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SUBJECT: GENERAL RELIEF SURVEY REPORTS: "HOMELESSNESS AND 
HELP SEEKING" AND "FOOD INSECURITY AND HUNGER" 

I am submitting to your Board two reports on General Relief (GR) participants. The 
reports were prepared by our Department to share with you and the community 
information we have on homelessness, requests for help from family and community, 
food insecurity and hunger among GR participants. Both reports are based upon a self- 
report survey of 11 23 respondents conducted across the county in DPSS offices. 

The main findings of the first report, titled "Homelessness and Help Seeking" are: 

Most of the respondents reported homelessness (up to 60%) by indicating that 
they slept in places not meant for sleep (cars, outside, garage, etc.). 

Of those that identified themselves as homeless, nearly half (about 45%) have 
been homeless for 12 months or more. 

Many GR participants across the county reported that in the past 6 months they 
had not sought help from family, friends, or community. 

The main findings of the second report, titled "Food Insecurity and Hunger" are: 

84% experienced food insecurity in the past 12 months, that is, they cut the size 
of their meals or skipped meals because they couldn't afford more food. 

About half (52%) experienced extreme food insecurity (hunger) in the past 12 
months. 

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service" 
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The findings contained in these two reports are useful because they rBeplace anecdotal 
evidence with the empirical evidence, and confirm the marked severity of these 
conditions among GR participants. This information is especially relevant in the context 
of current efforts by the County of Los Angeles to prevent and reduce homelessness: 

1. General Relief Emergency Housing Program - Emergency Housing vendor 
hotels are available for applicants of GR who declare that they are homeless and 
appear to be otherwise potentially eligible to GR benefits. Horneless applicants 
are offered housing vouchers for referral to the vendor hotels or contracted 
shelters on the same day of application. Upon GR apprcival, the housing 
allowance is included in the monthly grant, eliminating the need for vouchers. 
For single room occupancy facilities, vendors are reimbursed at the rate of $24 
per night; dormitory facilities are reimbursed at the rate of $16 per night. 

2. Move-In Assistance for Single Adults - Commencing Nlarch 2007, the 
Department will pay for last month's rent, security deposits, utility turn-on fees, 
and moving expenses, e.g., truck rental, up to a total of $800, plus up to $405 for 
a stove andlor refrigerator if not available in the new housing. The target 
populations for this program include current and former General Relief and Food 
Stamp participants who are receiving Supplemental Security Income. 

3. General Relief Housing Subsidy and Case Management - Provides up to 
$300/month rental subsidy payable to the landlord and linkagelaccess to 
necessary supportive services needed by an individual to maintain housing, 
increase employment andlor receipt of SSIISSP benefits. Program is targeted to 
assist 900 GR homeless individuals. Between July 25, 2006 and January 31, 
2007, a total of 127 subsidies have been issued. 

4. DPSSIDHS Homeless Release Project - Eligibility Workers (ECVs) out-stationed 
at LAC+USC Medical Center take applications and process cases for patients 
being released from the hospital who are homeless and potentially eligible for 
DPSS-administered programs. On an as-needed basis, the E'Ws also travel to 
Martin Luther King, Jr.1Drew Medical Center, HarborlUCLA Medical Center and 
Olive View Medical Center to interview applicants for benefits. A total of 77 
applications were approved from July 2006 to December 2006. 

5. DPSSISheriff Homeless Release Project - Intake eligibility staff travel to the 
Men's Central Jail and Century Regional Detention Facility to interview and 
process cases for inmates being released who are homeless and potentially 
eligible for General Relief, Food Stamps andlor CalWORKs. Between August 
2006 and December 2006, a total of 339 applications were apprc~ved. 
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6. By using their Golden State Advantage Card and the Electronic. Benefit Transfer 
System, homeless GR participants are eligible for the Restaurant Meals Program 
established under the communal dining provision of the Federal Food Stamp Act 
of 1977. Our Department implemented the program in 2005, and we currently 
have 200 restaurant providers that are certified for the program and another 60 
restaurants in the certification process. This program not only reaches out to our 
homeless population but also the elderly and disabled 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Attachments 

c: Chief Executive Officer 
County Counsel 
Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors 
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In 2005. 1)I)SS ci~nlplett~d its first report on homeless 

f i l rn~l~cs In :hr. C;rIWORKs program. It provided DPSS with 

tiniclut' ~nf'ornl;rt~on. ranging from frequency and duration of 

1111nielt~ssne-s !I, reasons that lead to a housing crisis. The 

n~~lt tvat ion ~ { I I  t h ~ s  report was to capture similar data not 

;~vir~li l I~lc~ froni ;1~iministrat1vr records on participants in the 

( 'ountv ot' I,II:: .Ingrles (:enera1 Hel~ef'(GI<) Program for 

aclults with little 0 1 .  110 income and  who are not eligible for 

f't~iieral ;~n t l  state c,:~sh aid. 

(;I< l'roo~.im part~ripat ion requirements for each 

pt3rion ;\re. In 11al.t. t l r t e r ~ n ~ n e d  by their employability 

xititus. -5s :, conilltion of cash aid. men and women deemed 

e~np1o~;rhlr i11.i. ot~ligetl to engage in emplc~yment 

drve lo~)~nent  ;~i.t~vltit.s through the C:R Opportunities for 

U'orlc ((;ROW) 'I'hose judged unemployable. either 

tr~npol.aril\ or pernianently hecause of conditions such a s  

phvsic:;~i he:rltti oi. mental health. are not required to 

partrcipate in )oh development activities. In accordance 

u ith GK I'rr~yr.;rtll ~ )o l~c ies ,  descrihing people in terms of 

employahilitv btntui IS an efTective indicator o f  the presence 

or :ihsence r 3 f  . I  l i i~i t  ot'harrrers to the development of self- 

~ ~ i t ' ~ c r r n c > .  Ii'i~r !lit, sake of hrev~ty.  rrference is made to 

' r r n p l o v i ~ l ~ l e ~ ~  : ~ t r i l  'linemr~loyahles' throughout the report. 

F O O D  I N S E C U R I T Y  A N D  H U N G E R  

(;I( ~ ~ i r r t ~ i  lpants are at  risk for food insecurity 

hecausr of tilr,~t. h~\.erely limited f~nancial  resources. Most 

rcAcrivr S221 I I I  ~:;rsIi ant1 $152 in foorl stamps per nionth 

from III'SS. Fi~otl insecurity. ns defined by the Life 

Si,lrnceh Itrse,~rch Otl'icta. "ex~s ts  whenever the availability 

i ~ f  nu t r~ t ton ;~ l l \  ;i(lc~cluatr a n d  safe foods or the 

"To enrich lives though effective a n d  caring service" 

ability to acquire acceptable foods in  socially acceptable 

ways is limited or uncertain."' Conv:rsely, food secure 

individuals do not resort to stealing, scavenging, emergency 

food supplies to have enough food to neet their basic 

nutritional needs. Food insecurity cen lead to hunger and 

malnutrition. The extent of food insecurity and hunger 

among GR participants is unknown. To address this issue, 

the General Relief Survey included q ~ e s t i o n s  from the U.S. 

Census Bureau's Community Popula .ion Survey (CPS). 

The CPS includes 18 questions to measure food insecurity. 

Researchers from the National Center for Health Statistics 

found tha t  six of the  18 items could reliably classify the food 

security of households without childr2n in the  general 

population.2 The six include the follc wing: I bought food 

that didn't last a n d  dcdn't have m0ne.y for more; I couldn't 

afford to eat balanced meal; Did you or other adults  in the 

household ever cut the size of meals or. skipped meals 

because there wasn't enough money for food?; How often did 

your or other adults  in the household euer cut the size of 

meals or skipped meals because there wasn't enough money 

for food?; Did you euer eat less than you felt you should 

because there wasn't enough money to buy f o o d  Were you 

ever hungry but didn't eat because you couldn't afford 

enough food? These six questions weee retained in the 

General Relief Survey to assure a high level of consistency 

with Census Bureau's standard of measurement, and a re  

the focus of this report. 

I Lifc Sclences Research Office, Federation of American Societ~es 
for Experimental Biology. Core indicators of nutritional state for 
difficult-to-sample populations. Jouvnal o]'Nutvition, 1990; 120: 
1.5.59-1600. 
' Blumberg, S. J., Bialostosky, K., Hamilto?, W. L., & Briefel, R. K. 
(1999). Thc effectiveness of a short form cf the household food 
security scale. Americun Journal uf'Puhlic Health. 89, 123 1-1 234. 



I t ~ . s l ~ ~ ~ n ~ i t . n t s  wvre asked about their  access to food 

I r r  t h r  1:1s! I :! lrlont hs. 1"igures 1 - 6 display the  responses 

II., t~rnplov~rl)~litv stiitus of the 854 GR participants who 

: i ~ i ~ w r ~ ~ t ~ r l  ; I I I  S I X  clurst~ons. Employables a n d  

~ ~ n e l n p l o v ; ~ b I r ~  rrportrti  significant difficulty in obtaining 

;rnd malntalnlirg rllough food. 'i'herr IS similarity in  

prmport rcln of' I ,os~t l \~r  responses across t h r  six questions: 

unrmpic~y:~lr l r~.  a s  tn~ght  he expected, reported more 

dlf icul t> ac1,csslny enough h o d  than  employahles. 

U n e m p l o v a l ~ l ~ ~ s  n1ol.e often hought food t h a t  didn't las t  and  

c~iuicin'r ~~ t ' t ' c~~e i  to r,lt l~alanced meals. Moreover, larger 

I)"r.r.rnr:iprh ot t t i t ~ ~ i l  cut the size of or  skipped meals almost 

i>:.(.rv r i ~ o ~ l t l ~ .  i l l i ( l  wr r r  mort. likely to report eat ing less and  

Iit2111p I I I I I ~ ~ J ~  

Figure 1 
T h r  f o o d  I !bougill  lus t  d r d n ' t  last and  Idrdo ' t  have  

money  l o  get  m a r s  

In tlir Irrsi 12 ~~io t i l l i s ,  n m r k  80"6 bought food that  didn't 
lcisi nnri drdn hrrt c7 rnoncJ.v for. more. 

Figure 2 
' ' o u l d t l  t a ' l o r d  t o  eat balanced meals  

11; tlrc, itrst 1 2  :~ir~ri/lr.s. 76"o c,o~~ldn ' t  uf/ord to eat balanced 
rlie~ols 

Figure 3a 

Dld youorother d u l t s ~ n I h e h o u r e i o l d  wer cM Iherzet f y o u  
m l s o r  skip mls bmaurelhcrewasn't e m u g h m m y f o !  food7 

I n  Lhe last 1 2  months, close to 50% cut the size of meals or  
skipped meals because there wasn't errough money for food. 

Figure 3b 
HOW Oftendld youorotheradults ~nthehousehold erercM theslze 
01 your ma5 or sktp -1s becauselherewasnt -ugh mney far 

food? 

2 0 %  

B% 
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0% 
Alrmet wery I Somemnthr but Only 

{ 0 Don't Kmw 2 2% 17% 18% 1 

In  the last 1 2  months, about 41% cut the size of meals or 
skipped meals because there wasn't erlough money for food 
almost every month. 

Figure 4 
O l d  you ever eat less t h a n  you fe l t  you should 

because t h e r e  wasn't enoughrnoeny l o  b u y  f o l d ?  

." Yes ' No Decl ned la stale 

- 

I n  the last 1 2  months, 60% a te  less than  they felt they should 
because there wasn't enough money tcl buy food. 



W p r e  vou ever  b u n q r y  b u t  didn't eat b e c a u s e  you 
c o u l d n ' t  a f f o r d  e n o u g h f o o d l  

In llic lust 12 ~ ~ ~ o n l l i s .  .i7'hi ir,erc2 hungry hut didn't eat 
hec,n~tsc, thc:~ c r~~~i r i r i  '1 afford enough food. 

L;oo(i insrc:ilrity was calculated by summing the 

numhrr of a f f ~ r m ; \ t ~ v r  responsr for each individual. (Often 

anti  s o n i ~ ~ i i n i o ~  w ~ r t .  considered affirmative responses for 

yuestlc~ns 1 : r r l < i  2 .  (tinzo.st rt.cJrF and some n~onths  were 

consitlt,rrti ,ri't'irm;lrivr responses for qurstion 3h.) Two or 

more affrrmat~vr.; illd~cated food insrcurity and 5 or more 

~rff~rrn;rtl\.r+ indrr,ated hunger. In previous research, this 

s1,orlng inetho~i corrrc.t ly idrnt if~ed the level of food 

~usrcu l .~ ty  for. 99'',, of all households without children. ' 
'I'ahlr I i l~sp ia>s  thy rrsults of' these calculations. 

I<mploy:rl)lr , r r ~ ( l  i~nrmpltrvahlt? G K  participants reported 

s1rnilar.1~ h12h le\ rls ol'f'ood insecurity and hunger. 

TABLE 1 Food Security and Hunger 

' mploydble Unemployable All in  sample 

1/11 Iii,si~,!i i~riicritr: f'artic~pants rece~ving General 

lieIirfc:~sh ;r.;s~st:rncr were asked to cornplete a survey 

w h ~ l r  visiting ; I  1)PSS office between October 1. 2005 and 

.J;~ntial,\ : < I ,  2OOfi 

/:'.vr~liisir~r~ trilcrin: hlrn and women suhmi t t~ng  

a p p l ~ c a t ~ o n s  wrre not incltided in t h r  survey for two 

rt.asoni. 1''rr~st. nor '111 of'thrm wrr r  ellgihlr for assistance 

and second, the department did not want to burden 

individuals with paperwork over and above what was 

required on the day of application. 

Administration: One-thousand and five-hundred 

surveys were distributed and data was collected on 1123 

participants across 13 office locationc . DPSS workers 

completed the survey with the part ic~pant  to overcome 

either a language or literacy barrier. Two-hundred and 

ninety four participants refused to complete the survey and 

83 surveys were never administered. 

L I M I T A T I O N S  

Caution is urged in interpreting the results of this 

report. Although the demographic ctaracteristics of 

respondents were representative of the GR caseload, the 

results should be interpreted a s  suggsstive of trends within 

the greater GK population rather  than  precise estimates of 

occurrence for the population. Moreover, respondents may 

have been hesitant to disclose certair information. 

A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S  

Numerous people a t  DPSS .ind the Chief 

Administrative Office assisted in gathering data for this 

report. The author extends thanks t c  all involved. 

Photograph courtesy of 8 Arturo Delfin 2005. 

Contact information: Michael Bono, I'hD, County of Los 

Angeles, Department of Public Social Seruices, City of 

Industry, California 91 746. michaelbonoWpss.lacounty.gou 

For Public Release August 2007 

t3lumbcl-g. S .I 131:1iostosky. K.. Hamilton. W L., Xr Br~efel, R. R. 
I lC)99). 1 hc ctfecti\enes\ of a stlort fonn of the household food 
\ C C L I I - I ~ ~  \cnlc tnic! i r  .lor//.r~rr/ of I'irhli< Heallh, 89, 123 1-1 234. 
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"To enrlch lzves though 
effecl~ve a n d  carLng servcce 

apartments and 60% were mostly in  places not meant for 

sleep (see Flgure 1). An outdoor berch or covered area,  a 

storage space, a car, and a kitchen a re  examples of 

atypical places used for sleep. If wc: use where a person 

sleeps a s  a proxy for homelessness, we would expect that  

a t  least 60:6 of the  sample will idsntify themselves a s  

homeless when asked. Although homeless was the 

Figure 1 

111 2005. I)IISS c:otnpletrd tts first report on homeless 

t':~niliir.; tn :lie ('alWORKs program. It provided DPSS 

\vtth :intilrtt. ~nfortnat~on.  ranglng from frequency and  

tltil-atton 01 honlrlrssness to reasons that  lead to a 

h o u s ~ n ~  ~ 1 . 1 . 1 ~ .  'I'hr mot~vntlon for t h ~ s  report was to 

r;iptut.r s ~ m i l a r  11at:i not :~vailahle from administrative 

r.t~c~)rtis i111 1)artii.ipant:: in the (:ounty of Los Angeles 

(:rrier;ti tte1;t.f ((;It) I'rogram for adults with little or no 

lnromr a n d  w h o  irrr not eligihlr for federal and state cash 

i l l l l .  

i ; 1:  i'i.!!gram p:lrt~cipation requirements for 

t<:{ch pv~.sc~rr ;it,e. In part ,  determined by their 

rnlpi~y:ihtli:v st:~tris 11s :I condition of rash aid, men and 

worni.n drriiir~ii ernpli~vnhle a r r  ohliged to engage in 

c~mplovmrnt tit.\rlopnient :~ctlvitiea through the GK 

0ppur.t~rnit1c.q ioi. Work (GROW). Those judged 

rinrml~lov;~hlt. r l th r r  temporarily or permanently because 

of c!)ndit~on- s111.h as physical health or mental health, are 

1ii1t rrqiiil.r(l t i ]  I~arttclpatr in job development activities. 

I t t  :rc,rot.ti;ir~!,r wtth ( :H  Program policies, describing 

pc>oplr In tt,i.nis ot emplovahility s tatus 1s a n  effective 

tniiic;ltt~r. ot tiw p~.rsrnct ,  or ahsrnce of'a host of barriers to 

th r  ~ l rv t~ i i ,p~i l r i~ t  01' srlf-si~i'ficiency. For the sake of' 

I~revtt \ .  i,rltrt3nt.tj IS made to 'employablrs' and 

~cnenlplo\ i~l~It~h'  t ilroughout th r  report. 

H O M E L E S S N E S S  

1Vi c:iri trll :I lot ahout a person's livlng 

.;ituatltrn 11 ask t1it.m where they sleep. We found that  

;ihout I O U s  t ~ t  ( ; I 1  ~ ~ w r t ~ r l ~ ~ n n t s  werr in houses and 

W h i c h  o f  t h e  f o l l n w # n ~  b e s t  drsrrmhes , h e r e  l e u  are m o s t  o f t e n  s l r c p t n g  

a t  n i e  h t ?  

Iloosu room ~n r n  ,lp.trtmcnt 

ouldoorr s t r c c l i ~ p * r k s  

4 pliie ~ n , ,  lhouic r ic r l  narmrl lyurcd  tor  .leepmg 

Aolumoh~lervaa ~ . , r n p e r  I Z",, 

Othcr  

( ~ . i r . ~ p c . . > t l ~ c  b .%\erncn l  

Olhcr  shelter 

0% 5% 1% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40°c 45% 

Figure 2 
What in yoar o m n t  living sitoation? 

answer given most frequently (see Figure 2) for current 

living situation, it was not close to thz 60% we might have 

expected knowing the atypical sleep situations reported 

by most. Looking a t  s u b s e q u e ~ t  questions about 

homelessness we found tha t  a slightly greater percentage 

(40%) answered these. 



I'll,, ~ ~ r t i i : l ~ n ~ ( r r  of the report will focus on 

i.ts.;pcunsr-. ( I !  1111s gr.oup of 450 GI1 participants who 

I I I ~  I (~Ltestions about homelessness. 

I < n l p l i ~ \ ; ~ t ~ ~ l ~ : ~  ;l,itu.; w t t h ~ n  this group hroke out a s  

t 1 1 1 1 0  15 .. wrrr  ernpl~~vable. 5O'% were unemployable, 

,mil t i i t )  ! . c . n ~ ; ~ ~ n ~ n g  5"(1 did not know. L)emographlc 

(. i-~;tr;~i.trr. i.;t~~.' i of the homeless were similar to those of 

t i i t .  . - I~cgl~~t  'OOI; ( ; K  ~.aseloatl characteristics with the 

escrpr Ion c ~ i  I I " , ,  inure nirn In the homeless group (62%) 

1n;lIr in c.:r.;t~loati. i:i'h male In homeless group). 

\ I . i j ~ ) t , ~ t ~ r s  in hoth groups stated this was not 

thij t11.ht 1111nt. the\ wt,rr honlrlrss and that  they were 

11ving In tht. ( ' c~r~nt \ .  of' I,os Angelcs when they became 

tii)rnt~lt.ss rhis tlnlt, ( s r r  Fiaures :i and -1). 

F i g u r e  :3 

I s  # I n .  i h c  f i n 1  crnr \ e t a  h a \ c  b r r n  h e m e l r * s ' !  

L O O " , .  , 

10 0"" I 

I 

\ \ I I V I - C  a r r c  \ v o  m e * t  r c r c n t l ?  li\ine a t  t h e  l i m e  

\ e u  b r u a m r  h o m r l r s ~ ' !  

I .c~ik~nr:  ; ~ t  Ftgures 3 anti ti we see that  a 

tii;~jol.itv I I I  I~otli groups experienced hornelessness once or 

twirr :\ ~i~t ' ( 'e~~enc.e elr~ergrd a t  the highest end of 

l r t~qurnc\  111 t h a ~  ~~nvinplovahles (the tall brown bar on 

the t,igIiti \ \ r r* .  ilearl) threr  times more likely to have 

nlorr t1i;i11 t Ir~,rr  p r l i s  of'homelessness than  employahles. 

Accoi~d~ng to frrqr~ency r r ~ t e r l a  of three or more, hetween 

2.i"o .;inm, 0 1  tht. 130 ~ d e n t ~ h e d  a s  homeless was 

rhro1111,:111\ I1~111i~it~s.;. 

In t h c  l a s t  12 m o n t h v ,  h o w  many  t i zncs  h a v e  )OU 
h c c n  h o m c l c s s  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h i s  t i m e ) ?  

F i g u r e  6 

o n e  t ~ m r  ' l w a  tlrnr: 

In  I h c  l r r f  t h r r e  ) c u r \ ,  h o w  many l i m e *  h a v r  r o u  
h r c n  h o m r l c r r  I i n c l u d i n z  t h i s  l ime) ' !  

rhrrr timer 

Figure 7 displays informat on about duration of 

homelessness. Again, looking a t  the colors of the bars we 

notice differences; the  blue bars (Ior employables) are 

taller on the left and the brown bars (for unemployables) 

are taller on the right, especially the far right and suggest 

that  employables experience less chronic homelessness 

than  unemployables. We speculate tha t  this makes sense 

than 

because employables. though marginally attached to the 

labor force, are likely to have a better chance of 

F i g u r e  7 

$ 
Dbmpluydb l r  

~ U n r m p l o y a b l r  

Uon't Know 

How long have yon been hornelse sin00 yon hd lived in s permanent 
hotwin@ sitostionl 

2 5 9 %  ' 10 9":1 

2 4  5 %  ' , Y 5'"" 

1 2 %  0 7''1 

thrre r~rnr\ 

2 8 %  4 6% 

1 I140 11 2':. 

0 5 '  12"" 



ovrrcvtnin:: ~l i~inc~lessnrss  hecauscl of' more opportun~ties  

r o  rni,rr:rst. ttrconrr. Arcording to our duration criteria of' 

I:! month> I , I  t1lol.r. ahout 4,5";, was chronically homeless. 

1Vt. ~~rinc.l~itit .  Llsing both types of' criteria tha t  hetween 

2.7",1 1.?? k.rl. rhron~cal ly homeless. 

\ I : I ! ~ >  r rasons were endorsed by both groups of' 

~ . r s p ~ ~ r i t l t n t s  to  cuplarn conditions tha t  led to becoming 

i i ~ ~ ~ n t ~ i ~ ~ h i  ;stJi> I4'1gure 8 ) .  Chief' among them were joh loss 

;rnti ph\si(,;il ;rn(l mental disabilities. Unemployahles 

rr11ortc.il I I I I \  ;~c.al illnrss a n d  mental heal th issues about 

I 0  trrne.: lrlotr 1 l i ; ~ i ,  rmplovahles. 

17igur.e X 

What do you think 1s thcl main N w o n  or wndition that led to your aununt humelessness? 

- ~~-1- 
g c l l  ,,,,, 1 , , > 3 i , l ,  ' I :I ' ' I ,  !I :  0 4 .  I I ' I!: !-C (1;: 1 I N ;  

*I,,,,, 1,1,,,, I 1 1 1  1 ,  

H E I , P  S E E K I N G  B Y  T H E  1 1 2 3  

K E S P O N D E S T S  

Figure 9 

D u r i n g  t h e  l a s t  6 m o n t h s ,  d i d  y o u  a s k  f o r  

h e l p  f r o m  a f r e c  cl inic ' !  

s 
E O Employable 9 3 %  1 1 7  7"; 

6 m Unemployable 17 3 "+I I 3 1 h Y s  

{ O D o n ' r f f i u w  I ' i U / ; ,  2 7O:, 1 

Figure 10 
D u r i n g  Lhc p a s t  I D  m o n t h s ,  d i d  y o u  r c c c i v c  

m o n c y l f o o d / h o u a i ~ g / ~ I u f h i n g i t r a n ~ p ~ r t a t i o n  

f r o m  f r i e n d s  o r  r e l a t i v c a ?  

- .. -" . . - . 

ID Employable 2 0 5 %  2 6 5 %  

8 Unemployable 16 2 %  1 2  X U "  

q Don't Know I "%, 2 6"" 

Figure 11 
D u r i n g  t h e  p a s t  6 nunths, d i d  y o u  a s k  f o r  

h e l p  f r o m  a . e L i g i u u s  g r o u p ' !  
( ;  I \  t . 1 1  t h t  greater occurrence- of physical a n d  

ment:il 1l!s:il)111t\ among unemplovahle GTt participants, 5 0 . 0 % ~  

\vr tnight t . ~ l ) i ~ r t  them to s ~ r k  help more often than  

~~mp1ovat) i rs  irec.,lusr they have a greater need for 

;lssist;lnct, 'rllis W:IS the  case for medical care, hut not 

other to~.ni< 11i' : rss~stance.  blare help was reyuested from 

frientls :rnti i:~nlilv than  soc~a l  z~ssistance agencies. Across 

;1l1 qirrstlcin- a l~ou t  help seeking, a mlnorlty of men and  

women r.t~pr,r.tt~il thev asked for help in the  past SIX 



I ) u r , s ~  111, 'air I 6 r m o r ~ l l ~ r  d i d  y e u  a s h  l o r  h r l p  f r o m  y o u r  

l a n d l o r d ' !  

workers completed the survey with the participant to 

overcome either a language or literacy barrier. Two- 

hundred and nlnety four part~cipantt, refused to complete 
11 1 

the survey and 83 surveys were nevel. administered 
:I 

i l  

( L I M I T A T I O N S  

IC P Cautlon 1s urged in  interpreting the results of 

i o  I- - t h ~ s  report Although the  demograph~c character~stics of 
b c ,  Yo 

* I r n ~ ! ~ l < ~ , . t l ~ l c  4 , I " , ,  

~ I S I ~ S I I ~  l,>\,~hl, i 1 , .  

5 i ) i > n ' l  hilm,n 1 1  I,. 

4 2  5 
respondents were representatwe of the  GR caseload, the 

4 5  ( I  results should be Interpreted a s  suggestive of trends 
3 7 w l t h ~ n  the greater GR population rather  than preclse 

estimates of occurrence for the popu:ation. Respondents 

may have been hesitant to disclose certain lnformat~on 

Figure I:< 

\\herr d o  ? o u  u \ u \ a l i >  ~ c t  rnudica l  a t t e n t i o n ' !  

D A T A  ( 'OI , I .F~CTION 
Inc~/lrscon c~r i to r~a .  Participants receiving 

(;~,nt,t:ll Keiirf c;iaIi assistance wrre asked to complete a 

.;urvt.\ \vJlilta t ~ s ~ t ~ n g  :I 01)SS officr hetween October 1, 

2005 :In(( .Ja~iu:lr\. :{I. %OO(i. 

/':\I I I IS IOI I  [.rltCr.ia. Men and women submitting 

;rppllcation:. s tLr(l  not ~ricluded in the survey for two 

wosorls. I"il <t not all of' them werei r-blig~hle for assistance 

and heconti tilt. drp2rrttnrnt d ~ d  not want to burden 

intil\.ldunli iv~t h p:rprrwork over and ahove what was 

t,rqu~reti C I I I  t ti? t i ; r l  of application 

: ~ i / a / :  One-thousand and f'ive- 

l~un(ir.rd 3 ~ 1 1  ve\>  re 111stl-ibuteri anti data was collected 

(111 1 I % : +  ~j;wt11 ilmnts i~r:r.oss 1 :1 office locations. DPSS 
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