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I. INTRODUCTION

This report is a feasibility assessment—an analysis of alternative datasets and analytic
approaches that might be used to assess the effects of Hurricane Katrina on populations served
by the Administration for Children and Families (ACF) of the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS). Understanding these effects would help ACF serve two purposes: to
address the needs of Hurricane victims who will continue to need help from a range of programs
that ACF administers; and to identify lessons for delivering services in future disasters—
including how to build data systems to track clients, and how to create relationships across
programs and jurisdictions that would connect people to needed services in the context of a
disaster.

The assessment identifies ways of answering four overarching research questions of practical and
policy importance to ACF: where did populations of interest go when Hurricane Katrina struck
in August 2005 (migration and housing); how are they doing (income and employment); what
are their needs for ACF programs and services; and how did the disaster affect the ACF
programs themselves? In each of the four, the review further asks, implicitly or explicitly, how
changes resulting from Katrina affect child and family well-being. The analysis is concerned
with assessing changes over time and across geographic areas and, importantly, how to track
families as they relocate or return, and as their needs change over time.

The assessment emphasizes using existing datasets to their greatest effect, and innovative uses of
administrative data as they are currently collected. In a small number of instances, the utility of
new data collection is noted, as well as opportunities for adding new markers into existing
datasets, which might, for example, be used to identify program participants affected by a
disaster and follow them over time and across jurisdictions to ensure they get the services they
need.

Hurricane Katrina made landfall on August 29, 2005. Levees broke in New Orleans in the
following week. The effects of Hurricane Katrina in a very real sense have not ended. Thus,
while research can produce lessons about improving disaster preparedness and response, it must
also help ACF anticipate and identify the continuing needs of those affected in the areas of
immediate impact and in the larger diaspora. Also, residual effects continue to produce an
outpouring of help from individuals, governments, and charitable institutions, including faith-
and community-based organizations (FCBOSs); how these responses interact with government
and the need for publicly-funded assistance needs to be understood.

Interest in the disaster continues to generate a large body of scholarly analysis of what happened
to different populations during evacuation and resettlement, and how their social, economic,
physical and emotional well-being has been affected. Planning future research, and developing
appropriate priorities for public funding, should be conducted with the understanding that our
knowledge about these events continues to expand.
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The context in which ACF programs have operated since the storm has also changed. The federal
response to Katrina included $2 billion in additional Medicaid spending, an estimated $1.2
billion in additional food stamps (Hanson and Oliveira 2007), new workforce initiatives
sponsored by the Department of Labor, and TANF contingency and loan funds to provide
temporary financial assistance and other benefits to needy families.

This assessment focuses on the policies and programs over which ACF has jurisdiction, and
therefore might exercise direct leverage in a disaster to ensure continuity of services. It also
considers policies and programs that most affect the populations of interest to ACF, even if not
directly administered by it. The sense of urgency felt by ACF in August and September 2005
persists—to exercise its policy and program responsibilities to address the continuing needs of
populations affected by the storm, and toward that end, to exploit the capabilities of the
considerable data collected from a multitude of sources within ACF and outside.

Throughout the report, we refer to five groups: stayers, evacuees, resettlers, returners, and in-
migrants. We classify the population living in the areas of impact at the time of the storm as
either stayers, who never left, or evacuees, who did leave their pre-storm residences, We divide
further divide evacuees between resettlers, who relocated to other areas, and returners, who went
back to their pre-storm addresses. In-migrants, finally, are those individuals who did not live in
the storm areas before Katrina, but moved into these areas afterwards.

Research Questions

The objective of the report is to examine the availability of data and the feasibility of conducting
empirical analysis to address the following set of research questions posed by ACF.

1. HOUSING AND MIGRATION: Where have evacuees lived since the storm, and how is
that likely to change?

- Where did they go (by city, by neighborhood), in how many moves, and for how
long?

- How were they housed (by type, with whom; initial evacuation, forward)?

- Who and how many stayed, left, and returned (by income, race and ethnicity, age,
immigration status, other), and why (e.g., employment, housing, housing
assistance, insurance, family support, schooling)?

- How many intend to/are likely to return, and what factors are influencing that
decision?

- Who and how many (by income, race and ethnicity, age, immigration status,
other) in-migrated after the storm, and why?

- How did migration and housing affect family composition, and thus implicitly or
explicitly, child and family well-being?
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2. INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT: How have the income and employment status of
individuals and families changed since the storm?

- What were the pre-Katrina income profiles (e.g. total disposable income,
employment status, industry, occupation) of stayers and evacuees? What were
their sources of income immediately after?

- How many jobs, in what sectors, were created or destroyed in the areas of impact,
in the host communities? How permanent are the shifts likely to be?

- How were employment and wages of evacuees, stayers, returners, resettlers, and
in-migrants (by income, race and ethnicity, age, immigration status, etc.),
affected, in the areas of impact and in the host communities?

- How were the employment status and work requirements of TANF recipients
affected?

3. PROGRAM NEEDS: How are the needs for ACF services changing as a result of the
storm?

Government Supports

- Who received what services before the storm (by program, income, race and
ethnicity, age, immigration status)?

- How did migration and employment shifts affect the need for TANF, child
support, child welfare services or other services to address domestic violence,
Head Start, child care subsidies, CSBG-funded and other relevant ACF-funded
services, in the areas of impact and in host communities?

- How did these shifts affect the need for other assistance (including food stamps,
unemployment insurance, Medicaid, SSI, housing assistance, legal assistance,
workforce investment services), in the areas of impact and in host communities?

- What were migration, employment, and other storm-related effects on marriage,
parenting, health and behavioral health (clinically diagnosed or self-reported) of
parents and children?

- How well could current recipients and new applicants access assistance (in the
areas of impact and in host communities)? How well are needed services linked
(e.g., housing, social services, schooling, child care, health care)? To what extent
do program access and linkages differ by state?

- What hardships have gone unaddressed?

Nongovernmental Supports

- What services (disaster relief, social services, informal support) did ACF service
populations seek or receive from faith-based, community-based, and national
service organizations during and after Hurricane Katrina? What services are they
getting now?

- What help did ACF service populations seek or receive from family, friends, and
other community members? What help are they getting now?
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- How did patterns of nongovernmental service use compare before and after the
storm?

- Did Hurricane Katrina enhance or inhibit the ability of faith-based, community-
based, and national service organizations, or family and friends, to provide
services and other support?

4. PROGRAM EFFECTS: How did the storm affect ACF programs themselves?

- What were administrative costs and service levels prior to the storm?

- How were caseloads, benefit amounts, program operations (in TANF, child
support, child welfare services, Head Start, child care subsidies, and CSBG-
funded services) affected?

- How were interrelationships between ACF programs and FSP, WIA,
unemployment insurance, Medicaid, SSI, housing assistance programs, and others
affected?

- What were the effects of the storm on facilities, on staffing and on recordkeeping
at the service delivery level?

- How did relationships between nongovernmental and governmental systems
facilitate or hinder support?

- How did nongovernmental supports affect participation in TANF, other ACF
programs, or employment?

Organization of the Report

Chapter Il of the report summarizes the major datasets available to study these questions,
including national household surveys and special surveys, a variety of regularly reported datasets
used for developing local economic indicators, and administrative data related to the low-income
populations and programs of interest to ACF. Characteristics of the datasets are presented to
enable readers to refer back to as they consider the study options presented in the chapters that
follow.

Each of the four chapters that follow covers one of the four substantive domains and presents an
array of study options. We consider those that are most practical for ACF to undertake, are
central to the overall mission of ACF, and, in most instances, are unlikely to be undertaken by
other agencies or other researchers.

The final chapter reviews the overarching issues in the four domains and presents our
recommendations for the studies addressing these issues that would best inform ACF, and that
generally can be approached with existing data sources.

Methodology

Organization of the Project

A project of this breadth demands knowledge about the needs of low-income populations across
many substantive areas, about ACF programs specifically, and about the challenges of
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responding within the context of a complex federal system. It also demands multi-disciplinary
methodological expertise, and seasoned judgment about what is researchable and will best serve
the policy and program concerns of ACF. The study therefore utilized a multi-method,
collaborative approach in order to bring the broadest knowledge base toward consideration of the
complex policies that affect program design and service delivery, the structure and content of
administrative data collected at the federal and state levels, important research already
undertaken or ongoing, and significant gaps that might be filled by new research.

We used a three-tiered structure: a core body of very senior researchers who have each been
involved in UI’s assessment of Katrina; subcommittees organized around the four domains
described above and comprised of methodological and substantive specialists within the Urban
Institute, many of whom have worked directly on research on Katrina; and project staff to
prepare materials and analyze the product of the deliberations. The specialists met as a group,
contributed individually through in-depth discussions about research or datasets with which they
were intimately familiar, and in some instances drafted sections of the report.

Subcommittee chairs were: Margery Turner, director of the Center on Metropolitan Studies and
Housing and a principal researcher on the effects of Hurricane Katrina and its aftermath; Harry
Holzer, senior fellow at the Urban Institute and professor of economics and public policy at
Georgetown University; Ajay Chaudry, director of the Center on Labor, Human Services and
Population; and project co-principal investigators Fredrica Kramer and Kenneth Finegold. Olivia
Golden played a central role in the initial formulation of the study, and then in serving as
principal independent reviewer of the final report, lending her broad wisdom and perspective of
ACF services, as both a researcher and former government administrator of programs for
children and families.

The subcommittee on housing and migration included Margery Turner, chair; Randolph Capps,
an expert on immigration research; Jane Hannaway, an organizational sociologist and director of
UI’s Education Policy Center and the new, federally-funded Center for Analysis of Longitudinal
Data in Education Research; Susan Popkin, who studies the effects of public and other assisted
housing strategies on children and families, and is currently engaging in research to trace
families uprooted as a result of Hurricane Katrina; Peter Tatian, an expert on housing policy and
neighborhood data and co-director of the Neighborhood Change Database project, which
combined neighborhood-level indicators from the 1970 to 2000 decennial censuses.

Members of the group that addressed income and employment were Harry Holzer, chair; Robert
Lerman, an expert in the role of the workforce development system in improving the status of
low-wage workers; Austin Nichols, a specialist in modeling the behavior of low-income
populations using national data on the labor market, labor supply, and program participation;
Demetra Nightingale, an expert in welfare, social services, and employment policies and
programs for low-income individuals and families, who has conducted studies of TANF, child
support enforcement, food stamps, child welfare, refugee and immigrant services, youth
development, services for the elderly, and a Department of Labor Katrina jobs initiative grants;
and Douglas Wissoker, an expert on survey methodology and sampling design. Daniel Kuehn, in
the Center on Labor, Human Services and Population, prepared sections of the report related to
income and employment research.
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The subcommittee on program needs included Ajay Chaudry, chair; Martha Burt, an expert on
homelessness and other issues confronting hard-to-serve populations in housing, employment
and other social service systems; Bradford Gray, a leader in research on the performance of
nonprofit and for-profit health care organizations; Linda Giannarelli, an expert in the use of
survey and administrative data to analyze participation in welfare, child care, and other
programs, project director for the Welfare Rules Database, and principal investigator for the
TRIM3 microsimulation model; Pamela Holcomb, an expert on programs for low-income
families including service integration and healthy marriage initiatives; Jennifer Macomber, an
expert on child welfare and on survey data related to child welfare and child well-being; and
Pamela Winston, an expert on state and local welfare policies.

Members of the subcommittee on program effects included Fredrica Kramer and Kenneth
Finegold, chairs; Gina Adams, manager of Ul’s child care research team; Harry Hatry,
internationally known for his work on performance measurement and outcome management
procedures; Elaine Sorensen, an expert on fatherhood and child support programs; and Linda
Giannarelli.

Major Tasks

The first major task of the project was to create an annotated bibliography from an extensive
search of scholarly research on Katrina, publications in the popular press, and other sources that
would provide a broad view of completed and emerging work on the storm, and on issues of
interest. Bounding the bibliography proved challenging. For instance, there is a large literature
on the effects of disasters, including research in the social sciences and public health, clinical
studies of individuals, and analyses of public policies that impact the ability to respond quickly
and effectively. It was important to be aware of that literature, but disciplined in its review, so
that these contributions served but did not overwhelm the task at hand. In addition, the
magnitude of the event, its perceived importance to the national culture, and its continuing
effects on the Gulf Region, have created a continuing stream of research. The more than 300
entries that appear in the bibliography, appended to this report, include works only through
January 2007, in order to ensure that the project could make a timely transition to the feasibility
assessment phase of the project. This January 2007 closing date means that a first step towards
any of the recommended studies would be to review more recent literature in the specific field
under study.

The second key activity was to identify major data sources that might be used to address the
research questions above. These data included the national surveys and databases most often
used to study the low-wage job market and participation in means-tested social programs, special
surveys designed to study Katrina’s effects, and administrative data collected by ACF, and other
agencies that might address the research questions posed.

Our criteria for selecting relevant datasets included the subjects and geographic areas covered,
sample sizes, and the availability of pre- and post-Katrina information that can be distinguished
and compared. In many cases, longitudinal data would permit tracking individuals, families,
businesses, and neighborhoods before and after the storm. Cross-sectional data would permit
identification of residents of the areas of direct impact (principally in Louisiana and Mississippi),
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and residents of the areas (including other parts of the same states) that hosted the largest number
of Katrina evacuees. Some surveys have been conducted to study Katrina’s impacts specifically.
These and other university and locally-based surveys may have relevant findings for this effort.

The third task was to provide the experts serving on each subcommittee with the research
questions, research and publications from the annotated bibliography, and the data sources that
pertained to their substantive area, in order to provide a baseline for their deliberations
concerning important gaps and potential candidates for research in the context of existing data.
The subcommittee discussions were followed by further in-depth discussion between selected
experts and principal staff, to develop researchable study options.

The effects of the storm are continuing and changing over time, in some cases creating new
problems with which ACF programs must contend. The feasibility assessment recognizes that
the consequences of the hurricane must be understood across time, space, programs,
governmental jurisdictions, the public, private and nonprofit sectors, and demographic groups.
Immediate disaster relief requires different interventions than longer-term assistance in the
context of recovery, and different responses at the site of the disaster than those needed for
resettlement in new locations. The assessment considers how to study both the effects on people
and the effects on place. Analyses of the circumstances of the people affected by the storm
includes those who have returned, and those in diaspora; many in either circumstance remain
unsettled, marginally employed, and have enduring health and mental health challenges. The
massive displacement created by Hurricane Katrina has created new demographic profiles in
affected areas, comprising stayers, evacuees, resettlers, returners, and new migrants moving in to
participate in rebuilding, or for other reasons. Our proposals and recommendations for research
take this complexity into account.

Finally, while the focus of this assessment is on ACF programs, ACF policies and programs are
interdependent with many programs and policies outside the direct purview of ACF, which
jointly affect the well-being of low-income children and families. Loss of housing or disruptions
in employment, school, or child care may lead some families to initiate use of TANF and other
supports, or create mental health and substance abuse problems that reduce the ability to work,
and compromise the ability of those already receiving TANF benefits to comply with work
requirements without additional services. A substantial number of children have symptoms of
depression or post-traumatic stress disorder, which may affect their use of child care or Head
Start, and also require other health and mental health interventions, which would be supported by
HHS programs.® The research focuses on what can be learned about service needs;
understanding the connections between services and programs inside and outside of ACF’s direct
purview is important and reflected in some of the research.

! Deborah Goodman, “Post —Disaster Response: Learning from Research,” SAMSHA News (July/
August 2006): 12-14.
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Il. PRINCIPAL DATA SOURCES

In this chapter we describe principal data sources that can be used to study the consequences of
Katrina on vulnerable populations, principally low-income children and families. The datasets
discussed, listed in Table 1, include national household surveys, special surveys on populations
of interest, and administrative data maintained at the federal, state and local levels, which offer
explicit or potential access to researchers. They include continuing surveys, such as those
conducted by the US Bureau of the Census and the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), which can
be used to track income and employment of the national population; longitudinal or panel
surveys such as the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) or the Survey of Income and
Program Participation (SIPP); and surveys that have been undertaken in response to Hurricane
Katrina. The chapter describes administrative data maintained by federal agencies to exercise
mandated oversight and the data that state and local governments collect to monitor caseloads,
services, and expenditures, both to comply with federal requirements and for their own
management purposes.

As Table I indicates, about a dozen of these data sources are recommended for use in the high
priority studies suggested in chapters I11 through VI (one, the CPS, is recommended for use in
three of the four focus areas, and several others are suggested for two). Others are not
recommended for high-priority studies, but we have included them either because they provide
alternative approaches or because it is important to explain their strengths and limitations as ACF
research priorities and interests evolve over time. For each data source, we provide a brief
general account of its characteristics; for several, we provide additional information on strengths,
limitations, and special features that may be important for Katrina-related use.

The data sources included are not exhaustive. We have tried to identify those most likely to serve
the desired analyses and those that may be accessible to ACF or its contract researchers. We
have included some whose accessibility is uncertain but worthy of pursuit. And, as just noted, we
have provided descriptions of a few whose capabilities should be understood but are unlikely
venues for analysis in the near term.
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Table 2.1. Data Sources by Research Issue

Population Data

Current Population Survey (CPS)

American Community Survey (ACS)

Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP)
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID)

Hurricane Katrina Community Advisory Group
Louisiana Health and Population Survey

Employment Data

Quarterly Census of Earnings and Wages (QCEW)
Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD)
Quarterly Workforce Indicators (QWI)

Mass Layoff Statistics (MLS)

Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS)
Unemployment Insurance Payroll Data
Unemployment Insurance Benefit Data

National Directory of New Hires Database

Employer Data

County Business Patterns
Business Employment Dynamics
U.S. Census Bureau Port Reports

Housing Data

Public and Indian Housing Information Center (PIC)
Tenant Rental Assistance Certification System (TRACS)
FEMA Assistance

FEMA Trailers

Louisiana Road Home Program

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act

Homeless Populations
Point-in-Time Surveys

Administrative Data

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF)

Child Welfare Services

Child Support Enforcement

Head Start

Runaway and Homeless Youth Program
Mentoring Children of Prisoners Program
Domestic Violence Prevention Program

Social Services Block Grant (SSBG)

Issue Area: Housing/Migration (H/M);
Income/Employment (I/E); Program Needs
(PN); Program Effects (PE)

H/M, I/E, PN
I/E, PN

I/E, PN
H/M, PN

PN

H/M

I/E
I/E
I/E
I/E
I/E
I/E
I/E
I/E

I/E
I/E
I/E

H/M
H/M
H/M
H/M
H/M
H/M

PN, H/M

PN

H/M, PE

PN

PN

H/M, PE, PN
PN

PN

PN

PN, PE

10
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Population Data
Current Population Survey

e Monthly, nationally representative household survey (about 50,000), with emphasis
on labor force participation, employment characteristics of all adults in household;
same household is interviewed over 16 month period

e March sample is larger, and has detailed questions on demographic characteristics,
income and benefits, health care, housing, and prior residence

e Katrina-related questions added from November 2005 to October 2006

e Estimates can be made at the national and state level

Overview of Characteristics. The monthly Current Population Survey (CPS) is a household
survey and the principal source of detail used to establish income and employment status of the
civilian non-institutionalized population of the U.S. It is the principal source of data for
employment statistics used by the BLS to track unemployment, and therefore emphasizes
questions that establish employment and income profiles of all adults in the household at the
time of the interview. The survey interviews households at sampled addresses over a 16-month
period. A household is interviewed for 4 consecutive months, then is out of the sample for 8
months, then is interviewed for another 4 consecutive months. New households are brought into
the sample continuously; each month, approximately one-eighth of the households are in their
first month in the sample and approximately one-eighth are in their last month-in-sample. The
sample of about 50,000 households does not include individuals in institutions (prisons, schools,
universities, and nursing homes) and does not include either homeless shelters or emergency
shelters; other data would be needed to study the effects of Katrina on those populations.

The monthly survey includes detailed data on labor force participation for the week prior to the
interview. Data elements include details on hours of work and reasons for patterns of work or
lack of work, industry, place, and type of work, earnings, union or employee association, and
date of last employment. The monthly survey also includes data on household composition,
citizenship and parental nativity, and an estimate of combined family income. Since the monthly
survey is principally concerned with employment patterns, reported income does not include the
level of detail about income sources that is available from the March supplement, described
below.

The Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC, also known as the “March CPS,” or
“March supplement”), has the largest sample (approximately 76,000 households in the March
2006 data), and includes a full range of demographic, household, work, and social
characteristics, including a more detailed set of questions around income. Unlike the monthly
survey, the March supplement contains detailed information for the respondent and other adult
(15 and over) members of the household on receipt of unemployment insurance (Ul), Worker’s
Compensation, Social Security, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) and other welfare payments, veterans’ benefits, pensions, income from
interest, dividends, and rent, and other sources of income such as child support, alimony, and
other regular financial assistance. At the household level, questions are asked about the use of
food stamps, free or reduced-price school meals, and energy assistance.

11
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In addition to the complex profile of individual and household income, the March supplement
contains information on health care coverage including private insurance, Medicaid and
Medicare coverage, current health status, and whether an individual did not work or worked less
than the full year due to health reasons. The March survey also contains information on housing
type, residence in public or subsidized housing, where the respondent resided one year ago
(including zip code) and household composition at that time (that is, who of the current
household was not part of the previous household). This last set of questions, which provides a
comparison between two points in time, rather than a month-by-month history, would be useful
in capturing specific changes since the hurricane. Specifically, the responses on these questions
in the March 2006 and 2007 supplements could be compared to those in the March 2005
supplement.

Limits for Katrina Use. Because the CPS sample is address-based, households are not tracked if
they are not present at the sampled address at the time of the next interview. Many sampled units
were empty in the affected areas after Katrina. (Households living in temporary shelters on their
own property, however, would have been reinterviewed.) But the survey would allow a
longitudinal analysis on sampled households who were in the areas of impact before the storm
and who either stayed or returned to the same home before the end of the 16-month interview
period. Further, although the survey samples housing units, not individuals, individuals in the
household can be matched across survey months or years, so that one can identify which
individuals remain in the household over the course of the 16 month span, and therefore what
changes in household and family composition have occurred.

Strengths for Katrina Use. The CPS data sample is designed to produce reliable estimates at the
national and state levels, and all states are identified. Below the state level, the central cities of
New Orleans, Gulfport, Baton Rouge, and Houston are identified with and without the rest of
their metropolitan areas. The Census Bureau, however, recommends using three-year averages to
compare states, and two-year moving averages to analyze change within a state.

Katrina Questions. The March 2005 (retrospective income, employment, and program
participation information on 2004) and March 2007 (retrospective on 2006) supplements would
contain the best pre- and post-storm assessment for several reasons. Because the March survey is
a 12-month retrospective, March 2005 would provide a profile of income and earnings in 2004,
uninterrupted by the storm or the many problems encountered in locating respondents in its
aftermath, which made 2005 estimates problematic. By 2006, the labor market would have
stabilized somewhat, and the March 2007 supplement would portray the richest detail on income
and demographic variables in a context of stability.

To study the effects of Katrina more directly, Katrina-related questions were added to the CPS in
each month from November 2005 through October 2006. A screener question asked whether
anyone in the household had to evacuate in August 2005 because of the hurricane. Respondents
were asked where each person so identified was living before Katrina, whether he or she had
returned to the pre-Katrina residence, and when the evacuee had returned to that address. Pre-
Katrina county/parish and city were also collected for people who had been living in Louisiana,
Mississippi, Florida or Alabama. Additional questions administered from June to October 2006

12
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asked whether people who were not living at their pre-Katrina residence had ever returned, and if
so for how long and why they left.

The variables identifying evacuees, their state of residence before Katrina, and whether they had
returned have been publicly released, but the responses to the questions added in June 2006 are
not in the public-use microdata, so access to restricted data would be necessary to use these
variables. Access to restricted data that identifies individuals would also be necessary to link
CPS data with data from other sources, such as administrative records.

A portion of the data from the March 2006 CPS can be matched to records from the January
2006 CPS Displaced Worker, Employee Tenure, and Occupational Mobility supplement. This
supplement collects information about anyone in the labor force, screened into two overlapping
groups. People 20 and older who lost a job in the previous three years (or their proxies) are asked
about the characteristics of that job, subsequent employment, and receipt of Unemployment
Insurance. Employed people age 15 and older are asked about the characteristics of the current
job, how long it has been held, and the characteristics of the job held one year before, if the
worker had changed jobs since then. Two Katrina questions, added to those on the monthly CPS
for the January 2006 supplement, asked whether anyo