and shipping it to Washington in a timely way has been a pretty substantial challenge for us.  And for at least my counterparts in the other states that I know of, that's been a pretty major change.



But, having kind of been that critic, I can also confess that in retrospect, it's sort of like I guess I'm happy I did my homework.  Now when we get calls from legislative staffers, the press, other states, people from the universities, research folks, there's a real good chance we've already got the data that they want in a format we can get to pretty fast.  And that's been a major advantage for us.



The question is how do we use the data.  Well, by far, the most frequent usage for this data is operational.  In other words, from the state perspective, there's a lot of information that comes out of this Emergency TANF data reporting set that we take down to the county level and ship to our county managers, and they turn around and ship it to our service center managers, and on down to unit supervisors, and then our entire organizational hierarchy.  We now have a way of measuring performance, giving them indications on workload that's coming up.  It impacts how we go about planning the workload.  It impacts our staff allocation.  It affects our own internal monitoring mechanisms.  But, by far, that's the most -- that's the area where we use the data the most.



I see minimal evidence that it's being used for policy analysis.  And perhaps if our policy chief was here, she might counter me on that.  But we've used some of the data to some extent to look about, well, what about the children that are leaving TANF, and are they getting health care or Medicaid, and what kind of safety net is there for them from the health perspective?  This data set has been helpful for us in terms of tracking those kind of issues.



The third users, and the ones that at least seem to knock on the door much more frequently nowadays, are the evaluation folks.  And, of course, I'm speaking to the choir here.  We get seemingly innocent requests that start off -- Justin Reed (phonetic) is in the room from Florida State University, and Justin and Bob Crew (phonetic) came and said, "Well, I need a list of your welfare leavers for a certain quarter."  Well, that's simple.  We can go back to these TANF data records, and we can find out who received TANF in which months, and we can say which months did they not leave.



But then if you start asking questions, "Yeah, but we'd like to know which ones opted not to receive."  And then if you start asking, "Well, who got diverted?"  And then you want to know a little bit about their history of food stamps, their history of Medicaid.  Then all of a sudden what would seem like a seemingly simple request turns into a fairly long-term project.  And Justin, you can correct me if I'm wrong on any of this.



Probably what's happened now by far is, at least in our structure, the requirement to create these files obviously produced a commitment to it, but kind of created a discipline that it forced us to start developing files down to the person level that where we maintain the history, meaning we can get any point in time -- we can do a cross-section of the caseload, we can do some trend analysis -- we've got the data immediately available to us.  



And, in the past, it was like, "Well, if ACF wants this quarterly report of the aggregate of families, persons, and benefits, we'll ship it to them, but we won't worry about the details."



And, because of that, we've kind of -- it's kind of instilled in us some discipline, and it makes it easier for me to go to our secretary and say, "I need some resources to do this."  And that's helped.



And, in fact, I think as the requirements get kind of more onerous, the regular regs that Sean talked about that go into effect in October cause us some heartburn for some new data elements.  Some stuff, we're going to have to go to other mainframes to go get, and we're not currently structured to get that.  But at least it gives me the leverage to go to our secretary saying, "I need more resources.  I need a better computer.  I need better software."  You know, that helps.  And maybe that's kind of parochial, but that's been very helpful.



I want to show you in this handout, and then we'll go through kind of a quick slide show, yeah, but what about the real numbers?  In other words, that's all kind of rhetoric, and, you know, what do you really do with it?



So let's go through this.  On the first page, I listed out -- if you're not familiar with the Emergency TANF Data Report, that ACF form 198, that's the first time where the states have been required to submit detailed data for a family, family characteristics, characteristics of the adult head of household, and characteristics of the children, files on -- lists the families that closed and the reason for closure, and the aggregate stuff was not known.



What that means is that if you're kind of in the evaluation world, that the states have got an incredible amount of data on their TANF caseload they didn't previously have, and it's almost immediately available to you.  



That's pretty strong.  Because, in the past, I know we've had a lot of times evaluation studies. People would come to us, and we'd say, "We just simply don't have the resources and can't get the data you want."



The most obvious thing we do with this data is track our caseload trends.  This pretty much matches what's happening pretty much around the country, as Sean mentioned.  The top line is our total caseload, total number of families from July '97 through April '99.  You can see, basically, in Florida, we dropped in half.  But if you kind of break that down into the child-only, the two-parent, one-parent households, you can see that that very bottom blue line, the two-parent families has been fairly stable.  That purple line, the one just above it, that's fairly stable, that's the child-only's.  And the big huge drop, of course, are the one-parent households.



This slide shows the same thing, but it's the percent of the caseload by type.  And you can see that the bottom bars, which are that lavender, of the child-only's, the beginning of the period, about 30 percent of our caseload was child-only, and today almost 50 percent is.



We've gone from a situation in Florida where, historically, we always thought about our AFDC families or our TANF families as, well, there was mom and a couple kids.  And now it's gotten to where approximately half of all our cases are the child-only cases.  It's got an implication for how we manage our resources.  And we're starting to ask in our questions -- this child-only population is one that kind of  historically got ignored, at least as far as any attention we might give to it, and yet now they're 50 percent of our cases.



This shows you the adult and children count, the lavender being the children, the yellow being adults.  Same story.  We started out with about 400,000 people receiving assistance in July '97.  As of this past month, we are almost exactly at half of that at 200,000.  So, over this past 21 months, there's a 50 percent reduction, and it's been in both the adult and the children count.



We like to take the statewide data and ask, yeah, well, that's interesting, but what happens when we break it down geographically?  And here, I've taken our major metropolitan areas and shown a comparison of July '97/April '99.  And the next to the right column on the far right on percent change, you can see that over that same period, even though the state reduction is 47 percent, that in areas like Fort Lauderdale, Jacksonville, Lakeland, there's been a 60 percent reduction; but, in our most significant metropolitan area, in Miami, there has been a 34 percent reduction. 



At this point, it's kind of, well, we could all have our own hypothesis on why is that happening. When I talked to the people in Miami, they say, "Well, clearly, it's employment driven."  When I talk to people in Fort Lauderdale, Jacksonville, they say, "Well, clearly, that's performance of our labor people in placing clients."



And then you can talk to other groups and they say that was culturally based.  At least Florida's demographics is such that the demographics of Dade County or of Miami is substantially different than the demographics in the rest of the state.  And, of course, it's probably all three, and some other factors.



We can now go into some sort of cohort breakdowns.  The top line is the total caseload over that same period.  This red line is "Yeah, but what about the July '97 cohort?"  And the main thing this tells us is that that red line has a fairly steep slope dropping down, and that of the 153,000 families that received assistance back then, roughly 36,000 of those families still receive assistance.



Another way of looking at that is to say, well, more than 50 percent of our caseload today is new since July '97.  So you can see we've got a fairly substantial difference on the caseloads that have been on for quite a while and those that have come on fairly new.  And they probably behave very differently.



This is a comparable breakdown.  I won't get in a lot of details.  But you can see we've got, on the far right, the percent change in total families, again, Fort Lauderdale, Jacksonville, Lakeland, substantial reductions, but then it's sort of matched by what's happening with that July '97 cohort.  It's kind of the same sort of match.  In those three metropolitan areas, there has been an 80 percent reduction of that cohort in the past 21 months.



We also have the ability now to look at closures, and we started tracking their behavior on reopening.  For example, in July '98, there were 16,000 families closed for TANF.  In the next month, 3,000 of them came right back on assistance again.  In September and October, you can see that kind of leveled out at 4,000.  So it's kind of like, well, if they're coming back on assistance, it's quickly, and then it tapers off real fast.



This is fairly busy, and we don't have time to get into details.  But this chart, basically, we wanted to know of all the people that were closed for TANF during 1998 by month, what was their recidivism rate for cash for the month of closure and the two months out?  And then, likewise, we get a lot of questions about yeah, but what about Medicaid?   



Basically, the lesson from this chart is that it shows us that a substantial percentage of the people who are closed for TANF are eligible for Medicaid in subsequent months, kind of defeating the theory of, well, no, we close them, and then they don't lose their safety net.



FEMALE VOICE:  I missed the one slide that was case closures.  How do you read the -- if you reopened it each month, do you add that together?



MR. HUDGENS:  No, those are -- of those 16,519, how many opened back up in August, which is 3,097, and then put that aside.  And, of those 16,519, how many were opened in September, which is 4,078.  So it's kind of --



FEMALE VOICE:  So it's 11,000.  It's 11,000 of the 16.



MR. HUDGENS:  Right.  Don't cumulate it, right.



FEMALE VOICE:  It's not.



MR. HUDGENS:  No, it's not.  I should not put reopened.  Not cumulative.



FEMALE VOICE:  And I gather that the left tab also only applies on the first column, not the subsequent columns.



MR. HUDGENS:  Right.  Let's go to the next one.  This will be on the next GRE math portion.




(Laughter.) 



MR. HUDGENS:  Okay.  We also started tracking clock data.  We've got some clients that have a 24-month time limit, and some have a 36-month time limit.  This chart is a snapshot of our April '99 caseload.  The yellow bars are 24-month clients, and the purple bars are the 36-month.



The horizontal axis is theoretical time of exit, and the vertical axis is number of clients.  In other words, we wanted to know, given everybody's current status with respect to their clock -- in other words, how many months of assistance have they used, how many they have left, and, if nothing changes, when will they kind of use up that clock?



So we started tracking, and we were particularly cautious about, as we progressed in time from April '99 right here, what happens in October '99 when we've got that many thousand of clients kind of basically hitting the wall?



We started -- basically, the clock kind of got set in Florida in October '96, so October '99 is the first month that the 36-month club will theoretically have used up their benefits.  



So, obviously, we're concerned about, well, we've got a very large group of clients that this coming October, November, December, right on there, are going to have used up their benefits.  And it's got big implications for our staffing.  And what do we do between now and October to help these clients get job skills, to get placed, if they are going to run out of benefits, and then they get closed?



We wanted to look at whether or not that was distributed evenly around the state.  And, as you can imagine from the prior slides, even though we've got 81,000 families receiving assistance in April, you can see that as we progress -- the number of months the system's remaining as you progress to the right.  



When you hit months five and six, where there's 2300 and 2600 families that will basically, you might say, hit the wall this coming fall, the bulk of them are in Miami, which kind of is consistent with what we saw in some prior charts.



So then the question for our Miami management is what are you going to do about that, and how are you going to handle it?  And do you have the staffing to do that?  Are you set up procedurally to handle that? 



Finally, we use the data for tracking participation rate, obviously.  That's kind of the whole point of these reports. 



The lower purple line on here are one-parent family participation rate from July '97, over to the far right, December '98.  You can see we've done fairly well.  The red line above it is our participation rate for two-parent families. 



Kind of during the first -- approximately the first half of that, you can see the upward slope.  A lot of that had to do with nothing more than we started reporting to our regions and our field offices how they were doing, and a lot more attention got paid to it.



As clients got placed, as closures occurred, and, as you might say in some regions, they say, "Well, all we've got left are the hard core clients," that slope drops back down.  In other words, it gets -- kind of the screw turns tighter, because it becomes increasingly hard to meet those goals.



Again, if we look at it at a regional level, you can see that -- and at least under the one-parent family column on change, that's the percent change from December '97 to December '98.  And, just as you can imagine, those same areas that did so well the prior year -- Fort Lauderdale, Jacksonville, Lakeland -- are showing the most substantial decreases in their participation rate because of that phenomenon of, well, who's left?  Or who's still on the caseload?



And, likewise, you can see that Miami has gone up somewhat, and that's in large part because in our Miami area, the management there has put a major emphasis on this.  And for them to --



FEMALE VOICE:  The economy's gotten better too.



MR. HUDGENS:  And the economy's helped?  Yeah.



Where does that leave us?  Well, we've got -- at least in Florida, we've got to gear up for these regs that are going into effect this coming October. 



In some sense, they kind of stress test us, because we've got to go to other mainframe systems to get some of this data.  The files are going to be substantially larger.  Sean already kind of highlighted the major changes there.  That gives us a little bit of heartburn.  But, then again, I suppose we could be sitting here next year saying, "Well, it was kind of good for us that we had to do that."



And, likewise, this high-performance bonus report has caused us to go out and learn a lot about our UI wage file and how to do the matching, and what the problems are, and all the stuff that you can imagine goes along with that.



Okay.  Open up for questions?  Everybody ready for happy hour?  Question in the back?



FEMALE VOICE:  Bill, one of the things is you really were reporting some of this data (inaudible) the QC system (inaudible) involved in that.  But that was through a sample, that's where we really got this baseline information.  So, clearly, at some point, somebody made a decision it was worthwhile to collect this on everybody, because it certainly seems as if it would be more efficient.  But then at the same time, we wouldn't be able to disaggregate it this way.  Did you say anything about what those --



MR. HUDGENS:  Well, I can only --



FEMALE VOICE:  Or do you just get the orders?



MR. HUDGENS:  Well, I can only comment on Florida's perspective.  I mean, our welfare reform director is an evaluator in disguise.  So, if he's given a -- if Don's given a choice of doing the whole population or a sample, of course he's going to want the whole population.  And if he thinks his staff and the computers have got the capability, then he's going to say, "This is very useful."  



Well, in retrospect, he was right.  I mean, it's turned out to be a lot more useful to have the whole population data than a few hundred cases that QC pulled.



FEMALE VOICE:  And one thing that I think is very important from all three of my states, but particularly Massachusetts and Florida, is that you need large enough samples in the diverse communities in the state.  I think your example of Miami is not Jacksonville, it's not Tampa, it's not a rural area.  And it may be that you could deal with a sample, but it would have to be a very sophisticated sample.



MR. HUDGENS:  Question here, and then the back.



MALE VOICE:  I just wondered if you could comment on the reliability of the data from TANF.  Because that (inaudible).  One thing that (inaudible) said, I think in general, a lot of these systems, certainly (inaudible) mainframe system collects a lot of data that's designed to help (inaudible).  A lot of the data elements are key to that determination.  If we keep adding data elements that aren't necessarily relevant for eligibility, and they attempt to do (inaudible) to pay attention to all of them (inaudible).  I suspect that (inaudible). 



MR. HUDGENS:  Justin, I'm surprised you're not getting hysterical here.  The question was please comment on the reliability of the data.



Oh, it's absolutely a hundred percent accurate. 




(Laughter.) 



MALE VOICE:  Okay, all the feds leave the room.




(Laughter.) 



MR. HUDGENS:  Then those of you that can leave the room -- basically, what we ran into is benefit-driven stuff is -- can be counted on pretty well.  In other words, how much money did the family get, and how many people are in the family, and what's their age and race?  And that stuff's pretty easy.



The thing where early on got kind of "Boy, this got mushy" was how many hours a week was a client spending on different work activities?  And then those of you familiar with the algorithm in there says, "Well, for job search, you can count, you know, no more than four consecutive weeks, and six cumulative.  And, if they're sanctioned, you can only do three months out of twelve."  And it's like from a programmer's perspective, it becomes kind of a nightmare.  



But it was that how many hours are they spending, and which activity they're spending it on each week so that we could calculate an hours-per-week average for the month, that was really dicey.



And, when we traced it and we started asking why do we have such low percentages in different areas, the data entry wasn't even taking place.  Like Miami was woefully behind their data entry over the wages coalitions.  So we had to do a lot to kind of beat that up.



Is it accurate today?  I don't know.  You know, if Sean sent some auditors down and pulls a sample and checks us, how well will we pass?  You know, the benefit stuff is really clean.  It's that hours stuff that we've really had to work on.  Question?



MALE VOICE:  I'd like to reiterate what you said about the client from Wisconsin with regard to getting complete data that you have fields for in your database when it doesn't affect eligibility.



The second was observations about Wisconsin and decision to not do sampling because it's an additional thing.  You still have to get those fields.  So figuring out how to get the fields to the database and then adding on top of that some kind of sampling method is then more than double the work.



MR. HUDGENS:  Comment?



FEMALE VOICE:  My name is Peggy.  I'm from  Wyoming.  And I wondered how are you going to collect in Florida the public housing information?



MR. HUDGENS:  Right now, we think we're going to have to go to the county public housing authorities.



We've got some data elements in there.  Obviously, the housing thing is particularly troublesome.  We do not have a statewide child care data system, so we've got to go kind of substate level to get child care data.  And every -- well, you all know, every time you've got to do that, you've just opened up a huge -- I mean, you've got every possible combination of automated systems, and then even perhaps then, it may not be totally automated.  But, yeah, some of that substate stuff's going to be really tough.



The other thing, as I recall, the proposed regs require that we report on the non-custodial parents.  And, at least in Florida, that's a separate state agency.  And we're not accustomed to doing data matches routinely over there, so that kind of puts us in yet another world of okay, now we have another mainframe to go look at.



FEMALE VOICE:  Think of it as a challenge.



MR. HUDGENS:  Yeah, thing of the personal growth opportunities.




(Laughter.) 



FEMALE VOICE:  What about the strategy of collecting the data that you feel you need and want on a universe basis, extracting a sample, and then, through contact or other means, doing data elements that you think are less critical to your operation? 



MR. HUDGENS:  Well, and I suppose that's --



FEMALE VOICE:  Can you report that sample to us?



MR. HUDGENS:  Yeah.  I suppose that's an option available to all the states.  I mean, as I understand the situation, you said to us in the past, "Well, you can either report all data elements for your  entire population or all data elements for the sample, but you can't mix them."  Right?  And what you're suggesting is, well, that's a possible kind of option, given those rules.



VOICE:  Right.  Just extract (inaudible). 



MR. HUDGENS:  The sense I get from, at least for us, you know, in our setting is Don is -- you know, we've been interested in to the extent that we could use these regs is kind of a leverage to get the stuff that we'd use them.  So he's been very reluctant to kind of back off and say, "Yeah, we'll just send you a sample."  Anything else?



FEMALE VOICE:  I have a question.  There was a (inaudible) period, I think, yesterday for the final reg from the data (inaudible).  When are, if any, changes occurring from that (inaudible)? 



MR. HUDGENS:  Well, that's -- good one there.  The question is that in the reg, there was a 30-day comment period on the data collection piece, and when is it finalized.  Basically, OMB needs to give us a formal approval and a form number and so forth and so on, and so that's part of that process in terms of if, based on the comments that have come in, we'll have to look at them and respond to them, and eventually they will approve or modify or whatever.  



So it is an opportunity for states to have additional comments.  And so, you know, we have not yet programmed the system.  That's the next step in the process.  So there is that window of opportunity for comments, and we'll have to see where we go.



Now, obviously, they did approve the content, because it was part of the regulation.  But there is this third (inaudible) up here.  And, as I understand it, they could make some different judgment about some elements based on the comments they receive.  



Because, clearly, one of the things we had to do in terms of going from a proposed rule to a final rule is that we had to deal with each and every one of those comments back through that system in terms of their decision.  And, obviously, some stuff got modified.  So the problem obviously is, you know, no one saw what the final rule of data collection was until the final rule was issued on April 12th.  



So this is like one more opportunity to look, okay, you may have said, you know, modify this, and we modified it, but it didn't get modified in the way that you may have thought that we should have.  



So there is that window of comment, and we don't have a formal approved data collection form that will only be as approved.  And, you know, that's obviously what we need, to go through that process quickly, so we can then develop a system, and you can have the system and the software for that system out there.  We haven't developed it yet, 'cause the rule is just not final until it was final.



MR. OELLERICH:  Anything else?  




(No response.) 



MR. OELLERICH:  It's five o'clock.  Should we get out of here?




(Applause.) 




(Whereupon, at 5:00 p.m., the meeting was concluded.)
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