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Although this proposed legislation may allow more than 20% of the eligible ATAP caseload to receive benefits 
beyond 60 months, there are no projected financial impacts. The ATAP program is partially funded by the federal 
TANF block grant which does not vary regardless of the number of families served. Also, federal law requires the 
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Additionally, caseloads are projected to continue their downward trend.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETINGAlaska Redistricting Board Monday, March 26 Board Conference Room 410 Willoughby St. (Room 105)Juneau, Alaska 10:30 amContact: Gordon Harrison, Executive Director, (907) 465-4637The Alaska Redistricting Board will meet Monday, March 26, 2001 at 10:30 am in the conference room of the Board’s offices in Juneau. The meeting will be teleconferenced to Legislative Information Office (LIO) sites around the state. The primary items of business will be discussion of the 2000 census data and instruction to staff regarding the development of initial redistricting scenarios. Also, a schedule for public hearings on existing districts will be discussed. There will be an opportunity for public comment at the beginning of the meeting. Persons wanting to make public comment from an LIO should contact that office prior to the meeting date.
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C S  F O R  H O U SE  B IL L  N O . 142( )IN THE LE G ISLA T U R E OF THE STATE OF A L A S K A  TW ENTY-SECON D  LEGISLA TU R E - FIRST SESSION
BY

Offered:
R eferred:

S po n so rs ): HOUSE RULES C O M M IT T E E  BY R EQ U EST O F TH E G O V ERN O RA  B IL L  F O R  AN  A C T  E N T IT L E D  "An Act relating to the Alaska temporary assistance program; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT  E N A C T E D  B Y  T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F  T H E  ST A T E  O F A L A S K A :

* Section 1. AS 47.27.015 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:(h) When determining under (a)(1) of this section whether an adult has received benefits for a total of 60 months, the department shall disregard the months that are required to be disregarded under 42 U .S .C . 608(a)(7)(D).* Sec. 2. AS 47.27.025(c) is amended to read:(c) The department shall, for the months of July, August, and September, reduce by 50 percent the maximum assistance for which the family is otherwise eligible if the family's eligibility for assistance is based on A S  47.27.010(4), unless the second needy parent is determined, under regulations of the department, to be physically or mentally unable to perform gainful activity or to he providing care for a child who is experiencing n disability [THE UN EM PLOYM ENT OF
-l-
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-GH1023U1 II THE FAM ILY'S PRINCIPAL W AGE EARNER]. However, if  the commissioner2 II determines that temporary economic conditions have resulted in decreased3 || employment opportunities during those months and a reduction in assistance would4 || impose an undue hardship on a family, the department may waive application o f this5 II subsection with respect to that family.6 || * Sec. 3. A S 47.27.030(c)(2) is repealed.7 || * Sec. 4. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to8 II read:9 || TRANSITION: R EG U LA TIO N S. Notwithstanding sec. 6 o f this Act, the Department10 II o f Health and Social Services may immediately proceed to adopt regulations necessary to11 || implement the changes made by this Act. A  regulation adopted under this section takes effect12 || under AS 44.62 (Administrative Procedure Act), but not before the effective date of the13 II statutory change authorizing the regulation.14 II * Sec. 5. Sections 2 and 4 of this Act take effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).15 II * Sec. 6. Except as provided in sec. 5 of this Act, this Act takes effect July 1, 2001.
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Subject: Thank youDate: Fri, 23 Mar 2001 01:33:12 EST From: Madjackl 12@aol.comTo: Representative_Peggy_Wilson@legis.state.ak.us
I would lik'- to thank you and your staff for the support today on houseon house A1

bill HB-142 it has been a long hard road for my family these past three 
years. The law suit I filed on seasonal reduction is only part of the larger 
issue of fair treatment after Norplant and it has been and is a fight that 
has been up hill most of the tim'?.

It would be fair to say that commissioner Perdue has had to deal with 
many of my family issues. The recall of the Norplant two system in September 
of last year being one of them and it is in the Governor Office they have 
sent out an alert to all women's groups and the medical communities, but will 
not inform the 45 DSHS funded women effected by this recall directly. On 
March 9 of this year I got a letter from Evelyn Ramos
director of Investigations for the Alaskan human rights commission after I 
filed a complaint, He said that I could not file a complaint that only 
Individuals directly aggrieved by an alleged practic5~~may tile complaints 
with the commission and my advocacy in tms area was unwelcome.

I have taken the issue of the Norplant Two recall to commissioner Perdue 
and the governor as well as the Alaskan human rights commission and I've done 
as much as I can do, However if one of the 45 women effect by this recall are 
affected by this system they will have legal recourse against the State of 
Alaska I have done a good job in this area.

As I write this e-mail to you I look across the room at my child Baby Jo 
and know in my heart I'm doing the right thing, that my quest for fair 
treatment after Norplant is one that is just and not another Alaskan Family 
will have to endure what my family has done through if I can help it. I'm
just one man who for the past three years three month and 21 days have had to
fight for my child issues and in doing find my self fighting for people I
don't even know and will never meet, but if not me who?

Rep. Kookes has a news paper story on my family in his office that I left 
with him when I was in Juneau last week that you may find interesting. It is 
my hopes that you can help to ensure that these 45 women are informed 
directly that they have a defective birth control system in their bodies that 
will result in birth defects in children born to them.

Thank you
Jerry Jackson

Po Box 33
Point Baker Ak 99927

559-2219
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CS F O R  H O U S E  B IL L  N O . 142(HES)IN THE LEG' SL A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF A L A S K A  TW ENTY-SECOND LE G ISLA TU R E - FIRST SESSIO N
BY T H E  H O U SE HEA LTH , EDUCATION AND SO C IA L  SER V IC ES C O M M IT T E E

Offered:
R eferred:

Sponsor(s): H O U SE RULES C O M M IT T E E  BY R E Q U E ST  O F  T H E  G O V ER N O RA  B IL L  F O R  A N  A C T  E N T IT L E D  "An Act relating to the Alaska temporary assistance program; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT  E N A C T E D  B Y  T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F  T H E  ST A T E  O F  A L A S K A :

* Sect' in 1. AS 47.27.015(f) is amended to read:(f) The number of families for which an exemption is in effect under (a)(1) of this section may not exceed 20 [10] percent of the average monthly number of families who were receiving assistance under former A S 47.25.301 - 47.25.420 (Aid to Families with Dependent Children Act) during the state fiscal year that ended June 30. 1994 [OR TH E M A X IM U M  P ER CEN T A G E OF FAM ILIES A LLO W E D  A N  EXEM PTION U N D ER  FEDERAL LA W , W H ICH EV ER  IS G REATER].* Sec. 2. A S  47.27.015 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:(h) When determining under (a)(1) of this section whether an adult has received benefits for a total o f 60 months, the department shall disregard the months
-1- CSHB 142(HES)
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-GH1023\Fthat are required to be disregarded under 42 U .S .C . 608(a)(7)(D).* Sec. 3. AS 47.27.025(c) is amended to read:(c) The department shall, for the months o f July, August, and September, reduce by 50 percent the maximum assistance for which the family is otherwise eligible i f  the family's eligibility for assistance is based on A S 47.27.010(4), unless the second needy parent is determined, under regulations of the department, to be physically or mentally unable to perform gainful activil/ or to be providing care for a child who is experiencing a disability [THE U N E M P LO Y M E N T  OF THE FA M ILY'S PRIN CIPAL W AGE EARNER]. However, i f  the commissioner determines that temporary economic conditions have resulted in decreased employment opportunities during those months and a reduction in assistance would impose an undue hardship on a family, the department may waive application o f  this subsection with respect to that family.* Sec. 4. A S 47.27.030(c)(2) is repealed.* Sec. 5. The uncodified law o f the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to read: TRANSITION: R EG U LA T IO N S. Notwithstanding sec. 7 of this Act, the Department of Health and Social Services may immediately proceed to adopt regulations necessary to implement the changes made by this Act. A  regulation adopted under this section takes effect under A S 44.62 (Administrative Procedure Act), but not before the effective date o f the statutory change authorizing the regulation.* Sec. 6. Sections 3 and 5 o f this Act take effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).* Sec. 7. Except as provided in sec. 6 of this Act, this Act takes effect July 1, 2001.
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H O U SE B IL L  N O . 364IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASK A TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY REPRESEN TATIV E DYSON 

Introduced: 3/9/01
R eferred: Health, Education and Social Services, Judiciary, Finance

A  B IL L  FO R  AN A C T  EN T IT LED1 "An Act prescribing the rights of grandparents related to child-in-need-of-aid hearings;2 and amending Rules 3,7,10,15, and 19, Alaska Child in Need of Aid Rules."
3 BE IT E N A C T E D  B Y THE LE G ISL A T U R E  O F  TH E STA TE OF A LA SK A :
4 * Section 1. AS 47.10.030(b) is amended to read:5 (b) In all cases under this chapter, the child, each parent, the tribe, foster6 parent or other out-of-home care provider, guardian, and guardian ad litem of the child7 and, subject to (d) of this section, each grandparent of the child shall be given8 notice adequate to give actual notice of the proceedings and the possibility of9 termination of parental rights and responsibilities, taking into account education and10 language differences that are known or reasonably ascertainable by the petitioner or11 the department. The notice of the hearing must contain all names by which the child12 has been identified. Notice shall be given in the manner appropriate under rules of13 civil procedure for the service of process in a civil action under Alaska law or in any14 manner the court by order directs. Proof of the giving of the notice shall be filed with

HB0164a - 1-
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1 the court before the petition is heard. The court may also subpoena the parent of the2 child, or any other person whose testimony may be necessary at the hearing. A3 subpoena or other process may be served by a person authorized by law to make the4 service, and, where personal service cannot be made, the court may direct that service5 of process be in a manner appropriate under rules of civil procedure for the service of6 process in a civil action under Alaska law or in any manner the court directs.7 * Sec. 2. AS 47.10.030 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:8 (d) The department shall give advance written notice of all court hearings in a9 child's case to a grandparent of the child if10 (1) the grandparent has contacted the department, provided evidence11 acceptable to the department of being the child's grandparent, requested notice about12 the hearings in the child's case, and provided the department with a current mailing13 address; or14 (2) the department is aware that the child has a grandparent and the15 grandparent's mailing address is on file with the department.16 * Sec. 3. AS 47.10.070(a) is amended to read:17 (a) The court may conduct the hearing on the petition in an informal manner.18 The court shall give notice of the hearing to the department, and it may send a19 representative to the hearing. The court shall also transmit a copy of the petition to the20 department. The department shall send notice of the hearing to the persons for whom21 notice is required under AS 47.10.030(b) and to each grandparent of the child22 entitled to notice under A S 47.10.030(d). The department and the persons to whom23 the department must send notice of the hearing are entitled to be heard at the hearing.24 However, the court may limit the presence of the foster parent or other out-of-home25 care provider and of any grandparent of the child to the time during which the26 person's testimony is being given if it is (1) in the best interest of the child; or (2)27 necessary to protect the privacy interests of the parties and will not be detrimental to28 the child. The public shall be excluded from the hearing, but the court, in its29 discretion, may permit individuals to attend a hearing if their attendance is compatible30 with the best interests of the child.31 * Sec. 4. AS 47.10.080(f) is amended to read:

22-LS0693\A
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22-LS0693\A1 ( f )  A child found to be a child in need of aid is a ward of the state while2 committed to the department or the department has the power to supervise the child's3 actions. For an order made under (c)(1) of this section, the court shall hold a4 permanency hearing as required by (1) of this section and at least annually thereafter5 during the continuation of foster care to determine if  continued placement, as it is6 being provided, is in the best interest of the child. The department, the child, and the7 child's parents, guardian, and guardian ad litem are entitled, when good cause is8 shown, to a permanency hearing on application. I f  the application is granted, the court9 shall afford these persons and their counsel reasonable advance notice and hold a10 permanency hearing where these persons and their counsel shall be afforded an11 opportunity to be heard. The persons entitled to notice under AS 47.10.030(b) and12 the grandparents entitled to notice under AS 47.10.030(d) are entitled to notice of a13 permanency hearing under this subsection and are also entitled to be heard at the14 hearing. The child shall be afforded the opportunity to be present and to be heard at15 the permanency hearing. After the permanency hearing, the court shall make the16 written findings that are required under (1) of this section. The court shall review an17 order made under (c)(2) of this section at least annually to determine if continued18 supervision, as it is being provided, is in the best interest of the child; this review is19 not considered to be a permanency hearing and is not governed by the provisions of20 this subsection that relate to permanency hearings.21 * Sec. 5. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to22 read:23 INDIRECT COURT RULE CHANGE, (a) AS 47.10.030, as amended by secs. 1 and24 2 of this Act, AS 47.10.070(a), as amended by sec. 3 of this Act, and AS 47.10.080(f), as25 amended by sec. 4 of this Act, have the effect of amending Rules 3, 7, 10, 15, and 19, Alaska26 Child in Need of Aid Rules, by requiring that grandparents be given notice of and an27 opportunity to be heard at certain child-in-need-of-aid proceedings.28 (b) Sections 1 - 4 of this Act take effect only if  this section ' eceives the two-thirds29 majority vote of each house required by art. IV, sec. 15, Constitution of the State of Alaska.

HB0164a -3-
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HB 164
Sponsor Statement

"An A ct relating to GrandparentsUpdated: March 15, 2001Contact: Representative Fred Dyson's office at (907) 465-2199HB 164 is a modest step towards recognizing a grandparent's interest in being involved in a process that affects their grandchildren. H B  164 requires the department to notify grandparents (who have made themselves known) of upcom ing custody hearings and provides them with the opportunity to be heard at Child  in Need of A id  (C IN A ) and delinquency hearings.Over the past couple of sessions the legislature has focused considerable effort on m aking our child protection and custody procedures more open, responsive and responsible. W e have given foster parents more input and the right to be heard in tieatment and in placement decisions and have encouraged more efficient placement procedures.HB 164 w ill result in more informed decisions about the treatment and placement of Alaska's abused and neglected children. We also believe this measure w ill increase the likelihood of children being placed w ith relatives who may not have otherwise been located, heard, or cursidered.The b ill specifies that, unless the court specifically finds otherw ise, the testimony of parents w ill be given more weight than a grandparents. This approach protects the primary parental interest w hile specifically  allow ing a court to defer to a grandparent for good cause.Because we recognize that there w ill be cases where a grandparent is not a suitable option for child placem ent, HB 164 does not m andate that end. Instead, it requires notification of grandparents who care enough to m ake themselves know n, so they can be part of the process i f  they w ill. The intended result is to encourage the department and parents to consider grandparents more frec.uently as a preferred placem ent option for children in need.

- Internet - 
http //www akrepub licans org



HB 164 Sectional Analysis
Revised: March 27, 2001 LS0693\A

Section 1: Inserts "Grandparents” into the list of those who must receive notice of court 
proceedings that could result in termination of parental rights and responsibilities in Child 
in Need of Aid (CINA) cases. Qualifications of what is meant by "Grandparent” are outlined 
in Section 2.

Section 2: Specifies that the department shall give notice to a grandparent if the 
grandparent has contacted the department and has provided evidence “f being a 
grandparent and a current address, or, if the department is aware of a grandparent and has 
a current address.

Section 3: Requires grandparent notification for informal court hearings conducted 
relative to a custody petition and gives them the right to be heard. "Grandparents” are 
included with; parent, tribe, foster parent or other out-of-home care provider, guardian, 
and guardian ad litem. The court may limit the testimony and presence of a foster parent 
or a grandparent if it is in the best interest of the child.

Section 4: Requires grandparent notification of a permanency hearing for a CINA child. 
"Grandparents” are included with; parent, tribe, foster parent or other out-of-home care 
provider, guardian, and guardian ad litem.

Section 5: Amends court Rules 3, 7, 10, 15, and 19 consistent with the changes made by 
this act and spells out that a 2/3 majority vote is required.



Alaska Temporary Assistance Program Amendments:Bill Summary HB 142/SB 116Division of Public Assistance February 8, 2001Section 1Two-Parent Seasonal ReductionTwo-parent families who receive Alaska Temporary Assistance (ATAP) benefits are subject to a seasonal benefit reduction during the months o f July, August, and September when summer employment opportunities are high. During these months, ATAP payments to two-parent families are cut in half.This section clarifies the statutory language regarding the seasonal reduction to two-parent families to support regulations that will reduce ATAP payments for able-bodied two-parent families by 50% during the months of July, August, and September regardless of employment status or which parent is the family's principal wage earner. In November 2000, the Superior Court found the Department's regulation inconsistent with the statute. The court found that to apply the two-parent seasonal benefit reduction the department must make a determination of which parent is the family's primary wage earner (PWE) and make a determination of whether the PWE is unemployed before it reduces the family's benefit in half. This would require the Division of Public Assistance (DPA) to return to policies similar to those in effect for A TAP’s predecessor program Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). Setting this eligibility criteria discourages formation of two-parent families and does not “make work pay.” It also involves cumbersome rules and administratively demanding processes that are both unnecessary and do not promote a family’s self-sufficiency goals.Section 2The 20% Cap on ExemptionsJuly 2002 marks the first month families in Alaska will exceed the 60-month time limit for receiving Temporary Assistance benefits. Although the 60-month limit is a key element of welfare reform, there are families who will need continued support after receiving 60 months of assistance.There has been a 42% overall caseload reduction in ATAP since November 1996. The rate of caseload decline is slowing, however, and many clients who remain on the caseload have significant challenges to employment such as family violence, learning disabilities, mental and physical health problems and problems with substance abuse. Some, but not all, o f these families will be eligible for an exemption from the 60-month limit. Federal and state laws cap the exemptions at 20% of the current caseload and define eligibility criteria for the exemptions. As the caseload has declined sharply, so has the number of possible exemptions under the 20% rule. Less than half the families who could be considered for an exemption when ATAP passed can now receive one. In future years, the number of families receiving greater than 60 months of assistance will exceed the number of exemption slots available. Many of these recipients will be
DIVISION OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
PAGE / of 2



unable to work despite their best efforts. The 20% cap in both federal and state laws precludes the use o f either federal or state funds to serve many families who are truly needy.This section repeals the arbitrary 20% cap on exemptions to the 60-month limit on benefits and allows the Department to grant extensions to each family based on the criteria in current law. Extensions can then be granted to all families who meet the specific criteria. This change is necessary to avoid placing families who meet the criteria on a waiting list for an extension, and meanwhile, denying supports for basic needs.Family Self-Sufficiency Planning for Incapacitated AdultsThis section repeals a provision now in statute which exempts incapacitated adults (physically or mentally unable to perform gainful activity) from completing a Family Self-Sufficiency Plan (FSSP). This change will help these vulnerable families to address their challenges by requiring them to engage in appropriate self-sufficiency activities such as wellness plans, treatment activities or pursuit of disability benefits. Even if  the adult cannot work, the FSSP can be used to promote activities that will enhance well-being and quality of life for the individual and the family.Section 3 RegulationsThis section allows DHHS to immediately adopt regulations necessary to implement this legislation.Sections 4 & 5 Effective Dates

DIVISION OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
PAGE 2 of 2



Comparison of Number of Families 
Eligible for 60-month Exemption, FY94 and FY03

12,000

10,000

In FY94 the average monthly ATAP caseload was 12,483. By FY 2003, we expect the caseload will be 5,598. 
20% of the FY94 caseload is 2,497, and 20% of the FY03 average caseload is 1,120. This is a 55% decline 
in the number of families eligible for an exemption to the 60-month limit.

14,000

6,000

eligible for exem

FY94 FY03

Projected Number of Temporary Assistance Families 
Exceeding the 60-Month Time Limit

Average Exemptions Projected Hardship Families Non-Hardship Hardship
Monthly Change From Allowed Average Families Projected Eligible Families Families

Fiscal Year Caseload Previous Year under 20% Cap Over 60 mo. for Exemption Cut-Off Cut-Off

FY94 12483 2497
FY97 12096 0.6% 2419
FY98 10514 -13.1% 2103
FY99 8890* -15.4% 1778
FYOO 7596* -14.6% 1519
FY01 6091** -19.8% 1240
FY02 5888 -3.3% 1178
FY03 5598 -4.9% 1120 825 713 112 0
FY04 5262 -6.0% 1052 1265 1097 168 45
FY05 4900 -6.9% 980 1553 1349 204 369

Note: All Figures Ff01 and later are estimates 
* TCC excluded
** TCC, T&H, AVCP excluded FY01 forward
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FAMILIES FACING THE ALASKA TEMPORARY 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 60-MONTH TIME LIMIT

        —    ------------------

The Alaska Temporary Assistance Program (ATAP) provides assistance with basic needs and employment services to needy Alaskan families. Eligibility for the program is time-limited -  state and federal law limits most families to a lifetime maximum of 60-months o f assistance.July 2002 marks the first month that some families in Alaska will reach the 60-month time limit for receiving Temporary Assistance. Although the time limit on Temporary Assistance is a key element of welfare reform, there are truly needy families who. despite their best efforts, will need continued support beyond 60 months. These families experience serious personal and social problems that interfere with their ability to find and keep work.A survey of case managers who work with long-term recipients (those who have had 40 or more months o f assistance) completed by the Division of Public Assistance reveals that the challenges faced by these families mirror national data on welfare recipients and include:• Physical health problems - 49% suffer with moderate to severe health problems that make it difficult or impossible to work.• Disabled children in the home -  21% care for children with severe medical or emotional problems.• Disabled relative in the home -  11 % care for another adult with a severe medical problem.• Domestic violence - 23% reported family violence that impacted their ability to find or keep work.• Mental health issues - 33% experienced mental health problems that interfere with employment.« Substance abuse - 16% have problems with alcohol or other drugs.• Learning disabilities -  12% experience a learning disability, which makes it difficult to read, write or handle mathematic calculations.• Literacy -  18% have low literacy rates.• Multiple challenges -  56% experienced two or mors challenges, 28% faced three or more challenges.
DIVISION O F  PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 3/20/2001



P-eat Families 
With 

Peal Needs
Examples o f Families who are Helped by 

HB 142/SB 116

Frank* is a 48-year-o ld father o f two children whose wife, Marianne, has significant medical 
prob lems requiring him to care fo r her. Marianne is permanently disabled and receives Social 
Security. Frank and their two children receive Temporary Assistance. One of the children is blind, 
requiring extra care. Frank participates in a home-based training program while he cares for his 
family, and plans to begin his own computer repair business, but it could be awhile before he 
works his way off assistance. The family has only 18 months before reaching the time limit.

Diane is a 40-year-o ld sing le mother with two children, one with severe medical problems.
The child is in special education classes, but is ill often, which requires Diane to be available for 
care. She has not found an employer who is able to accommodate her need for frequent sick 
leave. The family has only 17 months left before reaching the time limit.

Theresa is a 36-year-o ld mother battling depression while raising three children. In addition 
to Theresa’s medical condition, she had serious challenges with a teenage son. Theresa and her 
son are both doing better and she hopes her medical condition is stabilized. Theresa has been 
working part-time this last year and is attempting to get a full-time job. The family has 20 months 
before reaching the time limit.

Deborah is a 46-year-o ld mother supporting her husband Charlie, who is incapacitated, and 
their five children. Deborah dropped out of high school and has minimal job skills. The family 
does not own a car and must use public transportation. Charlie is applying for Social Security 
disability benefits, and Deborah works full-time, resulting in a very low monthly benefit payment -  
but the family’s assistance is still counting towards the 60-month time limit. They have four kids, 
one with a serious medical problem, plus they took in a nephew who might otherwise have gone 
into the child welfare system. The family has 20 months before reaching the time limit.

Helen is a 27-year-o ld sing le mother with 3 children. She has a learning disability and a low 
reading level and has received some remedial help in literacy. She is now employed and has a 
supportive boss who helps her work through the learning difficulties she encounters on the job. 
With furthe.- assistance, Helen may attain full-time employment at a higher wage, but it could take 
some time. The family has 25 months before reaching the time limit.

*all n am es  h a ve  b e e n  c h a n g e d  to p ro tec t confidentia lity

DIVISION O F  PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 3/20/2001



Proposed Exemption Criteria for Families Reaching the 60-Month Time Limit for Receiving Temporary AssistanceState law provides that recipients may be eligible for an exemption from the 60-month time limit if they meet certain criteria. The Division of Public Assistance has been further developing these criteria for adoption in regulation. The criteria includes families in the following circumstances:® Victim of domestic violenceA  family would receive an exemption if  an individual were unable to find or keep employment, participate in work activities or achieve self-sufficiency as a result of the effects of domestic violence.• Adult who is physically or mentally unable to perform gainful activityAn exemption would be allowed for families with an adult who has a diagnosed physical condition or mental disorder severe enough to limit them from obtaining or retaining any type of employment either part- or full-time.• Parent who is pro\iding care for a child who is experiencing a disabilityA parent would be exempted if he or she is not able to work because they are needed in the home to care for a disabled child with a diagnosed severe emotional, mental or physical condition. A licensed medical professional must verify the need for care.• HardshipHardship means that a family is experiencing severe or extraordinary barriers to employment and, due to circumstances beyond their control, is in need of additional months o f assistance. To receive a hardship exemption, a family must belong to one of the categories below:o Lack of success at employmentThe recipient complies with the Family Self-Sufficiency Plan and is doing everything possible to become self-supporting, but cannot earn wages sufficient to leave Temporary Assistance. Examples o f situations that could qualify include but are not limited to:■ Diagnosed medical or mental health conditions that act as an impediment to employment for which care has been prescribed by a licensed medical professional;■ Diagnosed functional limitations or impairments that act as an impediment to employment and take into consideration such problems as literacy level, learning or developmental disability or other brain disorders.o Caring for a disabled relativeThe recipient is not able to work because they are needed in the home to care for a disabled relative with a diagnosed severe emotional, mental or physical condition that is verified by a licensed medical professional.o DisasterFamilies are impacted by a specific catastrophic event meeting the criteria for a formal disaster declaration under state and federal laws.o Children at risk of placement outside the homeIt is determined, based on prior involvement with Division of Family and Youth Services and a current assessment, that a child would likely be removed from the home and placed into emergency shelter or foster care if  assistance was ended.
DIVISION OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 3/20/2001



T o n y  K n o w l e s
GOVERNOR

P.O. Box 110001 
Juneau. Alaska 99811-0001 

(907) 465-3500 
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State o f A l a s k a
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

J u n e a u

February 21, 2001
The Honorable Brian Porter Speaker o f  the House Alaska State Legislature State Capitol Juneau, A K  99801-1182Dear Speaker Porter:Five years ago my Administration worked with the Legislature to create a new welfare law for A laska. Under the banner o f  welfare reform, we repealed the A id  to Families with Dependent Children and Job Opportunity and Basic Skills programs and created the Alaska Temporary Assistance Program (A TAP). W e have had great success with the program, with more Alaskans transitioning from welfare to work and our caseload dropping by more than 40 percent. Like many other states addressing welfare reform, we recognize what changes are needed to improve our program administration and ensure its continued success. These changes are addressed in the bill I transmit today.The bill repeals the percentage limit on the number o f  families that may continue on assistance for more than 60 months due to hardship. Removal o f  this limit will permit the Department o f  Health and Social Services to base its hardship exceptions on objective criteria rather than on a fixed percentage o f  overall caseload. A s families are successful in finding work and the overall caseload decreases, the number o f  hardship cases makes up a greater percentage o f the total.Alaska set an extremely aggressive goal, compared to other states, in capping our hardship cases at a specific percentage o f  the total. Other states either avoided time limits completely or set a broader range o f  exemptions to the limits. W e now recognize the fixed percentage in our law artificially bars needy families with disabled adults from receiving essential cash assistance and services for their children. The first families will begin to exceed the 60-month lifetime limit in July o f  2002.



The bill also addresses the seasonal reduction provisions for a two-parent needy family by removing outdated eligibility requirements as cited in a Superior Court ruling. This change permits the department to apply the seasonal reduction provision to all two-parent needy families in which both parents are physically and mentally able to work.Finally, the bill requires disabled parents to have self-sufficiency plans. The state can better serve these parents by promoting their efforts toward self-sufficiency.W e have seen dramatic, positive changes for poor Alaska families. Thousands o f recipients have been assisted into work and the state has saved millions o f  dollars in welfare benefit payments. The reform measures provided a durable framework for a new era o f  welfare in Alaska. I urge your favorable consideration for these improvements to the program.

The Honorable Brian Porter
February 21, 2001
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Executive Summary
Background
A sweeping nationa1 welfare reform law, 
The Personal Responsibility and Work Op­
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, estab­
lished the federal Temporarv Assistance for 
Needy Families (TANF) program. TANF 
replaced the Aid to Families with Depend­
ent Children (AFDC) program, which had 
provided funding to states to operate cash 
welfare programs for needy families since 
the enactment of the Social Security Act 
during the Great Depression. States re­
ceive federal TANF funds based on con- 
gressionally established block grant 
amounts, unlike AFDC funding, which had 
been an open-ended entitlement.

This report assesses the characteristics 
and status of Alaskans who left Alaska's 
welfare rolls after the July 1997 implemen­
tation of the Alaska Temporary Assistance 
program, Alaska’s version of TANF. Stud­
ies of this type (commonly called welfare 
"leaver” studies) are underway in many of 
the states. In general, leaver studies are 
designed to document the outcomes of 
families that left the welfare rolls after the 
states’ implementation of welfare reform.

The Alaska Temporary Assistance program 
is administered by the Division of Public 
Assistance, an agency within the Alaska 
Department of Health and Social Services. 
The Division of Public Assistance commis­
sioned the Institute for Circumpolar Health 
Studies (ICHS), an applied social welfare 
research unit within the University of 
Alaska Anchorage (UAA), to conduct the 
study. ICHS conducted the study in part­
nership with tho UAA School of Social 
Work.

The Division of Public Assistance and the 
UAA evaluation team established the fol­
lowing objectives for this study:

• To assess the characteristics and 
status of families that left the welfare 
rolls ("leavers”) after the July 1997 im­
plementation of the Alaska Temporary 
Assistance program,

• To compare leaver families that returned 
to the welfare rolls after a period of ab­
sence (“returners") to non-returners,

• To identify factors that may impact the 
ability of former Temporary Assistance 
clients to stay off assistance, and

• To assist the Division of Public Assis­
tance in using the evaluation findings to 
assess the effectiveness of its efforts.

The evaluation team used Division of Pub­
lic Assistance administrative data and the 
results of a survey of a representative 
sample of 694 Alaskans who left the Tem­
porary Assistance program rolls during the 
24-month period ending in October 1999. 
Survey interviews were conducted during 
the spring of 2000. Statistical comparisons 
between the sample and the universe of all 
Temporary Assistance recipients who left 
the rolls during the study period established 
that the sample was representative of the 
population.

The study d"ta were reviewed by Division 
of Public Assistance staff and an advisory 
and oversight committee appointed by the 
Commissioner of the Department of Health 
and Social Services. The results presented 
here include summaries of study data and 
interpretations of the meaning of the data.

The findings below are grouped according 
to the basic constructs or factors used in 
other states to assess the results of welfare 
reform on families that leave, and some­
times re-enter, the welfare rolls. As the title 
of this study suggests, most of the subject 
families were indeed "reaching for inde­
pendence" with varying degrees of suc­
cess.
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Findings
Demographics and Family Characteris­
tics
Most recipients who left the Temporary As­
sistance programs were younger, high- 
school-educated females with small fami­
lies.

Alaska Native families left the caseload at 
about the same rate as non-Native families.

Households that had included only one eli­
gible parent during the study period but in­
cluded a “significant other” at the time of 
the interview were significantly more likely 
than similar cases that did not include a 
significant other to be off Temporary As­
sistance at the time of the interview.

Getting off welfare is not the same as stay­
ing off welfare. Three out of ten families 
returned to the Temporary Assistance rolls 
during the 24-month study period. This 
phenomenon of leaving and returning to 
welfare is often called caseload “churning." 
The occurrence of such repeated interac­
tions with the welfare system highlights the 
need for steady employment and strong 
support services to people leaving welfare 
as they strive to maintain their independ­
ence.

Specifically, the study found that:

» Eighty-eight percent (88%) of recipients 
who left Temporary Assistance were 
female.

• The average age of Temporary Assis­
tance leavers was 34 years.

• The typical family included two children.
• Although the proportion of Alaska Na­

tive families in the Temporary Assis­
tance caseload (37%) is greater than 
the proportion of Alaska Natives in the 
state population, Native families left the 
caseload at about the same rate as 
non-Native families.

• Households that had included only one 
eligible parent during the study period 
but included a “significant other” at the 
timr. of the interview were significantly 
more likely than similar cases that did 
not include a significant other to be off 
Temporary Assistance at the time of 
the interview.

• Eight out of ten (81 %) people who left 
Temporary Assistance had at least a 
high school education or equivalent.

• Three out of ten (30%) of the cases that 
left the Temporary Assistance caseload 
during the study period returned to the 
Temporary Assistance rolls at least 
once during the study period.

• Consistent with the overall geographic 
distribution of the Temporary Assis­
tance caseload, significantly more re­
spondents with two-parent families 
lived in rural Alaska (52%) than lived in 
urban Alaska (20%).

• Over half (51 %) of the respondents 
cited employment as their reason for 
leaving Temporary Assistance.

Employment and Earned Income 
Opportunities
Employment is a crucial factor in a family’s 
ability to leave welfare. Numerous indica­
tors point toward the importance of quality 
jobs to becoming independent of Tempo­
rary Assistance. Study participants who 
did not return to the Temporary Assistance 
rolls were more likely than returners to 
have held permanent, non-seasonal, full­
time jobs and to have had higher hourly 
wages than returners did. As expected, 
people with less than a high school educa­
tion or who had serious health problems or 
disabilities had more trouble maintaining 
independent employment.

Specifically, the study found that:

• Almost two-thirds (65%) of all respon­
dents were employed at the time of the 
interview.
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• Three-quarters (75%) of the respon­
dents who were off Temporary Assis­
tance at the time of the interview were 
employed.

• Three in ten (27%) of the respondents 
were back on Temporary Assistance at 
the time they were interviewed.

• Thirty-eight percent (38%) of the re­
spondents who were back on Tempo­
rary Assistance at the time of the inter­
view were employed.

• The average wage for people inter­
viewed who were working was $3.73 
per hour in 1998 and $10.52 per hour in 
1999.

• Respondents with a high school di­
ploma or equivalent were significantly 
more likely to be employed and off 
Temporary Assistance than those with 
less education.

• Health problems, disabilities, and prob­
lems with child care were the most fre­
quently mentioned challenges to em­
ployment.

Unearned Income
Cash income from non-employment 
sources may contribute significantly to a 
family’s total income and ability to leave 
and stay off the Temporary Assistance 
rolls. Unearned income that is received on 
a regular basis may be especially important 
in meeting a family’s ongoing financial 
needs.

While many Alaskans believe that the Per­
manent Fund Dividend is an important way 
of reducing the need for Temporary Assis­
tance, many people who left Temporary 
Assistance had their Permanent Fund divi­
dends garnished to pay off their debts, 
suggesting that they were having trouble 
meeting their financial obligations. We also 
found that regular child support payments 
were available to few families that left the 
Temporary Assistance rolls and that almost 
as many families paid out child support as 
received it.

Specifically, the study found that:
• Fewer than one out of five respondents 

(18%) reported that their household re­
ceived child support payments. The av­
erage payment amount was $282 per 
month.

• Twelve percent (12%) of respondents 
reported that their household paid out 
child support, averaging $318 per 
month.

• Thirty-seven percent (37%) of respon­
dents reported that a household mem­
ber’s 1999 Permanent Fund dividend 
was garnished.

• Sixteen percent (16%) reported that at 
least one member of the household re­
ceived Adult Public Assistance pay­
ments.

Use of Transitional Services and 
Community Help
Getting off Temporary Assistance cannot 
be equated with no longer needing public 
services. Former Temporary Assistance 
recipients relied on government health in­
surance, food stamps, or community re­
sources to help them stay off the Tempo­
rary Assistance rolls. These services must 
be available if the Temporary Assistance 
caseload is expected to continue to de­
cline.

Specifically, the study found that:
• The most frequently cited government 

service used by respondents after they 
left the Temporary Assistance rolls was 
government health insurance, including 
Medicaid, tribal health care, and Denali 
KidCare.

• One-third (34%) of respondents said 
they were not receiving food stamps at 
the time of the interview. Most of those 
not using food stamps reported that 
they did not need or want food stamps, 
or believed that they were not qualified.

• Some respondents (30%) used food 
banks, faith-based organizations, family
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support, or some other form of commu­
nity support while they were off the 
Temporary Assistance roils.

Services Received by Temporary 
Assistance Recipients
Well trained and responsive Public Assis­
tance caseworkers are a crucial element in 
helping people stay off Temporary Assis­
tance. They are instrumental in helping 
people plan for the transition from welfare 
to work, prepare themselves for work, find 
jobs, and maintain employment. Temporary 
Assistance clients are also an important 
source of volunteer community service la­
bor.

Specifically, the study found that:

• Sixty-two percent (62%) of respondents 
indicated their Public Assistance case­
worker had required them to work, look 
for a job, or go to some kind of job 
training.

• An average of 13% of respondents in­
dicated they had participated in some 
form of volunteer or unpaid work be­
tween 1998 and 1999.

Child Care
All families with children must address their 
child care needs in order to balance family 
life with employment. This is also true with 
Temporary Assistance recipients who leave 
the rolls. Subsidized child care is an es­
sential welfare-to-work service. Survey re­
spondents reported that they used subsi­
dized child care less after they left the 
Temporary Assistance rolls than they did 
while they were receiving benefits. It is es­
sential to maintain child care benefits and 
assure access to subsidized care as part of 
the welfare transitional package. Further 
study will be necessary to understand the 
subsidized child care utilization patterns of 
Temporary Assistance leavers.

Specifically, the study found that:

*> One-third of all respondents (33%) re­
ported that a lack of child care had dis­
rupted their ability io look for a job or go 
to school or training.

• One-third of the respondents (33%) 
who had preschool age children re­
ported that they used child care for 
them in order to find or keep a job.

• Twenty-four percent (24%) of respon­
dents who had school age children had 
used child care for them.

a Three in ten (31 %) reported that they 
had received subsidized child care for 
training and other work-related reasons 
before they left the Temporary Assis­
tance caseload, while only 18% said 
they had received subsidized care after 
leaving the Temporary Assistance rolls.

• Child care centers and family day care 
homes were the most frequently men­
tioned forms of child care used.
Friends and relatives provided most of 
the remaining care.

• Almost nine out of ten (86%) of those 
who used child care were satisfied with 
the quality of child care they received.

Housing
Adequate shelter is one of the basic neces­
sities of life. Without stable housing, it is 
difficult to maintain gainful employment.
One in three survey respondents had trou­
ble paying for this basic need. The data 
show that people who returned to the Tem­
porary Assistance rolls had more trouble 
than those who stayed off Temporary As­
sistance. Continued attention must be paid 
to basic housing as a crucial component of 
welfare reform.

Specifically, the study found that:

• Housing arrangements were stable for 
70% of respondents in the year preced­
ing the interview, with 30% reporting at 
least one move in the last year.

• The average housing cost for respon­
dents was $430 per month, and their
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average utility cost was $133 per 
month.

• Twenty-eight percent (28%) of the re­
spondents were living in either subsi­
dized housing or a public housing proj­
ect.

« Over one-third (36%) reported being 
unable to pay rent, housing, or utility 
bills at least once in the past year, with 
people not on Temporary Assistance 
less likoly to have this experience.

Transportation
There is a strong relationship between the 
availability of reliable transportation and 
people’s ability to maintain employment 
and stay off the Temporary Assistance 
rolls. Three-quarters of the survey respon­
dents had adequate transportation. This 
clearly helps people maintain stable em­
ployment. The data suggest that the liber­
alized Temporary Assistance policy on ve­
hicle ownership is good public policy.

Specifically, the study found that:

• Three quarters (75%) of respondents 
reported having adequate transporta­
tion to get to work, training or child 
care.

• Personally owned vehicles were the 
most common form of transportation.

• People with reliable transportation were 
significantly more likely to be off Tem­
porary Assistance and employed at the 
time of the interview.

Health Issues
While most former Temporary Assistance 
recipients are healthy, many recognize 
health problems and disability as a major 
challenge to stable employment. Lack of 
adequate health insurance affected the 
lives of one out of three families that left 
Temporary Assistance. This finding rein­
forces the need for continuing government- 
sponsored medical insurance as an im­

portant component of welfare-to-work 
strategy.

Specifically, the study found that:

• Eighty-nine percent (89%) of the re­
spondents reported that their current 
health was fair or better, with 11 % indi­
cating poor health. Their spouses and 
children were reported to be in compa­
rably good health.

• Thirty percent (30%) of respondents 
reported at least one family member 
with no medical coverage.

• Seventeer percent (17%) of respon­
dents said that someone in their 
household had not received needed 
health care during the past year, most 
often due to financial constraints.

Client Perceptions and Attitudes
People who left Temporary Assistance 
agree with the welfare-to-work philosophy, 
yet express some reservations about their 
long-term ability to remain independent. 
During their quest for independence, many 
repeatedly move from welfare to work and 
back to welfare. Some people worry about 
the availability of Temporary Assistance 
benefits if they should need these services 
in the future. The impact of the new limits 
on welfare eligibility needs further investi­
gation.

Specifically, the study found that:

• More than nine out of ten (96%) people 
interviewed reported that they would 
rather work than receive Temporary 
Assistance.

• More than half (55%) of the respon­
dents said that their lives were better 
while they were off the Temporary As­
sistance rolls.

• About seven out of ten (71 %) respon­
dents agreed with the appropriateness 
of Temporary Assistance time limits, 
with half of them (50%) strongly agree­
ing.
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• Over eight out of ten (85%) respon­
dents agreed that people on Temporary 
Assistance should be required to find a 
job and work.

• More than six out of ten (62%) people 
interviewed believed that their Tempo­
rary Assistance caseworker was inter­
ested in their well-being and gave them 
good advice and support.

Rural Issues
The availability of quality jobs in rural 
Alaska is going to affect the success of the 
welfare-to-work efforts in many areas of the 
state. Although benefit time limits do not 
apply in many small villages, the nature of 
temporary and seasonal employment in 
rural Alaska makes time limits on Tempo­
rary Assistance benefits a critical issue.

Specifically, the study found that:

• Almost nine out of ten rural Temporary 
Assistance recipients (88%) were 
Alaska Natives. There were signifi­
cantly more respondents with two- 
parent families in rural Alaska (52%) 
than in urban Alaska (20%); this is con­
sistent with the overall geographic dis­
tribution of the Temporary Assistance 
caseload.

• The higher cost of living and seasonal 
and temporary employment patterns 
probably offset higher wage levels in 
rural Alaska.

• Rural respondents believed that the 
available jobs were of lower quality and 
harder for them to find than their urban 
counterparts believed.

• Rural residents were less willing than 
urban residents to relocate to find em­
ployment.

Conclusions
Division of Public Assistance data show 
that both the Temporary Assistance rolls 
and the Temporary Assistance budgets

have been shrinking since the Fiscal Year 
1998 implementation of welfare reform in 
Alaska. The change to the "welfare-to- 
work” policy underlying Alaska’s welfare 
reform efforts is generally recognized as a 
good public policy properly implemented. 
There is agreement, even among Tempo­
rary Assistance beneficiaries, that work is 
better than welfare. Many former Tempo- 
rary Assistance recipients are now part of 
the workforce and appear to be success­
fully replacing benefits with earnings. They 
credit the caseworkers of the Division of 
Public Assistance and its affiliated agen­
cies for helping them make the transition to 
independence.

However, the results of this .study also sug­
gest that these trends may not continue on 
their present course. The ability of former 
Temporary Assistance recipients to remain 
in the workforce is challenged by percep­
tions of shortages of quality jobs, problems 
with child care, and family problems. The 
inevitable economic downturns of the future 
are likely to affect this population strongly.
A substantial proportion (30%) of those 
who left Temporary Assistance returned to 
the rolls during the study * =?riod, some re­
peatedly bouncing back and forth from 
welfare to work. The dynamics of this 
caseload "churning" phenomenon warrant 
further study. Many of those who remain 
off the Temporary Assistance rolls are 
working in the lower range of the wage 
scales. Many depend on seasonal and 
temporary work. Their situations seem to 
be economically fragile.

It is essential to provide the supports nec­
essary to maintain the gains that Alaska 
has made in implementing its welfare-to- 
work policies. As the caseload falls, this 
may be increasingly difficult because the 
population remaining on Temporary Assis­
tance may require more sophisticated 
and intensive interventions to help them 
prepare for inderendence, and to support 
their transition lo work. More needs to be 
learned about the characteristics of the 
Alaskans who remain on the Temporary
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Assistance rolls in order to assure them the 
same opportunities to become stable mem­
bers of the Alaskan workforce. Program 
strategies must be in place to support fami­
lies that, despite their best efforts to 
achieve independence, exhaust their eligi­
bility for Temporary Assistance when the 
60-month time limit takes effect in mid- 
2002.
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Background: Welfare 
Reform In Alaska
The last decade of the 20th Century saw 
sweeping changes in the way America 
provides for the basic financial needs of its 
low income children and families. The Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) program, which provided funding 
to states to operate cash welfare programs 
since the passage of the Social Security 
Act during the Great Depression era, was 

v- replaced by the Temporary Assistance for 
^ Needy Families (TANF) program under the 
'federal Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996,1 

v .ifl^cted in August 1996.

Passage of TANF signaled a fundamental 
shift in the objective of welfare, from pro­
viding ongoing income maintenance for 
poor children and their adult caretakers, 
toward short-term aid and rapid movement 
of welfare families toward employment and
self-support.

\

Under th^ old AFDC system, families with 
income and assets below state-estab­
lished makjmums were entitled to benefits 
as long as 9 dependent child was living in 
the home. Jhere was no limit on the 
amount of federal matching funds states 
could receive for their AFDC programs.

TANF changed this, eliminating the auto­
matic entitlement to benefits and, with lim­
ited exceptions, subjecting recipients to a 

• 60-month lifetime limit on cash benefits. 
States no longer receive open-ended fed­
eral matching for the costs of their welfare 
programs; TANF funding is paid as a block 
grant to the states, the amount based on 
each state’s historic claims for AFDC 
funding.

Alaska enacted welfare reform legislation in 
June 19962 in anticipation of the impending 
federal welfare reform lav;. The State of 
Alaska’s version of TANF, known as the 
Alaska Temporary Assistance program 
(herein referred to as Temporary Assis­
tance) replaced AFDC in July 1997. Tempo­
rary Assistance, like its federal counterpart, 
encourages the independence of recipients 
by emphasizing work and self-sufficiency 
and including a 60-month lifetime limit on 
cash benefits. Alaska’s Temporary Assis­
tance program is administered by the Divi­
sion of Public Assistance (DPA), an agency 
of the Alaska Department of Health and So­
cial Services.

Under previous law, only the states could 
operate and receive funding for AFDC pro­
grams. The federal welfare reform legisla­
tion authorized Native American tribes and 
Alaska Native organizations to share in the 
TANF Block grant and operate separate 
TANF programs for their members. In 
Alaska, the 12 ANCSA regional nonprofit 
corporations and the MetlakaJa Indian 
Community are eligible for Native TANF 
funding. In 2000, the Alaska Legislature 
passed a bill sponsored by Governor 
Knowles that authorizes state funding for 
Native-run TANF programs to four organiza­
tions. To date, three Alaska Native organi­
zations: the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc; 
the Central Council of Tlingit and Haida In­
dian Tribes of Alaska; and the Association 
of Village Council Presidents have taken 
over TANF services for Native families living 
in their regions. The Metlakatla Indian 
Community is authorized to receive state 
funding, but has not yet decided to run a 
TANF program.

1 Public Law 104-193t 1 Chapter 107, Session Laws of Alaska 1996



The Need for Program 
Evaluation
Temporary Assistance and the Native 
TANF programs represent a rapid, funda­
mental shift in Alaska’s social policy. In 
Alaska, as elsewhere, the TANF caseload 
has declined dramatically since the imple­
mentation of welfare reform. Average 
monthly Temporary Assistance and Native 
TANF caseloads for Fiscal Year 2000 stood 
at 7,987 families, 34% lower than the aver­
age monthly caseload for state fiscal year 
1997 (the last year before the implementa­
tion of welfare reform), and 39% below the 
historic high of 13,164 AFDC families in 
April 1994.

The rapid decline in the Temporary Assis­
tance caseload raises important questions 
about how families that have left the Tem­
porary Assistance rolls are faring. The 
Division of Public Assistance is aware that 
some families that have left Temporary 
Assistance have since returned. Others 
have continued to utilize other public assis­
tance programs such as Medicaid and food 
stamps. However, a substantial number of 
families simply ceased all contact with the 
Division of Public Assistance.

There are also many questions about the 
impacts of Temporary Assistance policies 
and services, as well as the impacts of non­
public assistance sen/ices families use that 
might to help them stay off the rolls. Tern- , ' 
porary Assistance families will begin to lose 
eligibility because of the 60-month time limit 
in July 2002. Policymakers need objective, 
reliable information to finertune program 
policies, and to target services so.that fami­
lies are supported ip achieving economic 
self-sufficiency before they run'down the 
benefit clock. . ' ’

These questions, along with a legislative 
requirement to “conduct studies and re- 
search in order to evaluate and monitor the

effectiveness of [Temporary Assistance],”3 
led the Department of Health and Social' $
Services to sponsor this study of families that v
have left the Temporary Assistance roils.*' * . I .

This study is a cooperative effort,of tf^e ln- 
stitute for Circumpolar Health StudiesraUhe 
University of Alaska Anchorage (UAA)^the 
UAA Sichool of Social Work, and the Di­
vision of Public Assistance. This report pre- ,
sents the results of the first phase of a ^
planned multi-y.oar evaluation of the Tempo- 
rary Assistance program. j |

Evaluation Objectives /  <
■ j j V

The Division of Public Assistance and the /
UAA evaluation team established the follpw- 
ing objectives for this study:. y
• To assess the characteristics ancj’status 

of families that have left the welfare roils 
("leavers”) since the July 1997 imple­
mentation of the Temporary Assistance 
program, • ' y '

• To compare leaver families that have 
returned to the welfare toIIs after a pe­
riod of absence (“returners”) to non- 
retuiners,

• To identify factors that may impact the 
ability of former Temporary Assistance

/  clients to stay off assistance, and
To assist the Division of Public Assis­
tance in usjrig the evaluation findings to
assess the effectiveness of their efforts.* f

/

The Basic Study Approach
The study subjects consisted of current and 
former recipients who were identified using 
Division of Public Assistance administrative 
records as Temporary Assistance “leavers."
A leaver is defined as a recipient who re­
ceived one or more months of Temporary 
Assistance, then left the rolls for at least two 
consecutive months. This definition of a 
leaver was selected in the interest of com-

3 Alaska Statutes 47.27.005(7)



parability. A large number of states that are 
also conducting TANF leaver studies use 
this same definition. In this study, the sub­
jects were randomly selected from Division 
of Public Assistance computer records of 
Temporary Assistance families that re­
ceived assistance for at least one month 
between October 1997 and September 
1999 and then left the rolls for at least two 
consecutive months before December
1999.

Many families have multiple episodes of 
Temporary Assistance use, returning to the 
rolls after a period of non-use. Leavers 
who returned to the rolls for one or more 
episodes of assistance after having been 
identified are categorized in this analysis 
as "returners.” Leavers who never re­
turned to the rolls after leaving once are 
categorized as "non-returners.”

It is important to bear in mind that all of the 
subjects of the study, both non-returners 
and returners, are leavers under our defini­
tion. Families that never left the rolls were 
not included in this study.

“Child-only” cases, which constituted 7.8% 
of identified leaver cases, were excluded 
from the study survey. A child-only Tem­
porary Assistance case consists of a needy 
child with a non-needy adult caretaker. 
Typically, child-only cases are established 
when the child lives with a relative, such as 
a grandparent, aunt, or uncle, who is not 
the child’s parent and therefore not finan­
cially responsible for the child’s support. 
Child-only cases are not subject to Tempo­
rary Assistance time limits or work require­
ments and are outside the scope of the 
research questions. TANF leaver studies 
conducted in other states have also ex­
cluded child-only cases.

Project Oversight
The health and welfare of low-income Alas­
kan children and their families is an impor­
tant and sensitive topic, and the evaluation 
of services for this population requires a

3

broad understanding of the numerous factors 
that affect the health and well-being of Alas­
kans. For this reason, it was important to 
have an objective group of knowledgeable 
Alaskans oversee this project and assist the 
project sponsor and the evaluation research 
staff in the formation of questions and the 
interpretation of survey data. In September 
1999, the Commissioner of Health and So­
cial Services appointed a Temporary Assis­
tance Evaluation Advisory Committee.

The duties and responsibilities of the advi­
sory committee were to:

• Participate in meetings with the project 
sponsor and evaluation research staff,

• Monitor the course of the study,
• Review the plan for the evaluation and 

data collection protocols,
• Assist in the interpretation of data, and
• Review findings and make recommen­

dations.

The Division of Public Assistance estab­
lished a project coordinator as the principal 
contact point within the Division for both the 
University research team and the Advisory 
Committee.

The advisory committee met at critical points 
during the conduct of the study. The first 
meeting was to review evaluation questions 
and constructs. In the second meeting, the 
committee reviewed proposed data collection 
questionnaires and approaches to assure 
that they were defensible, accurate, and 
responsive to the information needs of the 
project sponsor and the public. The third 
meeting was intended to review preliminary 
data that were generated through the study.
At the last meeting, the committee reviewed 
the draft findings, conclusions, and recom­
mendations prior to the submission of this 
report to the project sponsor. During the 
course of the project, information and project 
documentation were disseminated to mem­
bers by e-mail. Meetings were held both 
face-to-face and by teleconference.

PfIndependen t:III



2 1 1 :Study Methodology and Respondent 
Characteristics
The data used for this evaluation project 
were taken from a sample of Temporary 
Assistance leavers. The sample was ran­
domly selected from all Alaskans who re­
ceived benefits from the Alaska Tempo­
rary Assistance Program at least once 
since October 1997 and then left the pro­
gram for a period of at least two consecu­
tive months prior to November 1999. The 
resulting data set was merged with ad­
ministrative data routinely collected and 
maintained by the Division of Public As­
sistance as part of their statewide Eligibil­
ity Information System.

This section describes the sampling proc­
ess, including a description of the data 
bases used, operational definitions of 
leavers and returners, the rationale for the 
number of respondents interviewed, and 
the overall method for capturing desired 
information.

Operational Definitions 
Used in the Sampling 
Frame
The first step in designing a sampling 
strategy is defining the desired character­
istics of the subject who are to be in­
cluded in the sampling frame. The sam­
pling frame is the total population from 
which the sample is drawn. For the pur­
pose of this study, a “leaver” is defined as 
an individual who received at least one 
month of Temporary Assistance benefits 
during the sample period and subse­
quently became a non-recipient for at least 
two months. This same definition has been 
used in many studies of TANF leavers in 
other states.4

4 Isaacs, Julia B. and Matthew R. Lyon. 2000. A Cross- 
State Examination of Families leaving Welfare: Findings

Data Sources
The data set used for this analysis is a 
combination of survey data collected using 
telephone and face-to-face interviews and 
administrative data maintained by the Divi­
sion of Public Assistance in the eligibility 
information system. This section describes 
each data set.

1. The DPA Eligibility Information System 
(EIS): The Division of Public Assistance 
has the programmatic and statutory re­
sponsibility for determining eligibility for 
Temporary Assistance cash payments. 
This is a detailed and intricate process 
of collecting data from prospective 
beneficiaries to determine their eligibility 
for assistance under state and federal 
law.

Eligibility workers who gather informa­
tion from applicants in most parts of 
Alaska collect the data. Fee agents 
collect the same information in parts of 
Alaska where there are no Division of 
public Assistance offices, and hence no 
state eligibility workers.

This information is stored in the state- 
maintained Eligibility Information Sys­
tem. As a mainframe system, EIS is 
capable of storing massive amounts of 
eligibility information, and of regularly 
updating files on both the families that 
apply for Temporary Assistance and 
each individual within that family. Rec­
ords are maintained for each month for 
which there is a transaction or cash 
payment. The sample for this study was

from the ASPE-funded Leavers Studies. A paper presented 
at the National Association for Welfare Research and Statis­
tics (NAWRS) 40m annual workshop In Scottsdale, Arizona, 
August 1,2000.

Reaching fo 
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taken from all records and cases from 
October 1997 through November 
1999. Records from October and No­
vember 1999 were used to confirm the 
leaver status of cases that received 
Temporary Assistance benefits in 
August and September 1999. How­
ever, cases that entered the caseload 
after September 1999 were not se­
lected for the survey.

2. Survey Data: Detailed information was 
required to address the research 
questions that far exceeded what was 
available in the EIS administrative data 
set. For that reason, the study col­
lected data using face-to-face and 
telephonic interviews of a selected 
number of Temporary Assistance 
leavers.

A survey instrument was developed by 
the evaluation team and the Division of 
Public Assistance, and reviewed by the 
Temporary Assistance Evaluation Ad­
visory Committee. This survey instru­
ment (see Appendix A) was first ad­
ministered to 44 Alaskans in a beta or 
pre-test phase. The instrument was 
revised and administered to 694 p ,- 
pie between March 24 and May 5,
2000. Ivan Moore Research, an An­
chorage-based public opinion research 
firm, conducted 499 telephonic inter­
views. An additional 95 interviews 
were conducted by UAA staff (79 of 
these were done face-to-face. 16 by 
telephone); these were intended to 
capture more phenomenological and 
experiential data, as well as to assess 
the reliability of the telephonic survey 
data. Data from all interviews were 
entered into an electronic data set 
maintained by the evaluation team.
The total combined sample size was 
694 people.

Procedures for Developing 
the Sampling Frame
This study focused on families, not individ­
ual TANF beneficiaries. Therefore, the 
sampling frame included families, not indi­
viduals. Data from two DPA sources were 
combined to consolidate information on 
families for the sampling frame. While the 
EIS records on families contained the con­
tent for all the variables needed in the study, 
the EIS records on individual family mem­
bers provided the social security numbers 
and names required to contact potential re­
spondents drawn from the sampling frame. 
The data from these two sources were 
merged.

Only "leavers" were included in the sam­
pling frame from which the random sample 
of telephonic and face-to-face respondents 
was drawn. As mentioned earlier, a leaver 
is defined as a case with a history of at least 
one break period of at least two months 
between monthly Temporary Assistance 
payments over the two-year study period. 
The non-leavers (or “stayers”) were not in­
cluded in this study.

Cases that did not include an eligible adult 
were also eliminated from the sampling 
frame. In the sampling frame that contained 
all leavers, there was a family type designa­
tion “child-only” that was excluded from the 
study population. Child-only cases do not 
include an adult who is subject to the Tem­
porary Assistance work requirements. Chil­
dren are not subject to the 60-month benefit 
time limit. Thus, child-only cases would not 
appropriately be included in a study of this 
nature.



Sample Selection
A probability sample was drawn using 
stratified random sampling procedures. 
The strata selected were the geographic 
service districts of the Division of Public 
Assistance. Essentially, a Public Assis­
tance district is the area served by an indi­
vidual Public Assistance field office. The 
proportional representation of all clients 
within districts was applied to the esti­
mated number of respondents required for 
the power needed for this study. That pro­
portional sampling led to the stratification 
system employed in drawing the sample 
both for University-conducted and con­
tractor-conducted telephonic interviews.

Potential respondents were selected ran­
domly for inclusion within each stratum. 
Selected cases appeared in each stratified 
sampling frame in random order. To avoid 
bias, both the University interviewers and 
the contract telephonic interviewers se­
lected respondents from the sampling pool 
in the order in which they appeared in the 
sampling frame.

Respondent Selection
Experience from attempting to contact 
potential respondents in the beta test sug­
gested that at least 3 times as many peo­
ple should be on the sample selection list 
as respondents actually needed. This was 
because some potential respondents were 
difficult to find, had moved and left no for­
warding phone number, or refused to par­
ticipate. The survey schedule required that 
all interviews be completed within a six- 
week timeline. Therefore, each stratum

for the sample contained a randomized list 
with far more respondents than the number 
required. People were called in the order in 
which they appeared on the list. Interview­
ers were instructed to keep working down 
their lists until the interview team completed 
the required number of interviews for each 
district.

To assure that response bias was mini­
mized, there were repeated efforts to con­
tact potential respondents to assure their 
inclusion within the final sample. For exam­
ple, the telephone interviewers and the 
face-to-face interviewers called potential 
respondents no less than three times before 
they were dropped from consideration for 
inclusion in the sample. When possible, 
individuals were traced through successive 
addresses or alternative telephone listings 
to assure that they were included in the 
sample. People were eliminated from con­
sideration if:

• The contact information in the adminis­
trative records was not current and no 
current telephone number could be 
found,

® Repeated efforts to contact and inter­
view them were unsuccessful and the 
interviewers ran out of time, or

• The individual refused to participate in 
the interview.

Response Rates
Tables 1 and 2 (next page) display a de­
tailed analysis of the efforts to contact indi­
viduals and the resulting response rates.



Table 1. Contact Rate Calculations fo r Contractor-Administered Interviews

District

Unsuccessful Attempts to interview I

Total Con­
tractor 

Interviews

Response
rate

Contact
made

No phone# 
found

Refused Total Unsuc­
cessful

ANCHORAGE 168 352 72 592 221 27.18%
BETHEL 24 24 10 58 46 44.23%
CFO 16 23 5 44 34 43.59%
FAIRBANKS 70 83 17 170 75 30.61%
JUNEAU 10 30 6 46 19 29.23%
KENAI 20 39 15 74 36 32.73%
KETCHIKAN 14 21 3 38 23 37.70%
KOTZEBUE 3 5 2 10 11 52.38%
MAT-SU 15 66 23 104 63 37.72%
MULTIPLE 27 42 12 81 47 36.72%
NOME 6 15 1 22 15 40.54%
SITKA 3 5 1 9 9 50.00%
TOTAL 376 705 167 1248 599 32.43%

Table 2. Contact Rate Calculations for UAA-Administered Interviews

. '• f

District

Unsuccessful Attempts to Interview

Total UAA 
Interviews Response

rate
Contact
made

No phone# 
found

Refused Total Unsuc­
cessful

ANCHORAGE 7 62 3 72 34 32.08%
BETHEL 0 4 1 5 7 58.33%
CFO 1 3 3 7 6 46.15%
FAIRBANKS 5 20 2 27 13 32.50%
JUNEAU 2 5 1 8 4 33.33%
KENAI 4 14 0 18 4 18.18%
KETCHIKAN 0 4 0 4 4 50.00%
KOTZEBUE 1 1 0 2 2 50.00%
MAT-SU 6 13 0 19 11 36.67%
MULTIPLE 6 11 1 18 5 21.74%
INOME 2 1 0 3 3 50.00%
SITKA 1 2 0 3 2 40.00%
TOTAL 35 140 11 186 95 33.81%



In Table 1 and Table 2, "contact made" 
means that the interviewer had some 
contact with the potential respondent, the 
potential respondent did not refuse to be 
interviewed, yet no interview was com­
pleted. This includes instances where a 
message was left but the surveyor’s call 
was not returned; the potential respondent 
asked to be called back at a more conven­
ient time or promised to call the inter­
viewer back at a more convenient time 
and no subsequent contact occurred; or 
the potential respondent failed to appear 
for a scheduled face-to-face interview.
The "multiple"district includes only cases 
where the family lived in more than one 
district during the sample period.

The target response rate for the survey 
was 70%. The actual average response 
rate of approximately 33% fell well below 
the target because of the constraints of 
time.

Some leaver studies in other states, 
through repeated and costly attempts to 
contact respondents, had response rates 
that substantially exceeded those in this 
study. Given the limited resources avail­
able and the necessity of completing the 
survey in six weeks, the response rate 
achieved was acceptable. Because the 
response rate was below target, tests of 
generalizability were conducted to estab­
lish that the surveyed cases were repre­
sentative of the sample population.

Tests of Generalizability
A series of statistical tests was conducted 
to assess the generalizability of the sam­
ple. The working hypothesis was that the 
sample was not representative of the gen­
eral population of individuals who had left 
the public assistance rolls. Factors in­
cluded in the analysis were geographic 
representation, ethnic distribution, and re­
sponder vs. non-responder.

The results of these tests indicate that the 
sample was representative of the general 
population despite the less-than-expected 
response rate.

Merging of Administrative 
and Survey Data Sets
Once the survey was completed and survey 
data entered into a Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSS) data set, the 
data were merged back into the family unit 
data based on the EIS number that was 
common to both sets. A schematic showing 
the methodology for the selection of respon­
dents and a combination of EIS and survey 
data is shown in Appendix B.

Participation of Native 
TANF Programs
Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC) began 
operating its Native TANF program in Octo­
ber 1998. At that time, TCC took over the 
administration of 417 Temporary Assistance 
cases. These cases were included in the 
population from which the survey sample 
was drawn, and may be included among the 
survey respondents. These cases repre­
sent less than 3% of all cases that received 
benefits during the two year study period 
and less than 4% of all leavers. All of these 
cases received benefits from the state 
Temporary Assistance program during the 
first nine months of the sample period.
Their inclusion in the sample is not ex­
pected to significantly affect the results of 
this study.

Face-to-Face interview or 
Debriefing
A telephone survey contractor conducted 
599 of the 694 interviews completed for the 
survey. University staff conducted the re­
maining 95 interviews.



The intent of the university-completed sub­
sample was to validate the responses of 
the general survey population and to as­
sess the level of individual respondents’ 
responses when the personal element was 
added to the interview. Body language and 
side talk during face-to-face interviews can 
convey rich information about the respon­
dent's feelings and beliefs. Whenever pos­
sible, the university interviewers completed 
their interviews face-to-face; 82 of the 98 
university-completed interviews were in fact 
conducted face-to-face. The remaining 16 
interviews were conducted telephonically 
because travel to the respondent’s commu­
nity was impractical or prohibitively expen­
sive.

The face-to-face interviews were held in 
geographic locations throughout the state. 
The samples were stratified to assure that 
a representative number of interviews was 
conducted in each of the 13 Division of 
Public Assistance administrative districts.

Three language barriers arose for the uni­
versity interviewers: Russian, Spanish, and 
Laotian. In the first two cases, an inter­
preter was used. In the third case, no Lao­
tian interpreter could be located and the 
interview with that individual was not com­
pleted.

The research team held a post-survey de­
briefing session with the university inter­
viewers in order to get a qualitative feel for 
the findings and the experience of talking 
with Temporary Assistance leavers regard­
ing the myriad nf very personal issues ad­
dressed in the interviews. All of the inter­
viewers indicated that they had had a very 
positive experience and that the face-to- 
face process added depth to the responses 
of the interviewees.

Some interviewers reported that rural and 
urban respondents differed dramatically in 
their concerns about their communities and 
their local needs. However, the interview­
ers reported that both urban and rural re­

spondents expressed consistent, strong 
concern about the need for and scarcity of 
safe, available, and affordable child care.

The interviewers who worked the rural 
cases reported that rural respondents fre­
quently stated that there are few jobs in 
their communities and that they do not 
want to move to find employment. The ru­
ral interviewers perceived that rural respon­
dents are also concerned about Temporary 
Assistance for two reasons. First, many 
have a number of children and feel that the 
mothers should be home with the children 
and not employed outside of the home, re­
gardless of the Temporary Assistance ex­
pectations or regulations. Curiously, this 
attitude was seen to be coupled with the 
second reason: the frequently expressed 
sentiment that Temporary Assistance re­
cipients are lazy and just do not want to 
work. At least a few of these respondents, 
however, qualified this perception with the 
belief that, for example, when the local 
economy is poor due to a poor fishing sea­
son, then Temporary Assistance is a posi­
tive program that helps families.

Some urban interviewers reported that their 
respondents believed that there are many 
available jobs, but that they are either over- 
or under-qualified for the available employ­
ment. These respondents expressed a de­
sire for more training in specialized areas 
so they could qualify for and maintain bet­
ter jobs and thereby improve their standard 
of living. Many of these respondents indi­
cated they have no medical coverage and 
do not qualify for Medicaid.

When asked to rate the quality of the inter­
views they conducted, the interviewers 
rated their personal interactions with the 
respondents as very positive. Their overall 
impression was that the level of under­
standing of the survey questions by the re­
spondents was very high and that the qual­
ity of their responses was primarily "excel­
lent” or "good.”



This level of understanding and response 
quality was the expectation of the face-to- 
face interviewers. The survey team used 
the face-to-face interview format to check 
whether the general respondents had a 
good understanding of the survey ques­
tions and that the responses were valid. 
Responses of the contractor-conducted 
telephone interviews were comparable to 
the responses of the university-conducted 
interviews. This process was able to sup­
port the reliability and validity of the survey 
instrument.



The study respondents were the indi­
viduals designated in Division of Public 
Assistance Temporary Assistance case 
records as the primary information 
contact for the case. The primary in­
formation contact is normally the “case 
name”: the adult caretaker who sub­
mitted the original application for as­
sistance.

General Respondent 
Characteristics
The study sample consists of 694 current 
and former recipients of Temporary Assis­
tance who were randomly selected from a 
population of 14,235 cases (identified as 
“leavers") out of a total population of 
20,096 cases that received at least one 
monthly Temporary Assistance grant dur­
ing October 1997 through September 
1999. Figure 1 shows that 71% of all cases 
in the administrative data set were leavers 
and 29% were “stayers” who never left the 
caseload.

Distribution of 
Leavers and Stayers

Leavers
71%

Stayers
29%

F i n d i n g s :

• Eighty-eight percent (88% ) of recipients who 
left Temporary Assistance were female.

• The average age of Temporary Assistance 
leavers was 34 years.

• The typical family included two children.
• Although the proportion of Alaska Native 

families in the Temporary Assistance 
caseload(37% ) is greater than the proportion 
of Alaska Natives in the state population, Na­
tive families left the caseload at about the 
same rate as non-Native families.

• Households that had included only one eligi­
ble parent during the study period but in­
cluded a "significant other” at the time of the 
interview were significantly more likely than 
similar cases that did not include a signifi­
cant other to be off Temporary Assistance at 
the time of the interview.

• Eight out of ten (81 % ) people who left Tem­
porary Assistance had at least a high school 
education or equivalent.

• Three out of ten (30% ) of the cases that left 
the Temporary Assistance caseload during 
the study period returned to the Temporary 
Assistance rolls at least once during the 
study period.

• Consistent with the overall geographic distri­
bution of the Temporary Assistance 
caseload, significantly more respondents with 
two-parent families lived in rurai A'aska 
(52% ) than lived in urban Alaska (2c% ).

• Over half (51 % ) of the respondents cik d em ­
ployment as their reason for leaving Tei. 'po- 
rary Assistance.

Figure 1
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Returners and Non- 
returners
For purposes of this study, there are two 
subcategories of leavers: returners and 
non-returners. A “returner” is defined as a 
leaver who subsequently returned to the 
Temporary Assistance rolls at least once 
by November 1999, the most recent month 
of data that was available at the time the 
sample was selected. A non-returner is a 
leaver who did not return to the rolls during 
the period covered by the data.

The survey sample included 235 returners 
and 459 non-returners (34% and 66%, re­
spectively- see Figure 2). After child-only 
cases were, removed, the sample popula­
tion included 3,937 returners and 9,250 
non-returners (30% and 70%, respectively- 
see Figure 3). Thus, returners are some­
what over-represented in the survey sam­
ple, probably because non-returners were 
more difficult for the surveyors to find.

Current Recipient Status 
and Caseload Churning
Survey respondents were asked whether or 
not they were currently receiving Tempo­
rary Assistance. Twenty-nine percent 
(29%) of respondents reported that they 
were recipients at the time of the interview. 
The interviews were conducted in March, 
April, and May 2000.

The respondents who reported that they 
were currently receiving benefits included 
both returners and non-returners, because 
returners are defined as leavers who re 
entered the caseload no later than Novem­
ber 1999, two months after the last month 
of the two years of administrative data from 
which the sample was selected. Eighteen 
percent (18%) of the cases „ategorized as 
non-returners were back on assistance at 
the time of the interview, while 49% of the

cases categorized as returners were no 
longer receiving Temporary Assistance.

This phenomenon of caseload “churning" is 
important and may bear further investiga­
tion. DPA officials have long known that 
many families come and go as their needs 
and their incomes change, but their pat­
terns of usage have not been investigated 
in the past and it is unclear how welfare 
reform has impacted those patterns.

r
Retu rne rs and N on-retu rners 

Su rveyed

F igu re 2



The number of cases selected for the 
survey was stratified by Division of Public 
Assistance administrative district to as­
sure that the survey data were repre­
sentative of the statewide caseload distri­
bution. DPA is organized into 12 admin­
istrative districts (see the map below). 
Figure 4 shows the distribution of the 
sample.

Geographic Distribution Geographic Distribution of Survey 
Sample by Public Assistance 
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Based on Alaska Boroughs and Census Areas
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Urban/Rural Distribution
While there are many questions about the 
different effects of public assistance pro­
grams and welfare reform in rural Alaska, 
there are no universally accepted criteria to 
distinguish between rural and urban com­
munities. To facilitate this analysis and to 
be consistent with the criteria used by the 
Division of Public Assistance, each com­
munity was categorized as either urban or 
rural according to the Urban, Rural I, and 
Rural II cities list used by the Food Stamp 
program.

The Food Stamp program cities list is es­
tablished under federal regulations, based 
on market basket studies of food costs 
throughout Alaska. Food Stamp house­
holds in the two rural categories receive a 
higher level of benefits than urban house­
holds of the same size and income level 
(see Appendix C for the Food Stamp pro­
gram urban/rural cities list). Rural II house­
holds receive a higher Food Stamp benefit 
than Rural I households.

Only about 3% of Temporary Assistance 
leavers live in Rural I communities, while 
about 18% live in Rural II communities.
For the purpose of this analysis, Rural I 
and Rural II communities are combined into 
a single “rural” category.

The urban/rural distributions of the survey 
sample and all leavers are shown in Fig­
ures 5 and 6. Rural cases are somewhat 
over-represented in the survey sample, 
comprising 23% of respondents (vs. 19% of 
all leavers), apparently because the sur­
veyors were more successful in locating 
rural leavers.

Urban/Rural Distribution of 
Survey Sample

Figure 5

Urban/Rural Distribution 
of All Leavers

Figure 6



The ethnic distribution of the survey sample 
is displayed in Figure 7. The ethnic identity 
assigned to each case is based on the eth­
nic code assigned to the survey subject in 
the Division of Public Assistance admin­
istrative record. In general, ethnic identity 
is self-reported, although in some cases 
the ethnic identity code may be assigned 
by the Temporary Assistance caseworker.

The ethnic distribution of the leavers 
closely resembles that of the caseload as a 
whole, which includes both leavers and 
stayers as shown in Figure 8. The different 
ethnic groups appear to be leaving the 
Temporary Assistance caseload at about 
the same rate.

The e inic distribution of the population of 
Alaska (shown in Figure 6) is very different 
from the distribution of Temporary Assis­
tance recipients. Alaska Natives and 
American Indians represent 16% of the 
state population, yet 37% of all cases and 
39% of surveyed leavers are Alaska Native 
or American Indian. African Americans are 
also over-represented in the Temporary 
Assistance caseload. Conversely, whites 
are under-represented in the caseload.5

Ethnic Distribution Ethnic Distribution 
Temporary Assistance Leavers

White

50% Hispanic

2%
Figure 7

Ethnic Distribution 
All Leavers and Stayers
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Hispanic 4 %  
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Figure 8

Alaska Ethnic Distribution 
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non- 

His panic 
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Figure 9

5 Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, 1999. Popula­
tion Estimates for July 1,1990 (ST-98-30)



Family Types
Temporary Assistance cases are catego­
rized under program rules into several dif­
ferent family types. Different work require­
ments, benefit calculation formulas, and 
time limit rules apply to the different family 
types. Child-only cases were excluded 
from the sample selection. Temporary As­
sistance family types include:

• One-parent family: one caretaker (a 
parent or another close relative) and 
one or more children.

• Two-parent family: two able-bodied 
parents (married or unmarried) and one 
or more children in common.

• Incapacitated: two parents, where at 
least one parent is medically unable to 
work, with one or more children.

• Third trimester: pregnant women in 
their last trimester who have no other 
children in the home.

• Child-only: a family where the child 
lives with a caretaker relative who is 
neither needy in her own right nor le­
gally responsible for the support of the 
child. Child-only cases are commonly 
established when the child lives with a 
grandparent or another relative. Child- 
only cases are also established when 
the child lives with a parent who re­
ceives permanent disability benefits.6

Under state and federal law, child-only 
cases are exempt from time limits on 
Temporary Assistance benefits. For 
this reason, child-only cases were not 
included in the survey. Leaver studies 
in other states have excluded child-only 
cases for the same reason.

The distribution of family types in the 
caseload as a whole, including both leavers 
and stayers, is shown in Figure 10. Child- 
only cases constituted about 12% of the 
cases, one-parent families constituted

about 72%, and two-parent families con­
stituted about 14%. Pregnant women and 
Incapacitated parent families make up a 
very small proportion of the cases.

Figure 11 illustrates the distribution of fam­
ily types in the survey sample. This distri­
bution is based on the aggregated distribu­
tion of family types for the 694 surveyed 
cases for each month in the study period.

As the distribution in Figure 11 shows, 
about 1 % of the surveyed cases were 
child-only cases. These cases were child- 
only for at least one month during the 
study period, but also received benefits as 
another family type at some point during 
the study period, and were therefore in­
cluded in the study.

Distribution of Family Types 
All Leavers and Stayers
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parent
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Incapac­
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Figure 10

Distribution of Family Types 
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parent

75%

Figure 11
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8 Alaska Administrative Code Title 7, Chapter 45.



Figure 12 shows that the distribution of 
“stayers” (cases that did not leave the 
caseload during the study period) is re­
markably different from the distribution of 
leavers, and from all families in the 
caseload. Child-only cases represent 20% 
of the stayer cases, as might be predicted 
by the nature of most of these cases, 
which are made up of children living with 
either a disabled parent or a non-needy 
relative who is not a parent.

Figure 13 compares family types for leavers 
and stayers. Twelve percent (12%) of all 
leavers and stayers were child-only cases, 
while 8% of all leaver cases were child-only. 
“Pure" child-only cases (cases that were 
child-only for every month in the data s^t) 
were removed from the survey sample.

Two-parent families were more likely to be 
leavers than one-parent families. Two- 
parent families constituted 14% of all 
cases, but constituted 18% of the leavers 
and only 9% of the stayers in the sample 
period data. One-parent families repre­
sented 71% of all cases, 72% of the leav­
ers, and 69% of the stayers. These rela­
tionships are shown in Figure 13.

Over time, the higher proportion of leavers 
among two-parent families would be ex­
pected to reduce the proportion of two- 
parent families in the Temporary Assis­
tance caseload, yet Division of Public As­
sistance caseload records show no such 
trend. The two-parent caseload percent­
age fluctuated seasonally, but continued to 
average about 14% since the implemen­
tation of welfare reform. (Caseload spread­
sheet provided by the Division of Public 
Assistance, August 21, 2000.)
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Caseloads have been declining in remarka­
bly different patterns, illustrating the greater 
variability of the two-parent caseload. Fig­
ure 14 illustrates the rates of change in the 
one-parent and two-parent caseloads since 
January 1998, showing the downward 
trends of both caseloads, and the marked 
seasonal fluctuations in the two-parent 
caseload.

The data point toward a higher degree of 
seasonally episodic participation in the two- 
parent caseload, with a greater proportion 
of two-parent families leaving the caseload 
during the summer and fall than single par­
ents, but being replaced during winter and 
spring at a rate that largely offsets the ef­
fect of their higher rate of departure.

Alaska law provides that Temporary Assis­
tance payments to two-parent families are 
reduced by 50% during the months of July, 
August, and September; this reduction may 
discourage some families from participating 
during the summer. Seasonal fluctuations 
in the job market are also a likely factor. 
Additional research in this area may lead to 
a better understanding of this phenomenon 
and help policymakers identify strategies to 
reduce the winter rises in the two-parent 
caseload.

Reasons for Leaving the 
Caseload
The question of why families leave the 
Temporary Assistance program seems 
straightforward, but is in fact quite complex.

Division of Public Assistance administrative 
records simply do not provide enough infor­
mation to address the issue. Case closures 
are accomplished by the DPA information 
system, which includes a data field for en­
try of a code that indicates the reason for 
every case closure. However, the reason 
recorded in the administrative record often 
does not capture the actual circumstances 
under which a family left the rolls.

The Temporary Assistance program re­
quires recipients to send in a written report 
of income, changes in the household, and 
other information related to eligibility. A 
recipient who has become employed and 
no longer wants to receive assistance may 
simply decide not to send in the monthly 
report form. Many cases are closed for 
administrative reasons, such as failure to 
complete the required paperwork. In such 
cases, the actual circumstances and rea­
son for leaving remain unrecorded.

Figure 14



In an attempt to get an accurate under­
standing of the reasons families leave 
Temporary Assistance, the survey instru­
ment included an open-ended question that 
asked why the respondent stopped receiv­
ing assistance when their case was last 
closed. Their responses were analyzed 
and categorized using Non-numerical Un­
structured Data Indexing, Searching, and 
Theorizing (NUD*IST) software. The re­
sults are shown in Figure 15.

Figure 15

Just over half of the respondents (51 %) 
specified employment as the reason they 
stopped receiving assistance. Another 27% 
reported that they left because they were 
no longer eligible, or because they did not 
reapply or submit required paperwork. 
However, these individuals may actually 
have left because of employment, but

reported accurately that their cases were 
closed for administrative reasons. The ar­
ray of circumstances that led to these ad­
ministrative closures was not successfully 
captured by the survey. It is likely that a 
substantial share of the administrative case 
closures occurred because of employment. 
Only 5% of the respondents indicated that 
they stopped receiving assistance due to 
other benefits, such as unemployment, 
child support, or Social Security.

Staying off Temporary 
Assistance
The leavers who were not receiving Tem­
porary Assistance at the time of the inter­
view were asked, in an open-ended ques­
tion, how they had been able to stay off the 
program. Their responses are tabulated in 
Table 3 below.

More than four-fifths of the respondents 
(81%) identified employment (either the 
employment of the respondent or of some­
one else) as a factor in the family’s ability 
to stay off Temporary Assistance. Receipt 
of other program benefits allowed 11% of 
the respondents to stay off Temporary As­
sistance.

Table 3 includes responses from 493 re­
spondents who were not receiving Tempo­
rary Assistance at the time of interview.

Distribution of Reasons for 
Leaving Temp Assist. Caseload 

All Surveyed Leavers
No longer Didn't

benefits

5 %

Table J. Self-Reported Factors that Allowed 
Respondents to Stay off Temporary Assistance

Response Category Number of 
Responses

Percent of 
Responses

Employment 413 81%

Receiving other program benefits (i.e. SSI, Unemployment 
Insurance, Disability benefits, Student financial aid

56 11%

Help from r.notlier person 29 6%

Perseverance/Personal commitment 9 2% I

Total 507* 100%

‘Note: some respondents reported more than one service



Returning to Temporary 
Assistance
The leavers who were back on Temporary 
Assistance at the time of the interview were 
asked, in an open-ended question, why 
they had returned to the rolls. Their re­
sponses are tabulated in Table 4.

Members of this group most frequently 
cited lack of employment as the reason for 
their return to the caseload. Interestingly, 
the proportion of current recipients who 
cited lack of employment was much lower,

at 31%, than the proportion of non-recipi­
ents (81%) who cited employment as key 
to their staying off assistance. Instead, the 
recipient group cited a range of issues. 
This points to the complexity of the per­
sonal and family issues that can result in 
leavers’ return to the caseload. Additional, 
more detailed research in this area may 
lead to a better understanding these dy­
namics.

Table 4 includes responses from the 201 
respondents who were receiving Tempo­
rary Assistance at the time of the interview.

Table 4. Self-Reported Factors that Caused 
Respondents to Return to Temporary Assistance

Response Category Number of 
Responses

Percent of 
Responses

Lack of employment 63 31%

General/Nonspecific reasons, e.g., I needed help 51 25%

Health/disability issues 32 15%

Personal issues, e.g., divorce, separation, family 
problems

21 10%

Issues involving children 20 10%

Pregnancy 6 3%

Education 6 3%

Seasonal employment 6 3%

Total 205* 100%

•Note: s ome respondents reported multiple factors that allowed them to stay off Temporary 

Assistance.



Employment
Ending dependence by promoting work 
is a specified goal of the federal welfare 
reform legislation and the Alaska Tem­
porary Assistance program. Several 
states have reported that most families 
that left the caseload were employed at 
some time after they left assistance, and 
that many of these families worked at 
low-wage jobs. This study shows that 
many Alaskans who left the Temporary 
Assistance program were gainfully em­
ployed. However, Figure 16 shows that 
13% of the respondents reported being 
permanently disabled or unable to work 
for health reasons.

Employment Status 
During the Sample Period
Survey participants were asked to report 
about their employment and earnings 
during each quarter in 1998 and 1999. 
The employment data were recorded 
whether or not the respondent was re­
ceiving Temporary Assistance during the 
quarter.

Sixty-six percent (66%) of the respon­
dents were employed at some time during 
1999, and 59% were employed at some 
time in 1998. On average, respondents 
who worked in 1998 or 1999 worked a 
total of 4.7 quarters over the two-year pe­
riod.

Findings:
• Almost two-thirds (65%) of all respondents 

were employed at the time of the interview.
• Three-quarters (75%) of the respondents 

who were off Temporary Assistance at the 
time of the interview were employed.

• Three in ten (27%) of the respondents were 
back on Temporary Assistance at the time 
they were interviewed.

• Thirty-eight percent (38%) of the respon­
dents who were back on Temporary Assis­
tance at the time of the interview were em­
ployed.

• The average wage for people interviewed 
who were working was $9.73 per hour in
1998 and $10.52 per hour in 1999.

• Respondents with a high school diploma or 
equivalent were significantly more likely to 
be employed and off Temporary Assistance 
than those with less education.

• Health problems, disabilities, and problems 
with child care were the most frequently 
mentioned challenges to employment.

Permanently Disabled or 
Unabl? io Work for Health 

Reasons

Figure 16
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Figure 17

Figure 17 shows the employment trend 
over the eight quarters from winter 1998 
through fall 1999, including a breakdown of 
returners and non-returners. The employ­
ment rates of non-returners were consis­
tently higher than the employment rates of 
returners. Rates for non-returners in­
creased from 53% in the first quarter of 
1998 to 65% in the last quarter of 1999.
The employment rates of returners also 
increased by a smaller percentage, from 
48% to 55% over the two-year period.

Current Employment and 
Recipient Status
The sui v ey sample included only recipients 
who left the Temporary Assistance case­
load in the 24 months ending in September 
1999. Interviews were conducted in March, 
April, and May 2000. To get an indication 
of their current situation, respondents were 
also asked about their employment status 
and their Temporary Assistance recipient 
status at the time of the interview. How­
ever, some refused to disclose their em­
ployment status. This analysis is based on 
610 complete responses given by 694 sur­
vey participants.



W
c0)(/)
c
oau)
£

Employment and Temporary Assistance 
Recipient Status at the Time of Interview 

T o t a l  R e s p o n s e s  =  6 1 0

70%

60%

50%

4 0%

30%

c 20%

§ 10%  0)
a  o%

n  Employed 

□ Unemployed

54%

17% 19%

10%

B E 31 N= 102 N= 113

Recipient Non-recipient

Recipient Status

Figure 18

Figure 18 shows the distribution of survey 
respondents relative to their employment 
and Temporary Assistance status. Respon­
dents who were employed at the time of 
the interview were significantly more likely 
to not be current recipients of Temporary 
Assistance benefits (chi-square=70, df=1, 
p<. 000). Fifty-four percent (54%) of all re­
spondents were employed and not receiv­
ing Temporary Assistance benefits at the 
time of the interview. Nineteen percent 
(19%) were unemployed and not receiving 
Temporary Assistance benefits at the time 
of the interview. Three-quarters (75%) of 
the respondents who were off Temporary 
Assistance at the time of the interview were 
currently employed.

Ten percent (10%) were both employed 
and receiving Temporary Assistance bene­
fits at the time of the interview. Seventeen 
percent (17%) were unemployed and cur­
rent Temporary Assistance recipients at the 
time of the interview.

Employers, Types of Work, 
Job Permanence, and 
Hours Worked
Figure 19 shows the distribution of types of 
employers among respondents who were 
employed in 1998 or 1999.The majority of 
respondents who worked in 1998 and 1999 
were employed in the private, for-profit 
sector of the labor market. Government 
constituted the second largest category of 
employers. Only 6% of respondents who 
worked in 1998 or 1999 reported being 
self-employed. Self-employed respondents 
worked in a broad variety of enterprises.

Types of Employers
govern­
ment

private 

company 

67%

1% 1%
Figure 19



As shown in Figure 20, most respondents 
who reported employment in 1998 or 1999 
worked in unskilled jobs (29%), construc­
tion or trades (18%), professional or tech­
nical jobs (9%), or commercial fishing or 
farming (8%).

The permanence of employment place­
ments was related to the respondents' abil­
ity to stay off Temporary Assistance. Re­
turners were more likely to hold temporary 
or seasonal jobs than non-returners (chi-

square=108, df=2, p<. 0001). Figure 21 
shows the distribution of permanent, 
seasonal, and temporary work, broken 
down by returners and non-returners. 
Eighty-one percent (81%) of the non­
returners held permanent jobs, but only 
64% of the returners held permanent jobs. 
The majority of respondents who worked in 
1998 or 1999 reported working in perma­
nent jobs, with a small group working in 
temporary or seasonal employment.

Figure 20
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Of the seasonal workers, more people 
were employed during the summer months. 
Sixteen percent (16%) of respondents re­
ported having seasonal employment in the 
summer of 1998, and 15% reported having 
seasonal employment in the summer of 
1999. This seasonal pattern is illustrated in 
figure 22.

Weekly Hours of Work
Most respondents who worked in 1998 or 
1999 were employed for 31 to 40 hours a 
week, with 32% reporting working over 40 
hours per week. Work patterns differed be­
tween returners and non-returners. Non­
returners worked significantly more hours 
per week (chi-square=62, df=4, p<. 0001). 
Figure 23 shows the rates of hourly em­
ployment by returner status.
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Weekly hours of employment for respon­
dents who worked in 1998 or 1999 did not 
fluctuate much over the four seasons of the 
year, with only minor increases of hours 
worked in the summer and spring quarters

of 1998 and 1999. Figure 24 illustrates this 
seasonal pattern.

Figure 25 shows the rates of weekly hours 
of employment by returner status.
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Presence of Second 
Working Adult
A number of respondents reported that 
there was another working adult in the 
household who worked for pay during the 
eight quarters studied. Figure 26 shows a 
steady rate of such employment across the 
quarters: 35% to 42% of all respondents 
had another adult in the family who was

employed in at least one of the eight quar­
ters studied. The presence of a second 
working adult may be an important factor in 
keeping people off Temporary Assistance. 
Non-returners (41 %) were more likely to 
have had an additional working adult in the 
home than returners were (31 %). Addi­
tional research in this area may yield better 
understanding of the role of additional 
workers in the home.

Presence of Another Adult Family Member 
Who Works for Pay

Co(/}cu
<8

:n  Yes 

! i j N o

Fall 1999 

Summer 1999 

Spring 1999 

Winter 1999 

Fall 1998 

Summer 1998 

Spring 1998 

Winter 1998

0 %  2 0 %  4 0 %  60% 8 0% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Figure 26



a*

Current Status and Pres­
ence of a Significant Other 
in One-Parent Families
Thirty-four percent (34%) of the respon­
dents who had one-parent cases during the 
study period reported the presence of a 
“significant other” adult in their household 
at the time of the interview. Respondents 
were asked to describe in their own words

their relationship to the members of their 
household. For the purposes of this study, 
a significant other is a household member 
identified as a spouse, boyfriend, girlfriend, 
fiancee, or another non-related adult who 
might be a domestic partner of the respon­
dents. Figure 27 lists the categories and 
shows the proportional distribution of the 
types of adult family members who were 
considered to be significant others.
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Figure 28 shows the distribution of cases 
with a significant other in the household, 
broken down by family type.

Households that had included only one eli­
gible parent during the study period but in­
cluded a “significant other” at the time of 
the interview were significantly more likely

than similar cases that did not include a 
significant other to be off Temporary As­
sistance at the time of the interview (chi- 
square-13.42, df. =3, p<004). Figure 29 
shows the percentage of one-parent re­
spondents by Temporary Assistance re­
cipient and employment status.
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There remain many open questions about 
the impacts of Alaska’s seasonal economy 
and subsistence activities on its low- 
income population.

Respondents who were employed at the 
time of the interview, or reported working in 
1998 or 1999, wore asked to recount the 
longest period of unemployment they expe­
rienced in 1999. Thirty-four percent (34%) 
reported that they were employed for the 
whole year, while the remaining 66% were 
unemployed for an average of 24 weeks, 
with the median period of unemployment at 
19 weeks. Respondents who reported 
having been unemployed may or may not 
have been Temporary Assistance recipi­
ents during the unemployment period.

Wage Levels
Earned income is a fundamental indicator 
of family independence and well-being.
The level of earnings and opportunities for 
promotion available from employers

Periods of Unemployment contribute substantially to the ability of 
families to leave Temporary Assistance 
and remain financially independent.

A small number of respondents reported 
very high hourly earnings (as high as $100 
per hour in one instance). In the analyses 
presented in this section, reported wages 
of $50 per hour or more were excluded 
from the distributions because they were 
outlyers that would otherwise artificially 
overstate the typical range of wage levels 
in the sample. Figure 30 shows the quar­
terly mean hourly wage levels of the re­
spondents who worked during the quarter.

The mean hourly wage of non- returners 
was significantly higher between 1998 and 
1999 than the mean hourly wage of return­
ers. Non-returners had an increase in their 
hourly wages over the two-year period.

The average hourly wage of respondents 
was $9.73 per hour in 1998 (SD=4.25) and 
$10.52 per hour in 1999 (SD=4.72). Wages 
varied considerably, with the peak average 
wage of $10.85 per hour earned in the 
summer quarter of 1999.
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Mean Hourly Wage of Returners & Non-returners 
1998 and 1999
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Returners had lower hourly wages than 
non-returners. Over the two years studied, 
the returners had a mean hourly wage of 
$9.74 (SD= 4.04). while the non-returners 
had a mean hourly wage of $10.34/hour 
(SD=4.72).

Figure 31 compares the average wages of 
returners and non-returners for the two 
years studied.

Job Promotion and Pay 
Increases
Some respondents who worked in 1998 or 
1999 or were employed at the time of the 
interview reported that their jobs provide 
opportunities for advancement. Forty-three 
percent (43%) said their most recent jobs 
afforded opportunities for promotion and 
39% reported that they had received a 
promotion. Forty-four percent (44%) indi­
cated they had received at least one pay 
increase in their most recent job.

Educational Background

employment success. The entry-level job 
market generally expects workers to have 
successfully completed a minimum of a 
high school education with literacy and ba­
sic math skills.

Most (62%) of the respondents had the 
equivalent of a high school diploma, with 
12 or more years of education (mini- 
mum=0, maximum=18, SD=2 years). Half 
of the respondents who did not have high 
school diplomas had completed their GED. 
Thirty-seven percent (37%) of those with­
out a diploma or GED reported they were 
currently working on one. These data are 
displayed in Figure 32.
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Educational background has been shown 
many times to be an important predictor of
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The education of respondents was related 
significantly to their recipient status and 
employment status at the time of the inter­
view (chi-square=23.41, df=9, p<.005). 
Figure 33 shows that 74% of respondents 
who were back on Temporary Assistance 
and employed at the time of the interview 
had the equivalent of a high school educa­
tion (high school diploma or GED). Eight- 
seven percent (87%) of employed non- 
Temporary Assistance recipients had a 
high school equivalent education. Sev­
enty-three percent (73%) of unemployed 
Temporary Assistance recipients had a

high school equivalent education, and 80% 
of unemployed non-Temporary Assistance 
recipients had completed high school or a 
GED.

Use of Work-Related 
Training Services

Table 5 shows a breakdown of work- 
related training services that respondents 
reported having used during the past three 
years.

Table 5. Work-Related Training Services

Service
•

N Percent of 
Responses

Aptitudes / Skills Awareness Training 164 23%

Job Skills Training 223 31%

On-the-Job Training 283 40%

ESL Coursework 26 4%

Trade Apprenticeship 20 3%

Total 716 100%*

*Note: s ome respondents reported more than one service



Twenty-three percent (23%) of respondents 
indicated they had taken a workshop or 
training to help them understand their skills 
and what kinds of jobs they were best 
suited for. Returners were significantly 
more likely to have participated in such a 
process, with 30% of returners and 20% of 
non-returners having such training (chi- 
square=7.46, df=1, p<.006).

Respondents who participated in job skills 
training were more likely to be on Tempo­
rary Assistance at the time of the survey 
than people who left Temporary Assistance 
(chi-square=5.37, df=1, p<.02). Twenty- 
nine percent (29%) of non-returners re­
ceived job skills training, while 38% of re­
turners participated in job skills training.
This suggests that returners were active in 
obtaining additional help to prepare them 
for employment success.

Many of the respondents (51%) indicated 
they had participated in classes that taught 
them how to look for a job, prepare a re­
sume, or how to behave in job interviews.
Of those who had participated in such 
training, 65% had attended job readiness 
training provided by the Division of Public 
assistance or a DPA work services con­
tractor.

Four percent (4%) of respondents reported 
they had taken English as a Second Lan­
guage coursework (ESL). Six percent (6%) 
of the returners had taken ESL, while only 
3% of non-returners had taken ESL (chi- 
square=3.14, df=1, p<.08). Although these 
numbers are small, they suggest that lim­
ited English skills may be related to re­
turner status.

Forty-one percent (41%) of respondents 
reported they had a job that provided 
training while they worked. On-the-job 
training was not related to respondents’ 
status as returners or non-returners to 
Temporary Assistance.

Job Readiness and Job 
Advancement
The respondents who were working at the 
time of the interview or reported that they 
had worked during the previous two years 
were asked a series of questions about 
their most recent job.

Seventy-nine percent (79%) of the respon­
dents who worked in 1998 or 1999 or were 
employed at the time of the interview re­
ported that they had not received any non­
employer, pre-employment vocational edu­
cation, or training. Most (80%) of these re­
spondents indicated that they had not had 
the necessary skills when they started their 
jobs, and 60% reported that they had re­
ceived on-the-job training. This indicates 
that the majority of respondents who 
worked did not possess the skills they 
needed for the jobs they took and that em­
ployers were the primary source for job- 
specific training.

Promotional opportunities can encourage 
employment stability and progressive in­
creases in earnings. Forty-three percent 
(43%) of the respondents who worked in 
1998 or 1999 or were employed at the time 
of the interview reported that their jobs pro­
vided opportunities for promotion. Sixty- 
three percent (63%) of those who reported 
opportunities for promotion said they would 
not need additional education or training to 
be eligible for promotion and 44% reported 
that their employers offered education or 
training that could lead to a promotion.

A valiability of Jobs
An understanding of the availability of suit­
able employment (or the lack of it) and re­
cipients’ perceptions about the job market 
is essential to understanding the dynamics 
of movement from welfare to work.



As Figure 34 demonstrates, most respon­
dents (84%) reported that they believe 
there are jobs available in their communi­
ties that they are qualified for. Respon­
dents who were unemployed at the time of 
the interview were significantly less likely to 
believe there were jobs available that they 
were qualified for (chi-square = 13.58, 
df=3, p<.004). Eleven percent (11%) of 
both the employed Temporary Assistance 
recipients and the employed non-recipients 
indicated that jobs were not available in 
their community. Twenty percent (20%) of 
the unemployed Temporary Assistance re­
cipients and 23% of the unemployed non­
recipients indicated that jobs were not

available in their communities for which 
they were qualified.

Over 40% said jobs were very or fairly easy 
to find in their community, while 50% indi­
cated jobs were fairly hard or very hard to 
find.

Most of the people surveyed were satisfied 
with the quality of jobs available to them in 
their community. Seventy percent (70%) 
reported that the available jobs were of av­
erage or better quality; with 11% saying the 
jobs they could get were of very low quality. 
These data are displayed in Figure 35.
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Relocation
When asked to indicate their 
agreement or disagreement with 
the statement “I would have to 
move to another community to get 
a good job,” most respondents in­
dicated they would not need to 
relocate to find quality employ­
ment. Thirty percent (30%) 
agreed they would have to move, 
but the remaining respondents 
had mixed or negative responses 
to the question. Figure 36 details 
the responses to this question.

Employment and recipient status at the 
time of the interview correlated significantly 
with people’s opinions about the need to 
move to another community to find a good 
job (chi-square=21.13, df=12, p<.05).

Sixty-seven percent (67%) of respondents 
who were employed and off Temporary As­
sistance at the time of the interview and 
64% of those who were neither receiving 
Temporary Assistance nor employed at the 
time of the interview did not agree that they 
would have to move to get a good job.
Sixty percent (60%) of respondents who 
were both receiving Temporary Assistance 
and employed at the time of the interview 
did not agree that they would need to move 
to find a good job. However, current Tem­
porary Assistance recipients who were un­
employed at the time of the interview were 
much more likely to think they would have 
to move to find good employment; only 
51% of this group disagreed with the 
statement that they would have to move to 
find a good job.

Respondents were also asked whether or 
not they would be willing to move to an­
other community to get a good job. As fig­
ure 37 shows, 55% of respondents indi­
cated that they would be willing to move.
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Job Search Strategies
All survey participants, regardless of their 
Temporary Assistance recipient status, 
were asked about their use of outside help 
to find employment. Respondents indi­
cated that they had successfully used a 
number of different forms of outside help to 
find work in the past year. The informal 
assistance of family and friends was the 
most commonly reported source of job 
leads (29%). Newspaper advertisements 
(26%) and the Internet (12%) helped some 
people find work. Many respondents re­
ported that they found work through agen­
cies, such as the Department of Labor and 
Workforce Development (18%), the Divi­
sion of Public Assistance (19%), or Native 
employment programs (9%).



An understanding of the challenges to em­
ployment encountered by Temporary Assis­
tance leavers is fundamental to understand­
ing why some families are able to become or 
remain self-sufficient while others are not.

Respondents were asked, in an open-ended 
question, to identify anything that had made 
it difficult for them to keep or find a job dur­
ing the previous 12 months. Forty-one per­
cent (41%) identified problems in this area. 
Some reported more than one problem.

The most commonly identified challenges to 
employment success were health problems 
or disability (33%), availability of child care 
(19%), and transportation problems (17%).

Challenges to Employment Other challenges cited included personal 
problems (9%), problems with children 
(9%), lack of available employment (7%), 
lack of education or training (7%), preg­
nancy (5%), and seasonal unavailability of 
work (2%).

Respondents were also asked to identify 
family arid legal problems that had inter­
fered with their ability to work during the 
past year. A small number reported such 
problems. Four percent (4%) cited in­
volvement in child protection, and 4% re­
ported that criminal issues (3% adult and 
1% juvenile justice) caused work problems, 
Three percent (3%) cited child custody 
disputes, and 5% said other family issues 
had interfered with their ability to work.

36



Cash income from non-employment 
sources may contribute significantly to a 
family’s total income and ability to leave 
and stay off the Temporary Assistance 
rolls. Unearned income that is received 
on a regular t asis may be especially im­
portant in meeting a family’s ongoing fi­
nancial needs.

Survey respondents were asked if they 
had received income from 10 different 
sources in the past three months. The 
most commonly leported form of un­
earned income was child support; 18% of 
respondents reported that they received 
an average of $282 per month in child 
support payments.

Sixteen percent (16%) reported that they 
received state Adult Public Assistance 
(needs-based state payments to low- 
income aged, blind, or disabled adults), 
and an average of 1.71 adults in the 
households reported receiving Adult Public 
Assistance income (SD=1.18). Many of the 
households that reported receiving Adult 
Public Assistance probably included elders 
and other extended family members who 
were not Temporary Assistance recipients.

Findings:
o Fewer than one out of five respondents 

(18%) reported that their household received 
child support payments. The average pay­
ment amount was $282 per month.

• Twelve percent (12%) of respondents re­
ported that their household paid out child 
support, averaging $318 per month.

• Thirty-seven percent (37%) of respondents 
reported that a household member's 1999 
Permanent Fund dividend was garnished.

• Sixteen percent (16%) reported that at least 
one member of the household received Adult 
Public Assistance payments.

A total of 15% of respondents received ei­
ther Social Security benefits (federal pay­
ments to insured disabled workers, retir­
ees, and survivors of insured workers) or 
Supplemental Security Income (needs- 
based federal benefits for low income eld­
erly and disabled adults and disabled chil­
dren). Smaller proportions of respondents 
reported receiving unearned income from 
various other sources in the past three 
months. Table 6 summarizes reported in­
come sources.



Table 6. Unearned Income Received in the Three Months Prior to Interview

Benefit
■

Percent of 
Responses

Average Monthly 
Amount

Standard
Deviation

Child Support 18% $282 $240
Adult Public Assistance 16% $579 $285
Cash Gifts 12% $660 $878
Loans 9% $8650 $24,785
Social Security 8% $695 $528
Supplemental Security Income 7% $1157 $2640
Sold Property 5% $1613 $4573
Disability Benefits 5% $550 $588
Workers Compensation 2% $1301 $1975
Retirement Pension 1% $780 $855 j

Respondents who were Temporary Assis­
tance recipients at the time of the interview 
were significantly more likely to be receiv­
ing state Adult Public Assistance benefits 
as well (chi-square=92.90, df=3, pc.0001). 
Figure 38 shows that 25% of respondents 
who were employed and receiving Tempo­
rary Assistance at the time of the interview 
were also receiving Adult Public Assis­

tance. Forty-two percent (42%) of respon­
dents who were unemployed and Tempo­
rary Assistance recipients at the time of the 
interview received Adult Public Assistance. 
Six percent (6%) of the non-Temporary As­
sistance recipients who were employed, 
and 9% of the non-Temporary Assistance 
recipients who were unemployed, received 
Adult Public Assistance.

Receive Adult Public Assistance Benefits 
by Current TA & Employment Stat_s

TA & Employed N o T A  & 

Employed
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The survey did not include a question 
about receipt of Unemployment Insurance 
benefits. Interviewers reported anecdotally 
that numerous respondents mentioned re­
ceiving Unemployment Insurance. Inter­
viewers also reported that some respon­
dents might not have understood exactly 
how each category of income was defined. 
Matching the sample against Unemploy­
ment Insurance and other administrative 
data files might lead to a more complete 
and accurate understanding of the un­
earned income flowing into these house­
holds.

Alaska-Specific Forms of 
Unearned Income

ment Act (ANCSA) corporation dividends 
are two types of unearned income that are 
uniquely Alaskan and may be very impor­
tant factors in thb ability of families to live 
independent of the Temporary Assistance 
program. Both types of unearned income 
are treated specially under Temporary As­
sistance program policies. PFD payments 
do not count as income, and the first 
$2,000 per year of ANCSA corporation 
dividends are also disregarded in determin­
ing eligibility, and in calculating Temporary 
Assistance benefits. Nonetheless, these 
funds are available to many families that 
leave Temporary Assistance and may con­
stitute a sizeable portion of their annual 
income. Data on respondent receipt of 
these funds are displayed in Figure 39.

The Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend 
(PFD) and Alaska Native Claims Settle-
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Alaska Permanent Fund Dividends

All Alaska residents who lived in the state 
for the full previous year are eligible for the 
annual Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend 
(PFD) payment. Ninety-three percent 
(93%) of the people surveyed received 
PFDs in 1999, with an average of 4 house­
hold members receiving the dividend 
(SD=1.72). Ninety-seven percent (97%) 
reported that one or more household mem­
bers will be eligible for dividends in 2000 
(mean number of eligible household mem- 
bers=4, SD=1.75).

Respondents were asked whether or not 
any family member’s PFD payment was 
garnished in 1999 to pay child support, di­
vorce settlements, or other debts. Thirty- 
seven percent (37%) indicated that a family 
member’s PFD had been garnished for 
some reason.

While many Alaskans believe that the Per­
manent Fund Dividend is an important way 
of reducing the need for Temporary Assis­
tance, many people who left Temporary 
Assistance had their Permanent Fund Divi­
dends garnished to pay off their debts, 
suggesting that they were having trouble 
meeting their financial obligations.

Some of this indebtedness undoubtedly 
represents past-due child support obliga­
tions, possibly reflecting the fact that many 
Temporary Assistance families are “mixed" 
families, with the adults having children 
who do not live with them. Twelve percent 
(12%) of the respondents reported that 
someone in the household had paid an av­
erage of $318 per month in child support to 
a non-household member in the previous 
three months (SD=$272 per month).

Alaska Native Corporation Dividends

Twenty-eight percent (28%) of the respon­
dents indicated they had rec ived Alaska 
Native Corporation dividends in 1999, with 
an average of $793 going to an average of 
2 family members (SD=1.55). In 1999, 
corporate dividends ranged from $7 to 
$17,000 (SD=$1,784). Twenty-seven per­
cent (27%) reported they are eligible to re­
ceive Native Corporation dividends in 2000, 
with an eyected range of $7 to $8,000 
(SD=$1,029).

The high standard deviation of the mean 
average amounts of Alaska Native Corpo­
ration Dividends demonstrates that the av­
erage amounts may be somewhat mis­
leading, because of the very high amounts 
paid out by a few small corporations.



Anecdotal evidence suggests that the 
availability and utilization of benefits from 
non-cash assistance programs may be 
significant factors in the ability of families 
to leave Temporary Assistance and re­
main independent. Non-cash benefits 
may also be strong contributors to family 
well-being. Some states have reported a 
significant tapering-off of the utilization of 
these benefits after families leave cash 
assistance, even though many leavers 
continue to be financially eligible for the 
benefits. Federal Food Stamp program 
officials and health care advocates have 
expressed concern that complex admin­
istrative requirements may discourage 
TANF leavers from using services they 
are entitled to.

Findings:
• The most frequently cited government serv­

ice used by respondents after they left the 
Temporary Assistance rolls was government 
health insurance, including Medicaid, tribal 
health care, and Denali KidCare.

• One-third (34%) of respondents said they 
were not receiving food stamps at the time of 
the interview. Most of those not using food 
stamps reported that they did not need or 
want food stamps, or believed that they were 
not qualified.

• Some respondents (30%) used food banks, 
faith-based organizations, family support, or 
some other form of community support while 
they were off the Temporary Assistance rolls.

Table 7 shows that, when asked to identify 
government service that they had used 
while they were off Temporary Assistance, 
survey respondents reported a variety of 
supports they used to help them become

self-sufficient. Health insurance programs, 
including Medicaid and Denali KidCare, 
were the most frequently cited programs, 
with 42% of the leavers receiving health 
care assistance.

Table 7. Respondent Utilization of Government Services for 
Low Income People While They Were off Temporary Assistance.

Program or Service Percent of Re­
sponses

Health Insurance/Medicaid, Denali KidCare 42%

Food Stamps 34%

WIC 26%

Heating/Energy Assistance 23%

School Meals 21%

HUD or Alaska Housing 11%

Clothing 2%

Note: some respondents reported more than one service



Food Stamp Utilization
About a third of respondents reported that 
they were currently receiving food stamps. 
Respondents who were not participating in 
the food stamp program were asked why 
not.

Most of the people who were not using 
food stamps indicated that they had suffi­
cient income and did not need food stamps 
(36%), did not want to use them (32%), cr 
thought they did not qualify for food stamps 
(14%). These data suggest that Alaska's 
Temporary Assistance leavers have good 
access to food stamp benefits.

Benefits Provided by Non- 
Profit Organizations
Nonprofit organizations were helpful 
sources of support for some of the sur­
veyed leavers. Thirty percent (30%) of re­
spondents indicated that they had received 
some form of donation of food, clothing, or 
other necessities from a non-profit organi­
zation or family member. Of the respon­

dents who utilized these supports, 21% re­
ported that they had used a food bank after 
they stopped receiving Temporary Assis­
tance, 9% received some form of assis­
tance from a church, and 2% were helped 
by a communiiy or village center. In 5% of 
the cases, respondents reported that they 
had received food, clothing, or other ne­
cessities from their families after leaving 
Temporary Assistance.

Respondent-Reported 
Strategies for Getting by 
While Off Temporary 
Assistance
All survey participants were asked in an 
open-ended question how they had man­
aged to get by while they were off of Tem­
porary Assistance in 1999. The results are 
presented in Table 8, and show that em­
ployment was cited in nearly three-quarters 
of the responses, with utilization of other 
program benefits second at 12% of the re­
sponses. Table 8 includes responses /rom 
694 survey participants.

Table 8. Self-Reported Factors that Allowed Respondents to Get by 
While off of Temporary Assistance during the Preceding Year

Response Category N Percent of 
Responses

Employment 503 74%

Receiving other program benefits (e.g., SSI, 
Unemployment Insurance, Disability benefits, 
Student financial aid)

77 12%

Help from another person 66 10%

Subsistence activities 15 2%

Dividend payments 15 2%

Total 676* 100%
'Note: s o m e  respondents did not respond and others reported multiple factors



Misc. Other Work-Related Expenses (clothing, etc.)

Temporary Assistance recipients are re­
quired to participate in a number of activi­
ties that are designed to support their 
movement into the workforce. The Divi­
sion of Public Assistance (DPA) provides 
services either directly or through subcon­
tractors. Sixty-two percent (62%) of re­
spondents indicated that their public as­
sistance caseworker required them to 
work, look for a job, or go to some kind of 
job training. Recipients may also partici­
pate voluntarily in work transition services 
that are generally available in the commu­
nity. An average, 13% of respondents in­
dicated that they had participated in some 
form of volunteer or unpaid work between 
1998 and 1999.

DPA provides services to help recipients 
search for work, successfully participate in 
job interviews and in job training, and re­
main employed once they begin working. 
Case managers work with individual recipi­
ents to develop a plan for achieving self- 
sufficiency. Case managers may be either 
DPA employees or DPA work services 
contractors. The self-sufficiency

Findings:
• Sixty-two percent (62%) of respondents 

indicated their Public Assistance case­
worker had required them to work, look for 
a job, or go to some kind of job training.

• An average of 13% of respondents indi­
cated they had participated in some form 
of volunteer or unpaid work between 1998 
and 1999.

plan commits the client to engage in speci­
fied work-directed activities. The plan also 
commits DPA or its contractor to provide 
specified services to support the recipient’s 
transition to work.

Types of Services Used
Table 9 shows a breakdown of some of the 
DPA-sponsored services survey respon­
dents reported having used while receiving 
Temporary Assistance.

Table 9. Division of Public Assistance Sponsored 
Services Used by Temporary Assistance Recipients

Child Care Assistance 

Transportation



DPA Services Utilization by 
Returners and Non- 
Returners
As shown in Figure 40, returners were sig­
nificantly more likely to use DPA-subsi- 
dized child care than non-returners (chi- 
square = 3.31, df=1, p<.04). Returners also 
used more DPA-sponsored assistance with

transportation (chi-square=13.63, df=1, 
p<.0001). Non-returners were likely to use 
fewer miscellaneous work-related services 
than returners.

As Figure 41 illustrates, respondents who 
were employed at the time of the interview 
were also less likely to have received DPA- 
sponsored child care while they were 
working, looking for work, or in training.
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These utilization patterns may appear to 
indicate that use of these supportive serv­
ices negatively impacts the success of 
leavers in staying off the Temporary Assis­
tance rolls and remaining employed. In 
fact, they probably reflect DPA’s acceler­
ating level of effort during the study period 
as federal requirements to move recipients 
into employment increased. T l.j non­
returners, having left the Temporary As­
sistance caseload, are less likely to have 
utilized the supportive sen/ices simply be­
cause they are much less likely to have 
been under active case management dur­
ing the sample period. Returners are more 
likely to have used these services for two 
reasons. First, they spend more time as 
Temporary Assistance recipients who are

required to participate in intensive case 
management. Second, there has been a 
steady increase in the proportion of the 
caseload that participates in work-related 
activities, and returners are more likely to 
have been in the caseload in the later 
months when the likelihood of their being 
under case management was greater.

For similar reasons, leavers who were em­
ployed at the time of the interview were 
less likely to have received the services 
because they had been working, and be­
cause currently working respondents were 
more likely to be non-returners, as dis­
cussed in the section on earned income 
and work.



Working people with young children, par­
ticularly single parents, often need child 
care while they are working. The scarcity 
of affordable, appropriate child care is fre­
quently cited as an impediment to stable 
employment. Forty-seven percent (47%) of 
the families surveyed reported that they 
had preschool age children in their house­
holds; 33% of those who had preschool 
age children reported that they used child 
care for them in order to find or keep a job.

Utilization Rates
Sixty-six percent (66%) of the respondents 
indicated that, in the past year, they had 
school age children young enough to re­
quire care while they were in training, job 
hunting, or working. Twenty-four percent 
(24%) of those who had school age chil­
dren said they used some kind of extended 
care, after-school care, or day care after 
school or when school was not in session.

There was considerable variability in the 
weekly usage of child care, with the aver­
age child in care for 23 hours per week 
(SD=14 hours/week). Families that paid for 
child care paid an average of $121 per 
week (SD=160).

Types of Care
Figure 42 illustrates that the most fre­
quently utilized forms of child care for peo­
ple who had young children were child care 
centers (33%) and family day care homes 
(15%), with most of the remaining care be­
ing provided by friends (10%) and relatives 
(13%).

Findings:
• One-third of all respondents (33%) reported 

that a lack of child care had disrupted their 
ability to look for a job or go to school or 
training.

• One-third of the respondents (33%) who had 
preschool age children reported that they 
used child care for them in order to find or 
keep a job.

• Twenty-four percent (24%) of respondents 
who had school age children had used child 
care for them.

• Three in ten (31%) reported that they had 
received subsidized child care for training 
and other work-related reasons before they 
left the Temporary Assistance caseload, 
while only 18% said they had received sub­
sidized care after leaving the Temporary As­
sistance rolls.

• Child care centers and family day care 
homes were the most frequently mentioned 
forms of child care used. Friends and rela­
tives provided most of the remaining care.

• Almost nine out of ten (86%) of those who 
used child care were satisfied with the qual­
ity of child care they received.
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Quality of Care
For the most part, parents were happy with 
the child care they received. Eighty-six per­
cent (86%) indicated satisfaction with their 
child care arrangements while working, at­
tending training, or looking for work during 
the year preceding the interview (see Figure 
' J). Returner and non-returner status in 
1998 and 1999 were not significantly related 
to satisfaction with child care arrangements 
for either working or unemployed respon­
dents.

Disruptions for Lack of Care
As Figure 44 illustrates, 23% of those sur­
veyed reported that a lack of child care had 
disrupted their ability to look for a job or go 
to school or training in the past year.
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The transition from welfare to work may 
both influence and be influenced by the 
availability of stable and adequate hous­
ing. Stable and adequate housing is also 
a fundamental measure of family well­
being. Leavers were asked a series of 
questions about their living situation at 
the time of the interview to help gain in­
sight into this fundamental issue.

The majority of people surveyed were 
living in rental property. Figure 45 shows 
the breakdown of living arrangements.

Housing Stability
Thirty percent (30%) of respondents re­
ported having moved in the past year. Of 
these, 40% moved from one community 
to another. Living arrangements have 
been fairly stable for some leavers, with 
the average length of residence in the 
current home being four years and three 
months 'SD=6.6). However, many re­
spondents made multiple moves. Of the 
people who were in their homes for less 
than one year, the average family moved 
twice in the past year (SD=1.3).

Housing Costs and 
Subsidized Housing
The average cost of housing for respon­
dents was $430 per month (minimum 0 to 
maximum $1,600, SD=324), with utilities 
costing $133 per month (minimum 0 to 
maximum $1,500, SD=146). Only 14% 
were receiving housing subsidies from a 
federal, state, or local government pro­
gram. Another 14% were living in a public 
housing project owned by a local housing 
authority, Alaska Housing, or other agency.

Findings:
• Housing arrangements were stable for 70% 

of respondents in the year preceding the in­
terview, with 30% reporting at least one 
move in the last year.

• The average housing cost for respondents 
was $430 per month, and their average utility 
cost was $133 per month.

• Twenty-eight percent (28%) of the respon­
dents were living in either subsidized hous­
ing or a public housing project.

• Over one-third (36%) reported being unable 
to pay rent, housing, or utility bills at least 
once in the past year, with people not on 
Temporary Assistance less likely to have this 
experience.
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Respondents were asked whether they had 
experienced problems paying their housing 
costs during the past 12 months. Almost 
two thirds (64%) were able to pay their 
housing costs, with 36% reporting that 
there had been a period within the past 
year when they had not been able to pay 
the mortgage, rent, or utility bills.

Temporary Assistance recipients were 
more likely than non-recipients to have had 
problems in paying their mortgage, rent, or 
utility bills at some point in the past year 
(chi-square=11.94, df=3, p<.008).

Figure 46 shows the distribution of re­
sponses to this question, relative to the re­
spondents’ Temporary Assistance recipient 
status and employment status at the time

of the interview. Forty-six percent (46%) of 
employed Temporary Assistance recipients 
reported that at some point they had not 
been able to pay their mortgage, rent, or 
utilities within the past year. Forty-five per­
cent (45%) of unemployed Temporary As­
sistance recipients had also had this prob­
lem. In contrast, 31% of non-recipient em­
ployed respondents had not been able to 
meet housing financial obligations in the 
past year; and 30% of non-recipient unem­
ployed respondents had this problem.

Housing Quality
As Figure ̂ illustrates, a substantial ma­
jority of respondents indicated that their 
housing arrangements were satisfactory.
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Findings:
• Three quarters (75%) of respondents re­

ported having adequate transportation to 
get to work, training, or child care.

• Personally owned vehicles were the most 
common form of transportation.

• People with reliable transportation were 
significantly more likely to be off Temporary 
Assistance and employed at the time of the 
interview.

Transportation to work is an integral ele­
ment of employment success. Reliable, 
affordable, and efficient transportation is 
necessary for most working parents to 
find and maintain stable employment.
For many, children must be transported 
to and from child care before, after, and 
sometimes during the workday. The 
amount of time consumed in getting back 
and forth between home, work, shopping, 
and child care may significantly affect the 
ability of families to move from welfare to 
work. During the interview, survey re­
spondents were asked a series of ques­
tions about their current transportation 
situation.

Types of Transportation
Most people (61%) relied on their own car, 
truck, motorcycle, or van to get around. 
Other forms of transportation included: 
walking and bicycling (11%); riding snow- 
machines, boats, or ATVs (10%); sharing a 
ride (9%); and public transportation (9%). 
These data are shown in Figure 48.

Commute Time
Participants reported an average of 22 
minutes each way to commute to work, in­
cluding time to drop children off at child 
care (SD=20). The longest reported com­
mute time was 150 minutes.
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Access to Reliable 
Transportation
Figure 49 shows that a majority (75%) of 
the individuals surveyed had reliable 
transportation to get to work, training, or 
child care at the time of the interview.

Returners were significantly less likely to 
have reliable transportation at the time of 
the interview than non-returners (chi- 
square=3.78, df=1, p<.03). Figure 50 
compares the rates of reliable transporta­
tion for the two groups.

Figure 51 shows the distribution of respon­
dents who reported that they had reliable 
transportation with respect to their recipient

and employment status at the time of the 
interview. People who were employed and 
not receiving Temporary Assistance at the 
time of the interview reported the highest 
rate of reliable transportation (chi-square= 
22.94, df=3, p<.0001).
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Respondents who were employed and not 
receiving Temporary Assistance at the time 
of the interview reported the highest rate of 
reliable transportation (84%), while 73% of 
respondents who were both employed and 
back on Temporary Assistance had reliable 
transportation. The same percentage 
(73%) of the people who were neither on 
Temporary Assistance nor employed at the 
time of the intervif"'! said they had reliable 
transportation. S.. ..j-three percent (63%) 
of those who were both unemployed and 
back on Temporary Assistance had reliable 
transportation. This information is displayed 
in Figure 51.

Reliance on Others for 
Transportation
Figure 52 shows thai, generally, people 
were self-reliant for transportation, with a 
small group consistently needing help with 
transportation.

Reliability of Public 
Transportation
Figure 53 shows that respondents gener­
ally believed the public transportation 
available in their community was reliable. 
However, 37% reported that there was no 
public transportation in their community.
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Health status and accessibility to health- 
related services are significant factors in a 
family’s life. Any member of a family who 
is experiencing health-related difficulties 
creates unique stresses and responsibili­
ties for the entire family.

Chronic conditions, such as a physical dis­
ability, mental illness, diabetes, heart con­
ditions or developmental concerns take a 
daily toll on the resources of a family, both 
emotionally and financially. Acute prob­
lems are also realities for families, and 
without adequate access to care these 
events can become catastrophic. Often, 
acute illnesses go untreated in families that 
do not have access to health insurance.

Poor health can affect Temporary Assis­
tance leavers in two ways. First, adults 
may be directly prevented from working 
due to their own health problems. Second, 
adults may be prevented from working be­
cause they must be home to care for a 
family member with poor health.

Findings:
• Eighty-nirie percent (89%) of the respon­

dents reported that their current health was 
fair or better, with 11% indicating poor 
health. Their spouses and children were 
reported to be in comparably good health.

• Thirty percent (30%) of respondents re­
ported at least one family member with no 
medical coverage.

• Seventeen percent (17%) of respondents 
said that someone in their household had 
not received needed health care during the 
past year, most often due to financial con­
straints.

Health Status
Most respondents reported that their own 
health status and that of their families was 
"excellent” or “good" at the time of the in­
terview and one year prior to the interview. 
Figure 54 shows that 89% of the respon­
dents reported that their current health was 
fair or better, with 11% indicating poor 
health. Their spouses and children were 
reported to be in comparably good health.
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Health Care Coverage
Respondents were asked to identify 
sources of medical coverage for the house­
hold. The results are shown in Figure 55. 
Medicaid and Denali Kid Care were the 
most commonly reported forms of medical 
coverage, with 66% reporting that at least 
one family member had such coverage. 
Thirty percent (30%) reported at least one 
family member receiving Indian Health 
Service or Native medical benefits, and 
26% had employer-paid medical insurance.

Individuals without Health 
Care Coverage
Figure 56 shows that fully 30% of the re­
spondents indicated that they had at least 
one family member who did not have any 
medical coverage.

Figure 57 shows that 17% of the respon­
dents stated that a member of the house­
hold had not received care in the past year 
when it was needed.
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Financial constraints was the most com­
mon reason given for not receiving needed 
medical care (75%). Smaller numbers of 
respondents indicated that the medical 
services they needed were not available in 
their community, or that they did not seek

medical care for themselves or a family 
member because of the poor quality of 
medical care available, time constraints, 
and transportation constraints (see Figure 
58).
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Client Perceptions and Attitudes
„ -vV ;- ;r

The beliefs and emotions of respondents 
are both indicators of family well-being 
and sources of information about the 
quality of their experience after leaving 
the Temporary Assistance rolls. Differ­
ences in perceptions and attitudes be­
tween returners and non-returners may 
correlate with the .ldividual's success in 
achieving financial independence, as well 
as help shape policies that will maximize 
success.

At least two states have reported that, 
despite the fact that many of them may 
have been receiving less income since 
leaving the Temporary Assistance rolls, 
the preponderance of survey participants 
disagreed with the notion that they had 
been better off when they were on Tem­
porary Assistance.

The “Work-First” message of the Tempo­
rary Assistance program may have moved 
some recipients to embrace the work and 
education ethic of mainstream America.

Survey respondents were asked a number 
of questions designed to measure their 
perceptions and attitudes. In general, the 
majority had accepted the welfare-to-work 
message and were satisfied with the serv­
ices they received from their Temporary 
Assistance caseworkers.

Findings:
• More than nine out of ten (96%) people in­

terviewed reported that they would rather 
work than receive Temporary Assistance.

• More than half (55%) of the respondents said 
that their lives were better while they were off 
the Temporary Assistance rolls.

• About seven out o’" in (71%) respondents 
agreed with the a, .■opriateness of Tempo­
rary Assistance time limits, with half of them 
(50%) strongly agreeing.

• Over eight out of ten (85%) respondents 
agreed that people on Temporary Assistance 
should be required to find a job and work.

• More than six out of ten (62%) people inter­
viewed believed that their Temporary Assis­
tance caseworker was interested in their 
well-being and gave them good advice and 
support.

positive responses about preferring work 
over welfare indicate that access to quality 
employment, rather than unwillingness to 
work, is the primary issue for most Tempo­
rary Assistance recipients.

Attitudes about Work and 
Welfare
Survey respondents indicated their level of 
agreement or disagreement with several 
statements that were designed to learn 
about their attitudes regarding employment 
and Temporary Assistance. Strong
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Figure 59 shows that almost nine out of ten 
people interviewed (88%) agreed strongly 
that they would rather work than receive 
Temporary Assistance, and an additional 
eight percent agreed somewhat with the 
statement.

Similarly, the majority of respondents felt 
that their lives were not better while they

were receiving benefits versus when they 
were off assistance. Figure 60 shows that 
fifty-five percent (55%) disagreed strongly 
or disagreed somewhat with the statement 
"My life is better while I'm on Temporary 
Assistance than when I'm off of Temporary 
Assistance."
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Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents in­
dicated that they worry about not being eli­
gible for Temporary Assistance benefits 
should they need them in the future (see 
Figure 61).

Figure 62 shows that the majority of re­
spondents agreed with time limits for Tem­
porary Assistance benefits. Figure 63 
shows that respondents also agreed that 
people who receive Temporary Assistance 
should be required to find a job.
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Perceptions of Availability 
of Education and Training
Lack of access to job training did not ap­
pear to be an issue for most of the people 
interviewed. Figure 64 illustrates that the 
majority indicated that they could receive 
the job training they needed in their com­

munity. Two thirds (67%) agreed that 
needed job training was available locally.

Access to high school equivalency courses 
and adult education can facilitate prepara­
tion for the job market. Most respondents 
believed that adult education and GED 
programs were available to them in their 
area (see Figure 65).
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Attitudes about Temporary 
Assistance Caseworkers
Beliefs and emotions about the quality of 
services received from the Division of Pub­
lic Assistance are important for under­
standing the impact of transitional services 
for people as they work toward self-

sufficiency. L.eavers were asked to give 
their opinion about the services they re­
ceived from DPA staff. Figures 66 and 67 
show that the majority of leavers felt their 
caseworker was interested in their well­
being and gave them good advice and 
support.

Figure 66
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The scattered distribution and rich diver­
sity of Alaska’s population are fundamen­
tal factors in the state’s labor market and 
economy. The success of welfare reform 
is to some extent dependent on the avail­
ability of jobs to Temporary Assistance re­
cipients. Smaller rural communities pres­
ent particular challenges. Analysis of the 
differences between rural and urban 
communities may give insight into what 
programmatic approaches might best 
serve rural Temporary Assistance recipi­
ents in their quest for financial independ­
ence.

(See the Demographics and Basic Family 
Characteristics section of this report for a 
description of the geographic distribution 
of the sample population, and the basis 
for categorizing the sampled cases as ei­
ther urban or rural.)

Ethnic Distribution
The rural caseload is predominantly Alaska 
Native; 88% of the rural cases surveyed 
were Alaska Native. Figures 68 and 69 
show the urban/rural ethnic distribution of 
the study sample.

Findings:
• Almost nine out of ten rural Temporary As­

sistance recipients (88%) were Alaska Na­
tives. There were significantly more respon­
dents with two-parent families in rural Alaska 
(52%) than in urban Alaska (20%); this is 
consistent with the overall geographic distri­
bution of the Temporary Assistance 
caseload.

• The higher cost of living and seasonal and 
temporary employment patterns probably 
offset higher wage levels in rural Alaska.

• Rural respondents believed that the avail­
able jobs were of lower quality and harder for 
them to find than their urban counterparts 
believed.

• Rural residents were less willing than urban 
residents to relocate to find employment.

Notwithstanding the high proportion of 
Alaska Native respondents living in Rural 
Alaska, rural residents represented only 
about 23% of the sampled leavers. Forty- 
five percent (45%) of the Alaska Natives in 
the survey sample lived in urban areas.
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Family Types
Rural cases in the survey were significantly 
more likely to be two-parent families than 
urban cases. Twenty percent (20%) of ur­
ban respondents represented two-parent 
families, while 52% of the surveyed rural 
families were of the two-parent type. This is 
consistent with the overall distribution of the 
Temporary Assistance caseload (see Fig­
ures 70 and 71).

Urban and Rural Wage 
Levels
As Figure 72 shows, urban and rural respon­
dents reported different average wage levels. 
Rural workers earned significantly more per 
hour than people in urban areas in both 1998 
and 1999. In 1998, the average rural worker 
earned $11.24 per hour (SD=4.64), while the 
urban worker earned $9.35 per hour 
(SD=4.06). In 1999, earnings increased to 
an average rural wage of $12.08 per hour 
(SD=4.73) and urban wage of $10.13 per 
hour (SD=4.64). The 1999 average wage in­
crease was significant only for urban 
workers.
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It is important to note that although rural 
hourly pay was significantly higher during 
the study period, this does not in itself indi­
cate that rural families had more total

earned income. Comparative information 
on the relative employment rates of urban 
and rural respondents was not available at 
this writing.

Mean Hourly Wage by Urban 
and Rural Locations, 1998 and 1999
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Vehicle Ownership, Tempo­
rary Assistance Status, and 
Urban/Rural Residency
Figure 73 illustrates that, in urban areas, 
77% of the non-returners and 61% of the 
returners owned vehicles at the time of the 
interview. People in rural areas depended 
upon more varied sources of transporta­
tion, including cars, trucks, boats, sleds, 
snowmachines, and ATVs. In rural areas, 
62% of the returners and 71% of the non­
returners owned their own transportation.

Community Perceptions of 
the Job Market
Rural respondents differed from urban re­
spondents in their beliefs about work op­
portunities. When asked if they thought 
jobs were available in their community for 
which they were qualified, 89% of urban 
subjects responded affirmatively. This is 
significantly greater than the 67% of rural 
residents who believed that work was 
available to them in their communities.

There were also significant differences 
between the responses of urban and rural 
respondents who were asked how hard it 
was to find work in their community; 42% of 
the urban respondents said jobs were ei­

ther very hard or fairly hard to find, while 
75% of the rural respondents expressed 
the same belief.

Urban and rural respondents also differed 
in their perception of the quality of jobs 
available to them. Although 41% of each 
group said the quality of jobs ihey could get 
was average, 32% of the urban residents 
felt they could get fairly high quality or very 
high quality work in their community, while 
only 17% of the rural residents said they 
could get fairly high quality or very high 
quality work in their community.

Willingness to Relocate
When asked to respond to the statement, “I 
would have to move to a different commu­
nity to get a good job,” 51% of the rural 
subjects agreed strongly or agreed some­
what, compared to 24% of their urban 
counterparts. Only 48% of the rural sub­
jects said they would be willing to move to 
another community to get a good job, while 
57% of the urban respondents said they 
would move for a better job. This suggests 
that despite their perceptions of a less fa­
vorable local job climate, other aspects of 
the rural way of life may strongly influence 
the decisions that rural residents who leave 
Temporary Assistance make about where 
they choose to live and work.
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University cf Alaska Anchorage 
institute for Circumpolar Health Studies

Alaska Temporary Assistance Program Evaluation Spring 2000 Survey

Survey Instructions

■
choice boxes like:

i l s  \  . ■

PLEASE USE A  BLACK OR BLUE PEN TO FILL OUT THIS FORM
- T

For optimum accuracy, please print ca refully and avoid contact with f
the edges of the box, The following will serve as an example:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
•v • V* \ ■. \ : . " ; *  •

A B c E> E F & H I J K L M
N 0 p Q R 5 T U V w X y Z

Additional Notes:

1. Do not mark, disfigure or remove the survey cornerstones or the recognition 
code located in the lower left hand corner.

2. Complete ALL items per instructions. Do not use "see attached", "see above", 
ditto marks or arrows to refer to earlier, duplicate or other answers.

3. For question #3a_{all) only the first names are recorded.

4. For question #3c_(all) record ages of less than one year as a decimal.
For example: a 6 month old baby is .5 years old

5. For all questions regarding dollar amounts other than hourly wage (question #20) 
record values as the nearest whole number.

6. For question #92 round the months value to the nearest whole number.

$  1815572931 $



I n t e r v i e w e r  n a m e : I n t e r v i e w  d a t e :

mm
I n t e r v i e w  t y p e :  E D  f a c e  t o  f a c e  E D  t e l e p h o n e  

I n t e r v i e w  l o c a t i o n  ( c i t y ) :

T i / m
dd yy

Read Informed Consent Text to Subject I
1 want to start with some basic information about vour family and vour experience with g 
the Alaska Temporary Assistance Program, also called Temporary Assistance or ATAP. ■

The Temporary Assistance Program is the program that replaced the old AFDC program I  
in 1997, It provides monthly cash assistance to low-income families with children, along 
with other services that are designed to help people find work and keep jobs so they can |  
live independent of Temporary Assistance.

1. Please give me the following information:
a )  y o u r  f u l l  n a m e

b )  d a t e  o f  b i r t h

c )  c u r r e n t  m a i l i n g  

a d d r e s s

/ /
m m d d yy

street or PO box

city state zip
d )  c u r r e n t  r e s i d e n c e  

a d d r e s s street

city state zip I
e )  h o m e  t e l e p h o n e  

n u m b e r  ( ) -

2 .  S t a t e  r e c o r d s  s h o w  t h a t  y o u  s t o p p e d  r e c e i v i n g  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e  b e n e f i t s  f o r  a t  

l e a s t  t w o  c o n s e c u t i v e  m o n t h s  s i n c e  O c t o b e r  1 9 9 7 .  I s  t h a t  c o r r e c t ? ......................................................  Y E S   N O

$  4633572932 page 1



$  #

Now. I'd like to know about the general health of each member of vour household.
I'd like to list everyone who currently lives in the household and 
I would like you to tell me how they are related

3 .  L e t ' s  s t a r t  w i t h  y o u .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  a g e ?  H o w  d o  y o u  r a t e  y o u r  c u r r e n t  h e a l t h ,  e x c e l l e n t ,  g o o d ,  f a i r  o r  p o o r ?  

O n  t h e  s a m e  s c a l e ,  h o w  w a s  y o u r  h e a l t h  o n e  y e a r  a g o ?

Record responses in the chart on the next page.

N o w ,  t e l l  m e  a b o u t  t h e  o t h e r  p e o p l e  w h o  l i v e  w i t h  y o u ,  s t a r t i n g  w i t h  t h e  y o u n g e s t .  W h a t  i s  t h i s  p e r s o n ' s  

n a m e ?  W h a t  i s  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  y o u ?  H o w  o l d  i s  h e / s h e ?  H o w  d o  y o u  r a t e  h i s / h e r  c u r r e n t  h e a l t h ,  

e x c e l l e n t ,  g o o d ,  f a i r  o r  p o o r ?  A n d  o n  t h e  s a m e  s c a l e ,  h o w  w a s  h i s / h e r  h e a l t h  o n e  y e a r  a g o ?

Record responses in the following chart for each family member.
I f  more than 10, list only the first 10.

HEALTH STATUS

excellent

AYea^fgOj

AyearAgo '- ^Today □_____□_____
A Year Ago

Today

FAMILY MEMBER (name)

Relationship to you,
(child, spouse, 
unmarried partner, etc.

®  9903572937 page 2



_____ N O

_____ N O

_____ N O

_____ N O

_____ N O

_____ N O

4 .  D o  y o u  o r  d o e s  a n y o n e  i n  y o u r  h o u s e h o l d  h a v e  a n y  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  k i n d s  o f  m e d i c a l  c o v e r a g e ?

Read this list _ . .. .. vcc
Employer-paid medical insurance.....................................................—  Y b b

Self-paid medical insurance.......................................................................................................................—  Y E S

Medicaid or Denali KidCare ........................................................................................................................—  Y E S

Medicare.............................................................................................................................................................................—  Y E S

Indian Health Services or other Native medical benefits.......................................- —  Y E S

Other health coverage  —  Y E S

specify

5 .  I s  t h e r e  a n y o n e  i n  y o u r  f a m i l y  w h o  h a s  n o  m e d i c a l  c o v e r a g e ? .........................................................................................—  Y E S  —

6 .  I n  t h e  l a s t  y e a r ,  h a s  a n y  m e m b e r  o f  y o u r  h o u s e h o l d  n o t  r e c e i v e d  a n y  k i n d  o f

m e d i c a l  a t t e n t i o n  t h a t  t h e y  n e e d e d ? ................................................................................................................................................................................—  Y E S  —

I f  y e s ,  w h y ?  Do not prompt  Cost is too high/Couldn't afford

 Needed services not available

 Quality of care or provider

 Time

 Transportation

 Other

specify
Now I want you to respond to some statements about the Temporary Assistance
Program. Please tell me if you agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat
or disagree strongly with each statement I read.

N  

N1

7 .  M y  l i f e  i s  b e t t e r  w h i l e  I ' m  o n  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e  t h a n  w h e n  I ' m  o f f  o f  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e .

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A /
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□  □ □ □ □ □

8 .  I ' d  r a t h e r  b e  e m p l o y e d  t h a n  r e c e i v e  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e  b e n e f i t s .

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A /
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□  □ □ □ □ □

9 . 1  c a n  g e t  t h e  j o b  t r a i n i n g  1 n e e d  i n  m y  c o m m u n i t y  o r  v i l l a g e .

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A /
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□  □ □ □ □ □

1 0 . 1 w o r r y  t h a t  I w o n ' t  b e  a b l e  t o  r e c e i v e  f u t u r e  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e  p a y m e n t s  i f  I n e e d  t h e m .

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A /
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□  □ □ □ □ □

1 1 .  T h e r e  a r e  a d u l t  e d u c a t i o n  a n d  G E D  p r o g r a m s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  m y  a r e s .

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A /
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□  □ □ □ □ □
$ § }  0827572933 p a g e  3



Now i have some general questions about vour experiences with the Temporary

1 2 .  D o  y o u  c u r r e n t l y  r e c e i v e  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e ? .....................................................................................

If YES, s k i p  t o  # 1 4

If NO, w h e n  d i d  y o u  l a s t  r e c e i v e  i t  ( m o n t h  a n d  y e a r ) ? .........................................................................

1 3 .  ( I F  " N O "  T O  Q .  1 2 . . . )  Y o u  a r e  n o  l o n g e r  r e c e i v i n g  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e ?  

H o w  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  a b l e  t o  s t a y  o f f  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e ?

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Skip to question #15
1 4 .  ( I F  " Y E S "  T O  Q .  1 2 . . . )  Y o u  s t o p p e d  r e c e i v i n g  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e  f o r  a  w h i l e  a n d  h a v e  s i n c e  

r e t u r n e d  t o  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e ?  W h y  d i d  y o u  g o  b a c k  o n  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e ?

1 5 .  W h e n  y o u  l a s t  s t o p p e d  r e c e i v i n g  T e m p o r a r y  A s s i s t a n c e ,  w h a t  w a s / w e r e  t h e  

r e a s o n ( s )  y o u  s t o p p e d ?

 Y E S   N O

mm yy

$  8934572930



Now i want to ask you about any work that you've done and what those jobs were 
like. I'd like to measure the results to this question separately for each of the four 
quarters of the year. First, let's start with last year.

Winter = 1st Qtr = JAN-MAR; spring = 2nd Qtr = APR-JUN; summer = 3rd Qtr = JUL-SEP; fall = 4th Qtr = OCT-DEC

Q u e s t i o n s  # 1 6  t h r o u g h  # 2 5

16. Lasf year (1999), did you do anv .,ork for pay? 
enter Y = YES N= NO, by quarters_________

Fall Summer Spring Winter Fall
1999/ 1999/ 1999/ 1999/ 1998/
4th Qtr 3rd Qtr 2nd Qtr 1st Qtr 4th Qtr
1999 1999 1999 1999 1998

a b c d e

Summer 

1998/ 

3rd Qtr 

1998 

f

Spring 

1998/ 

2nd Qtr 

1998

Winter 

1998/ 

1st Qtr 

1998 

h

17. The year before last (1998) did you do any work for pay? 
enter Y = YES N= NO, by quarters

If subject answers YES for either #16 or #17, get information by quarters, proceeding through question #22 for each quarter. 
If NO for both years, skip to question #23.
18. Was your employer for your main job? 

G= government 
P= private company 
N= non-profit organization 
S= self (complete #19)
T= temporary employment service 
0= other

19. If self employed, what type of work did you do? 
U= unskilled labor/sen/ice work 
C= construction/skilled trades 
A= arts/crafts 
P= professional/technical 
F= fishing/farming 
0= other

20. What was your hourly wage for your main job during that 
quarter?
(If subject quotes rate per day, week, month, so report)

21. In your main job, did you work:
A= more than 40 hours p/week 
B= 31 to 40 hours/week 
C= 21 to 30 hours/week 
D= 11 to 20 hours/week 
E= 1 to 10 hours/week?

22. Was your work seasonal, temporary,or permanent? 
S= seasonal T= temporary P= permanent

23. Did you subsistence hunt or fish or gather subsistence foods 
last year (1999)? The year before last (1998)?
Enter Y = YES, N= NO, by quarters

24. Did you do any unpaid community service or volunteer work 
last year (1999)? The year before last (1998)?
Enter Y= YES, N= NO, by quarters

25. Last year (1999), did any other adult member of your 
household (anyone over 18) do any work for pay?

The year before last? (1998)
Enter Y= YES, N= NO, by quarters______________

8678572935 page 5
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|  2 6 .  A r e  y o u  p e r m a n e n t l y  d i s a b l e d  o r  u n a b l e  t o  w o r k  f o r  h e a l t h  r e a s o n s ? ....................................................—  Y E S  —  N O

If YES, skip to question #37
|  2 7 .  A r e  y o u  w o r k i n g  N O W ? ...................................................................................................................................................................................................... —  Y E S  —  N O

If NO, AND subject did not work at all in 1998 or 1999 ( q u e s t i o n s  # 1 6  a n d  1 7 ) ,  skip to question #37 
|  Now I am going to ask you a series of questions about vour current job or. 

if you are not working now, about the last job you had.

I  2 9 .  D i d  y o u  r e c e i v e  a n y  e d u c a t i o n  o r  t r a i n i n g  f o r  y o u r  j o b  t h a t  w a s

N O T  p r o v i d e d  b y  y o u r  e m p l o y e r ? ..................................................................................................................................................................—  Y E S  —  N O

|  2 8 .  D i d  y o u  h a v e  t h e  s k i l l s  y o u  n e e d e d  t o  d o  y o u r  j o b  w h e n  y o u  s t a r t e d ? ............................................... N O

|  I f  Y E S ,  W a s  t h i s  e d u c a t i o n  o r  t r a i n i n g  b e f o r e  o r  a f t e r  y o u  s t a r t e d  t h e  j o b ? ........................—  BEFORE —  AFTER

3 0 .  D i d  y o u  r e c e i v e  a n y  o n - t h e - j o b  t r a i n i n g  f r o m  y o u r  e m p l o y e r ? ........................................................................ —  Y E S  —  N O

I  3 1 .  H a v e  y o u  r e c e i v e d  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  s a l a r y  w h i l e  w o r k i n g  i n  t h i s  j o b ? ........................................................—  Y E S  —  N O

R

3 2 .  W e r e  t h e r e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  p r o m o t i o n  i n  t h i s  j o b ?  —  Y E S  —  N O

"NO", skip to Q.36
3 3 .  ( I F  Y E S  T O  Q . 3 2 . . . )  D i d  y o u  r e c e i v e  a  p r o m o t i o n  w h i l e  w o r k i n g  y o u r  c u r r e n t  j o b ,  

o r  d u r i n g  t h e  l a s t  j o b  y o u  w o r k e d ? .................................................................................................................................................................... —  Y E S  —  N O

3 4 .  ( I F  Y E S  T O  Q . 3 2 . . . )  D i d  y o u  n e e d  a d d i t i o n a l  e d u c a t i o n  o r  t r a i n i n g

|  t o  b e  e l i g i b l e  f o r  p r o m o t i o n ? ......................................................................................................................................................................................... —  Y E S  —  N O

3 5 .  ( I F  Y E S  T O  Q . 3 2 . . . )  D i d  y o u r  e m p l o y e r  o f f e r  o r  p r o v i d e  e d u c a t i o n  o r  t r a i n i n g

|  t h a t  c o u l d  l e a d  t o  p r o m o t i o n ? ............................................................................................................................................................................. —  Y E S  —  N O

3 6 .  D u r i n g  t h e  p a s t  y e a r  ( 1 9 S 9 ) ,  w h a t  h a s  b e e n  t h e  l o n g e s t  p e r i o d  o f  t i m e  t h a t  

8  y o u  w e r e  w i t h o u t  w o r k ? .......................................................................................................................................................................
( #  o f  w e e k s )

I

I

Now I have some general questions about what kind of work is available in your 
community or village. If you are currently working, please think about what work would 
be available if you were NOT working.

3 7 .  A r e  t h e r e  j o b s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  y o u r  c o m m u n i t y  o r  v i l l a g e  t h a t

y o u  b e l i e v e  y o u  a r e  q u a l i f i e d  f o r ? .......................................................................................................................................................................—  Y E S  —  N O

3 8 .  H o w  h a r d  i s  i t  t o  f i n d  w o r k  i n  y o u r  c o m m u n i t y  o r  v i l l a g e ?  W o u l d  y o u  s a y  j o b s  a r e  v e r y  e a s y  t o  f i n d ,  

f a i r l y  e a s y  t o  f i n d ,  f a i r l y  h a r d  t o  f i n d ,  o r  v e r y  h a r d  t o  f i n d ?

Very easy Fairly easy Neither easy nor Fairly hard Very hard N/A I
to find to find hard to find to find to find no opinion?

□  □ □ □ □ □
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3 9 .  H o w  w o u l d  y o u  r a t e  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  j o b s  y o u  c o u l d  g e t  i n  y o u r  c o m m u n i t y  o r  v i l l a g e ?  W o u l d  y o u  s a y  

j o b s  a r e  v e r y  h i g h  q u a l i t y ,  f a i r l y  h i g h  q u a l i t y ,  f a i r l y  l o w  q u a l i t y  o r  v e r y  l o w  q u a l i t y ?

Very high Fairly high Average Fairly low Very low N/A I
quality quality quality quality quality no opinion?

□  □ □ □ □ □

4 0 .  P l e a s e  t e l l  m e  w h e t h e r  y o u  a g r e e  s t r o n g l y ,  a g r e e  s o m e w h a t ,  d i s a g r e e  s o m e w h a t  o r  d i s a g r e e  s t r o n g l y  

w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t :  I w o u l d  h a v e  t o  m o v e  t o  a n o t h e r  c o m m u n i t y  t o  g e t  a  g o o d  j o b .

Agree Agree Mixed Disagree Disagree N/A I
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly no opinion?

□  □ □ □ □ □

4 1 .  W o u l d  y o u  m o v e  t o  a n o t h e r  c o m m u n i t y  t o  g e t  a  g o o d  j o b ? .......................................................................... —  YES  —  N O

4 2 .  I n  t h e  l a s t  1 2  m o n t h s ,  h a v e  a n y  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e r v i c e s  m a d e  i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  y o u  t o  f i n d  w o r k  i n  

y o u r  c o m m u n i t y  o r  v i l l a g e ?

Read this list
Public Assistance work search programs —  YES

Dept, of Labor employment services or job centers.....................

Temporary job agency...................................................................... —  YES

Tribal or community job assistance program...................................—  YES

Newspaper ads................................................................................ —  YES

Friends or family.................................................................

Other services .......

specify

4 3 .  I n  t h e  l a s t  1 2  m o n t h s ,  h a s  a n y t h i n g  m a d e  i t  d i f f i c u l t  

f o r  y o u  t o  f i n d  o r  k e e p  a  j o b ? .............................................................................................................................................................................—  YES —  N O

If YES, W h a t  m a d e  i t  d i f f i c u l t ?  Do not prompt

Y E S N O

______ Y E S —  N O

_ Y E S —  N O

—  Y E S —  N O

—  Y E S —  N O

—  Y E S —  N O

—  Y E S —  N O

1

1
I
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44. In the past year, has your involvement in any of the following made it difficult 
for you to find or keep a job?

Read this list

1
0

YES —  NO

YES NO

YES —  NO

YES —  NO

YES —  NO
YES —  NO

—  YES —  NO

i

ii

i

specify

This next series of questions applies to unearned income (money you receive 
that is not from salary, wages, or self-emplovment).

45. Did you or other household members
receive Permanent Fund Dividends last year (1999)?...............................................  YES  NO

If YES, how many household members received dividends?.

46. Was anyone's Permanent Fund Dividend garnished last year to pay child support, 
divorce settlements, or other debts?....................................................................................

47. Will you or other household members
receive Permanent Fund Dividends this year (2000)?....................................................

I f  YES, how many household members will receive dividends?.

48. Did you or other household members
receive Native corporation dividends last year (1999)?................

If  YES, how many household members?.............

How much did each person get last year (1999).

49. Will you or other household members
receive Native corporation dividends this year (2000)?.

If YES, how many household members?.........................................

How much do you expect each person to get this year (2000)?.

YES NO

 YES  NO

YES  NO

YES _ N O
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*  The following is a list of certain types of benefits you mav or may not receive. * 

Please tell me if you or any other household members have received any of the following 

payments in the last three months, and remember, vour responses are completely 

confidential and will not under any circumstances result in any loss of benefits:

50. Regular disability pay? —  YES —  NO

If YES, how many household members receive it?.....................................................................

If YES, wiiat is the total monthly payment for the household?.................................................

51. Worker's compensation? —  YES —  NO

If YES, how many household members receive it?.....................................................................

If YES, what is the total monthly payment for the household?.................................................

52. SSI (Supplemental Security Income)? —  YES —  NO

If YES, how many household members receive it?.....................................................................

If YES, what is the total monthly payment for the household?.................................................

53. Social Security benefits (Retirement, survivors, or disability)?..........................................—  YES —  NO

If YES, how many household members receive it?....................................................................

If YES, what is the total monthly payment for the household?................................................

54. Retirement payments?  YES —  NO

If YES, how many household members receive it?....................................................................

If YES, what is the total monthly payment for the household?.................................................

55. State Adult Public Assistance benefits?.................................................................................. —  YES —  NO

If YES, how many household members receive it?.....................................................................

If YES, what is the total monthly payment for the household?.................................................

The next five questions also apply to the past three months.

56. Do members of your household receive regular child support payments? —  YES —  NO

If YES, how much total child support does your household receive each month? .........................

57. Do you or other household members pay child support?................................................  —  YES —  NO

If YES, how much child support is your household required to pay each month?..............
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58. Have you (or other household members) sold property or other belongings in
the last three months to help pay expenses?............................................................................... —  YES —  NO

If YES, how much money did your household make selling these belongings or 
property?...................................................................................................................................

59. Have you (or other household members) taken out loans in the last three 
months to help pay expenses?................................................................................

If YES, how much money was borrowed?.............................................................

60. Have you (or other household members) received cash support in the last

—  YES —  NO

YES —  NO

If YES, how much support did you receive?.1
I

Now I'm going to ask you some questions about education or training that you 
may have had to help you look for a job, train you for a job or career, or stay

61. What is the highest grade you have completed (including college)?................................................

If LOWER than grade 12, do you have a GED?...........................................................

If NO, are you working on your GED?.

_ Y E S  — NO 

—  YES — NO

62. Have you been involved in any training classes that help teach people how to look for a job, prepare
a resume, or how to act in job interviews and talk to employers?.................................... —  YES —  NO

63. (IF "YES", THEN ASK...) Were any of these classes sponsored by Public Assistance or a Public 
Assistance case management contractor?.............................................................................—  YES —  NO

The next series of question applies to your education and training services 
DURING THE PAST 3 YEARS

64. Have you taken any workshops or training that help people understand what 
their skills are and what kinds of jobs are best for them?.......................................

65. Have you been involved in any classroom training that teaches job skills?.

66. Have you had a job that provides training while you work?.............................

67. Have you taken a course in English as a second language?...........................

68. Have you taken any correspondence courses where you study at home with 
materials you get in the mail?.........................................................................................

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES —  NO
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In the past three years

70. Did the Public Assistance office or a Public Assistance case management contractor
require you to work, look for a job, or go to some type of job training class? —  YES —  NO

71. Did the Public Assistance office or a Public Assistance case management contractor help you pay 
for child care while you went to work, looked for a job, or attended some type of job 
training class?   YES  NO

72. Did the Public Assistance office or a Public Assistance case management contractor help 
you pay for transportation to work, look for a job, or attend some type
of job training class?  —  ^ES —  NO

73. Did the Public Assistance office or a Public Assistance case management contractor help you pay 
for any other expenses (for example: tuition, car repair, tools, work clothes) 
to help you work, look for a job or attend some type of job training class?   YES  NO

Now, please tell me whether you agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat 
or disagree strongly with the following statements about the Public Assistance office |  
and vour Public Assistance caseworker.

74. My Temporary Assistance caseworker is interested in my well-being.
Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A/

strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□ □ □ □ □ □
75. My caseworker gave me good advice and support and helped me decide on a plan that suits my needs. 

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A/
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□ □ □ □ □ □
76. There should be a limited amount of time people can stay on Temporary Assistance.

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A/
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□ □ □ □ □ □
77. People who receive Temporary Assistance should be required to t-nd a job and work. g

Agree Agree Have mixed Disagree Disagree N/A/
strongly somewhat feelings somewhat strongly have no opinion

□ ' □ □ □ □ □  I
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Now I want to ask you about vour child care arrangements.

78. Are there preschool children in your household?...............................................................—  YES —  NO

If NO, skip to m o

79. In the past year, did someone take care of your children while 
you were training, looking for work, or working?............................  YES NO N/A

If YES, who provided this care? Was this caregiver paid to care for children? How many hours per 
week is care provided? (If they are paid...) How much did you pay per week for this caregiver?

Mark all that apply in chart below 
If NO,skip to #  80

CAREGIVER

Is caregiver paid to 
care for child(ren)? 

y=yes n=no

How many hours 
per week is care 

provided?
How much did you 

pay per week?

Friend

Child's other parent or 
stepparent

Grandparent or other adult 
relative

Child's brother or sister

Babysitter

Child Care Center

Family Day Care Home

Head Start Program

School or school-sponsored 
Program

Boys and Girls Clubs

Church or other Faith-based 
organization

Other specify

9!iI
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80. Are there school-age children in your household?. 

If  NO, skip to #82
—  YES —  NO

81. Now, thinking about children living in your household who are in school, do you have some kind of 
extended care, after-school care, or daycare during school vacations for them while you 
are at work, looking for a job, or going to school that you have
used during the past year?........................................................................ —  YES —  NO —  N/A

If YES, who provided this care? Was this caregiver paid to care for children? How many hours per 
week is care provided? (If they are paid...) How much did you pay per week for this caregiver?

Mark all that apply in chart below 
li NO, skip to # 82

CAREGIVER

Is caregiver paid to 
care for child(ren)? 

y=yes n=no

How many hours 
per week is care 

provider]?
How much did you 

pay per week?

Friend

Child's other parent or 
stepparent

Grandparent or other adult 
relative

Child's brother or sister

Babysitter

Child Care Center

Family Day Care Home

Head Start Program

School or school-sponsored 
Program

Boys and Girls Clubs

Church or other Faith-based 
organization

Other specify

i
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82. (IF THEY HAVE HAD CHILDCARE...) During the past year, have
you been satisfied with your childcare arrangements?.............................  YES  NO  N/A

83. During the past year, was there ever a time you could not look for a
job or go to school or training because you lacked child care?   YES  NO  N/A

Now. I want to ask you about services you received after you stopped receiving 
Temporary Assistance. If you have started receiving Temporary Assistance again, think 
about when you stopped getting Temporary Assistance for a while.

84. While you were off Temporary Assistance, did you get any government
assistance for your family needs?......................................................................   —  YES  NO

I f  YES, check all that apply.
Read this list —  Day care assistance

—  Health insurance, such as Medicaid or Denali KidCare

—  Transportation
—  WIC

—  Free or low-cost school

—  HUD or ASHA housing

-—  Heating Assistance or Home Energy Assistance programs 
-—  Food

—  Clothing

—  Other services from Public Assistance_______________________________________
specify

—  Services from other government programs _________________________________
specify

85. Did you get donations of food, clothing, or other necessities from anyone else
such as a food bank, church, family, or a community center?  —  YES —  NO

If YES, check all that apply. food bank
Do not prompt. , ,

—  church

—  family

—  community or village center

—  other _______________________________________
specify

86. Are you receiving food stamp benefits right now?  —  YES —  NO

If NO, why not?

87. Does anyone give you subsistence foods?..............
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88. Do you receive help from a heating assistance or home energy assistance
program to pay for home heating?  —  YES —  NO

89. In the past year (1999), what did you do to get by when you weren't receiving Temporary Assistance? 
Open-ended.

90. Let's think about the time you were off Temporary Assistance. Was there |
some kind of help you needed to help you stay off of assistance?..................................—  YES —  NO

If YES, what kind of help?

I
If YES, did you get the help you needed? —  YES —  NO _3

Now, let's ta lk  about vour housing situation.

91. What type of housing do you live in now?:

Check the one that applies.  Ljve jn g house Q(. concj0minium that you own

OK to prompt.  Live in a mobile home, motor home, or trailer that you own

 Rent a house, condominium, or apartment

 Rent a mobile home, motor home, or trailer |

 Live with family or friends and not pay rent
 Live with family or friends and pay part of the rent or mortgage p
 Live in a group shelter

 Live in a shelter for the homeless g

 Live in some other situation.

 Have nowhere to live specify

92. How long have you lived where you are now?........................................................................
If one year or MORE, skip to #93 years months

If LESS than one year:
a) How many times did you move in the past year?................................................................

b) Why did you move the last time? Open- ended. I
c) Did you move from one community or village to another? —  YES —  NO
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82. (IF THEY HA VE HAD CHILDCARE...) During the past year, have 
you been satisfied with your childcare arrangements?..............................  YES —  NO —  N/A

83. During the past year, was there ever a time you could not look for a 
job or go to school or training because you lacked child care?   YES  NO  N/A

Now. 1 want to ask you about services you received after you stopped receiving 
Temporary Assistance. If you have started receiving Temporary Assistance again, think 
about when you stopped getting Temporary Assistance for a while.

84. While you were off Temporary Assistance, did you get any government
H assistance for your family needs?........................................................................................ —  YES —  NO

i  I f  YES, check all that apply.
Read this list —  Day care assistance

[Jj —  Health insurance, such as Medicaid or Denali KidCare

—  Transportation

1  — WIC
—  Free or low-cost school

|  —  HUD or ASHA housing

® —  Heating Assistance or Home Energy Assistance programs

—  Food

—  Clothing
—  Other services from Public Assistance_______________________________________

§  specify

—  Services from other government programs __________________________________
j |  specify

85. Did you get donations of food, clothing, or other necessities from anyone else
■  such as a food bank, church, family, or a community center?....................................  —  YES —  NO

H If YES, check all that apply.  ̂  ̂bgnk

■  Do not prompt. church

—  family
|  —  community or village center

■  —  other ________________________________________
m specify

i  86. Are you receiving food stamp benefits right now?......................................................... —  YES —  NO

_  If NO, why not?

87. Does anyone give you subsistence foods?...................................................................... —  YES —  NO
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93. Last month, how much did you pay for rent or mortgage on your home?.

94. Last month, about how much did you pay for utilities, including electricity, heating 
fuel, water, sewer, waste disposal but not telephone or cable?....................................

95. Are you paying reduced rent because the federal, state, or local government or a
tribal organization is paying part of the rent?..........................................................................—  YES —  NO

96. Do you live in a public housing project owned by a local housing authority,
ASHA, another public agency, or a nonprofit agency?........................................................—  YES —  NO

97. In the past year, was there a time when you or you and your family were not able
to pay your mortgage, rent or utility bills?......................................................................................YES  NO

98. How satisfied are you with your current living situation, very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied? Very Somewhat Somewhat Very

satisfied satisfied Neither dissatisfied dissatisfied
□ □ □ □ □

Now let's talk about how you get around.

99. Do you have reliable transportation to get to work, training, or childcare
(for example, a car, snowmachine, ATV, or boat)?............................................................... —  YES —  NO

100. When you travel from one location to another, be it for work, shopping, or childcare 
how do you usually get there?

If more than one, check all that apply. 
Do not prompt.

—  Drive own automobile/motorcycle/truck/van

—  Drive own snowmachine I ATV/boat

—  Drive someone else's automobile/motorcycle

—  Drive someone else's snowmachine/ATV/boat

—  Walk or ride a bicycle

—  Get a ride (other than public transportation or taxi)

—  Ride public transportation

—  Taxi
—  Other___________________________________________

specify

101. If you are working, how long does it usually take you to get to work, including time 
needed to drop children off at child care?..........................................................................................

minutes

102. How often do you rely upon others for transportation to work, training, or child care, always, often, 
sometimes, rarely or never? Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never

□ □ □ □ □
103. How reliable is the public transportation where you live, very reliable, somewhat reliable or not 

at all reliable? Very Somewhat Not at all No public
reliable reliable reliable transportation Don't know
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104. Is there anything else that you think we should know about how people get off of the 
Temporary Assistance Program?
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Appendix B

Flow Chart: Selection o f Respondents 
and EIS and Survey Data
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Appendix C

Food Stamp Program 
Urban/Rural Cities List



ALASKA FOOD STAMP MANUAL 
ADDENDUM 1 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
CITY AND VILLAGE CLASSIFICATION

URBAN: Geographic Area - URBAN (CU, NU, SU)

Adak Douglas Indian Saxman
Alexander Creek Eagle River Juneau Seward
Anchor Point Eielson AFB Kasilof Sitka
Anchorage Eklutna Kenai Skagway
Auke Bay Elmendorf AFB Ketchikan Soldotna
Beluga River Ester Kodiak Spenard
Big Lake Fairbanks Metlakatla Sterling
Broad Pass Fort Greely Moose Pass Susitna
Canyon City Fort Richardson Mountain View Sutton
Chase Fort Wainwright Mt Edgecumbe Talkeetna
Chena Hot Springs Fox Nikishka Trapper Creek
Chickaloon Fritz Creek Nikiski Trappers Creek
Chugiak Girdwood Nikolaevsk Two Rivers
Clam Gulch Glen Hwy West Ninilchik Valdez
Cohoe Gruen North Pole Ward Cove
Cold Bay Haines Palmer Wasilla
College Halibut Cove Petersburg Willow
Cooper Landing Homer Peters Creek Wrangell
Craig Hope Portage
Curry Houston Port Chilkoot
Delta Junction Hyder Salcha

RURAL 1: Geographic Area - RURAL 1 (CM, NM, SM, NN)

Akhiok False Pass Mentasta Lake Slana
Angoon Funter Bay Meyers Chuck Tanacross
Annette Gakona Nabesna Tatitlek
Cape Yakataga Glen Hwy East Nanwalek Tenakee
Chenega Glennallen Nenana Tetlin
Chicken Gulkana Northway Thorne Bay
Chiniak Gustavus Old Harbor Tok
Chistochina Hawk Inlet Ouzinkie Tokeen
Chitina Hollis Paxson Tonsina
Coffman Cove Hoonah Pelican Tuxekan
Copper Center Hydaburg Point Baker Tyonek
Cordova Kake Port Alexander Whale Pass
Dot Lake Karluk Port Bailey Whittier
Eagle Kasaan Port Graham Yakutat
Edna Bay Kenny Lake Port Lions
Elemar Klawock Portlock
Elfin Cove Klukwan Port Protection
Evans Island Larsen Bay Seldovia
Excursion Inlet McCaithy Skwentna
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RURAL II: Geographic Area - RURAL II (CR, NR, WR)

Akiachak Diomede
Akiak Dunbar
Akutan Dutch Harbor
Alakanuk Eek
Aleknagik Egegik
Allakaket Ekuk
Ambler Ekwok
Anaktuvuk Pass Elim
Anderson Emmonak
Aniak Flat
Anvik Fort Yukon
Arctic Village Fortuna Ledge 

Galena
Atka Gambell
Atkasuk Georgetown
Atmautluak Golovin
Barrow Goodnews Bay
Barter Island Grayling
Beaver Haycock
Belkofski Heaiy
Bethel Holikachuk
Betties Holy Cross
Birch Creek Hooper Bay
Brevig Mission Hughes
Buckland Huslia
Candle igiugig
Cantwell llliamna
Canyon Village Ivanoff Bay
Central Kaktovik
Chalkyitsik Lower Kalskag
Chaniliut Upper Kalskag
Chefornak Kaltag
Chevak Kasigluk
Chignik Kiana
Chignik Lagoon King Cove
Chignik Lake King Salmon
Chuathbaluk Kipnuk
Circle Kivalina
Circle Hot Springs Kobuk
Clarks Point Kokhanok
Clear Kokrines
Coldfoot Koliganek
Council Kongiganak
Crooked Creek Kotlik
Deering Kotzebue
Denali Natl Park Koyuk
Dillingham Koyukuk

Kwethluk Pribilof Island
Kwigillingok Quinhagak
Levelock Rampart
Lime Village Red Devil
Livengood Ruby
Manley Hot Springs Russian Mission
Manokotak Saint George
McGrath Saint Marys
Medfra Sand Point
Mekoryuk Savoonga
Miller House Scammon Bay
Minchumina Lake Selawik
Minto Shageluk
Mt Village Shaktoolik
Naknek Sheldon Point
Napaimiut Shishmaref
Napakiak Shungnak
Napaskiak Sleetmute
Nelson Lagoon Solomon
Newhalen South Naknek
New Stuyahok Squaw Harbor
Newtok Stebbins
Nightmute Stevens Village
Nikolai St Michael
Nikolski St Michaels
Noatak Stony River
Nome St Paul Island
Nondalton Takotna
Noorvik Tanana
Northeast Cape Telida
Nuiqsut Teller
Nulato Togiak
Nunapitchuk Toksook Bay
Nyac Tuluksak
Ohgsenakale Tuntutuliak
Oscarville Tununak
Pauloff Harbor Twin Hills
Pedro Bay Ugashik
Perryville Unalakleet
Pilot Point Unalaska
Pilot Station Unga
Pitka's Point Usibelli
Platinum Venetie
Point Hope Wainwright
Point Lay Wales
Port Alsworth White Mountain
Port Heiden Wiseman
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