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Using Social Determinants to Identify Profiles
of U.S. Children with Low Dental Expenditures
and High Medical Expenditures with Clusters

Supplemental Appendices

Executive Summary

This is a group of three supplemental appendices that accompany the main report titled: “Using Social Determinants
to Identify Profiles of U.S. Children with Low Dental Expenditures and High Medical Expenditures with Clusters.”
These appendices are intended for readers that are interested in exploring Cluster Methodologies, Input Variables

and Qutcomes.
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Appendix A: Summary of Cluster Evaluation Methods

Fundamental to the calculation of these indexes is the definition of distance, sometimes referred to as dissimilarity.
Distance within a cluster could be measured by the maximum distance between two points, the average of the
distances between two points across the cluster, or the distance to a cluster center. Parallel formulations can be
calculated for distances between clusters.

Compactness is measured by some distance measure for objects within a cluster, while separation is measured by
some distance measure between clusters. One could think of compactness from the standpoint of distance of an
object to a cluster center, as for partitioning methods, while separation could involve choosing the linkage method
for use between clusters, as for hierarchical clustering. In the summary below, we cover several indexes. A sample of
the indexes that are used are shown below. See https://cran.r-
project.org/web/packages/clusterCrit/vignettes/clusterCrit.pdf or (Milligan and Cooper 1985) for documentation of
these and other indexes that could be utilized.

A.1 INDEXES BASED ON COMPACTNESS

A.1.1 ELBOW PLOT

The elbow plot is the most common approach to choose the number of clusters (Thorndike 1953), by plotting the
average dissimilarity within clusters for the number of clusters chosen, where dissimilarity is determined based on
the distance measure used for clustering. The average dissimilarity within the clusters decreases as the number of
clusters increase, but the rate of decrease slows as the number of clusters are increased. The choice of the cluster is
made at the inflection point of the graph, known as the elbow. Thus, the elbow plot only considers compactness. If
an obvious elbow does not exist in the plot, it is difficult to determine the optimal number of clusters.

A.1.2 PSEUDO F INDEX BASED ON THE MUTABILITY (PSFM)

The PSFM express within cluster variability by using a concept called mutability (Gini 1912; Rezankova, Tomas and
Husek 2011) and is designed for categorical variables. Mutability can be interpreted as how often observations differ
from one another, as it represents the proportion of possible comparisons (pairings) that are not the same. If a
value of one category is dominant, then its mutability is close to 0. If multiple categorical values are distributed
uniformly, the mutability is high (Kader and Perry 2007). The highest value is best for this index for the choice of the
number of clusters.

A.1.3 PSEUDO F INDEX BASED ON THE ENTROPY (PSFE)

A variation of the PSFM is the PSFE (Rezankova, Tomas and Husek 2011) that is based on the concept of entropy
(Shannon 1948), rather than mutability. Entropy considers the value of information. A high probability event has low
information. The more variability in a particular variable, the higher is the entropy. The highest value is best for this
index for the choice of the number of clusters.

A.1.4 BEST K (BK) INDEX

The BK index measure compactness as expressed by within cluster variability, where variability is defined by entropy
(Chen and Liu 2009). This index calculates the second-order differences of the entropy with k clusters. The highest
value of the index, with subsequent small values of the index, indicate that the number of cluster with the highest
value is the optimal number of clusters.
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A.2 INDEXES BASED ON COMPACTNESS AND SEPARATION

These indexes examine a ratio of the within and between cluster distances. In some the within distance is in the
numerator, in others, the between distance is in the numerator.

A.2.1SILHOUETTE INDEX

The silhouette index (Rousseeuw 1987) is a measure as to how similar an object is to other objects in the same
cluster, as well as how different the object is to objects in other clusters. The silhouette index ranges from -1 to 1,
where higher values indicate well-separated clusters. Those close to minus one suggests poorly separated clusters,
and values close to zero indicate that objects in the dataset may be located on the border of two clusters. The
silhouette index plot is the average of the silhouette indexes for different number of clusters.

A.2.2 DUNN INDEX

Similar to the silhouette index, the Dunn index compares the inter-cluster distance and intra-cluster distance (Dunn
1974). For this index, the minimum inter-cluster distance is divided by the maximal within cluster distance. The
highest values indicate better decisions for clusters.

A.2.3 MCCLAIN-RAO INDEX

The McClain-Rao index is also a ratio of the within cluster and the between-cluster distances (McClain and Rao
1975), but also adds measures for the number of pairs of objects in the same cluster and the number of pairs of
objects not belonging to the same cluster. Here the denominator for the within sum of distances and between sum
of distances to obtain an average distance is based on the number of pairs of objects rather than the number of
objects in a cluster. For this index, the lowest value indicates the best choice of the number of clusters.

A.2.4 CALINSKI-HARABASZ INDEX

The Calinski-Harabasz index (Calinski and Harabasz 1974) is similar to the McClain-Rao index that calculates a ratio
of the between sum of squares divided by the within sum of squares. However, in this index, the sums are divided
by functions of the number of clusters and the number of objects in total. For this index, the highest value indicates
the best choice of the number of clusters.

A.2.5 CATEGORY UTILITY INDEX

The category utility (CU) function introduced by Gluck (Gluck and Corter 1985) has been applied in COBWEB (Fisher
1987), as a way to conduct hierarchical clustering. Category utility is a tradeoff between compactness and
separation. Intra-class similarity, a measure for compactness, is larger, if the proportion of objects in the cluster
share common features. Inter-class dissimilarity, a measure of separation, is larger, if fewer objects in the cluster
share a value in another cluster. Larger values of CU indicate a better clustering number. If the value of CU is close
to zero, then the clustering number is not a good choice.

A.2.6 CLUSTER CARDINALITY INDEX (CCl)

The CCl evaluates the performance of clustering that are helpful to use with categorical data having unordered
attribute values (Gao, Witold and Miao 2013). When a particular cluster is compact, and the objects are similar each
other, then the resulting CCl is small. When two clusters are well-separated, then the CCl is small.

The indexes are calculated based on existing R packages but modified to reflect the sampling weights of our data.
The PSFM, PSFE and BK indexes are based on the nomclust package, the code for Dunn and McClain-Rao indexes are
based on the NbClust package and the code of CU index came from the coolcat package.
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The Silhouette, Calinski-Harabasz, CCl and the average dissimilarity within clusters for elbow plot are user-designed.

In the graphs illustrating the results of each of the methods described above, we show the index values for cluster
choices of 1 to 50.

Figure Al
APPROACHES TO DETERMINE THE NUMBER OF CLUSTERS: ELBOW PLOT (CHOICE MADE AT INFLECTION POINT)
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Figure A3
BEST K (BK) INDEX (HIGHER VALUES ARE PREFERRED)
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Figure A4
SILHOUETTE INDEX (HIGHER VALUES ARE PREFERRED)
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Figure A5
DUNN INDEX (HIGHER VALUES ARE PREFERRED)
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MCCLAIN-RAO INDEX (LOWER VALUES ARE PREFERRED)
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Figure A7
CALINSKI-HARABASZ INDEX (HIGHE VALUES ARE PREFERRED)
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CATEGORY UTILITY (CU) INDEX (HIGHER VALUES ARE PREFERRED)
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Figure A9
CLUSTER CARDINALITY INDEX (CClI) (SMALLER VALUES ARE PREFERRED)
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Appendix B: Detailed Summary of Cluster Profiles for Input Variables

Table B1
CHILD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS
‘ From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters
d dle A J e . e d 0

Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 1 2 3 2 1 10

Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% 22.6% 22.4% 18.5% 13.6% 5.6%
Age (Child) 5-6 14.6% 14.5% 13.6% 15.9% 8.6% 15.2% 20.8%
Age (Child) 7-12 45.3% 40.6% | 449% | 57.1% | 30.0% | 37.2% | 60.8%
Age (Child) 13-17 40.2% 449% | 41.5% | 27.0% | 61.5% | 47.6% | 18.4%
Sex (Child) Male 51.0% 45.5% 56.4% | 58.8% | 62.3% | 56.0% | 64.2%
Sex (Child) Female 49.1% 54.5% | 43.6% | 41.2% | 37.7% | 44.0% 35.9%
Race (Child) White 49.9% 70.7% | 29.2% | 19.6% | 81.3% | 70.8% | 19.6%
Race (Child)? Hispanic/ 24.83% 12.4% 17.8% 62.1% 5.3% 9.5% 17.1%

Latino
Race (Child) Black/Afri 14.0% 5.4% 42.7% 5.9% 4.6% 8.8% 55.6%
can
American
Race (Child) Asian 4.9% 5.7% 0.9% 7.2% 3.8% 3.1% 0.4%
American

Race (Child) Other 6.5% 5.8% 9.4% 5.2% 5.0% 7.8% 7.4%
Born in U.S. (Child) Yes 95.8% 96.5% | 97.6% | 92.0% | 97.3% | 96.7% | 96.7%
Born in U.S. (Child) No 4.2% 3.4% 2.4% 7.9% 2.6% 3.3% 3.2%
Born in U.S. (Child) Missing 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
Dental Visit (Child) Yes 58.2% 75.8% | 39.2% | 33.9% 84.2% | 27.0% 18.9%
Dental Visit (Child) No 41.9% 242% | 60.8% | 66.1% | 15.8% | 73.0% | 81.1%
Dental Care—Preventive (Child) Yes 53.8% 70.5% | 35.7% 31.0% 80.2% | 22.0% 17.1%
Dental Care—Preventive (Child) No 46.2% 29.5% 64.3% | 69.0% 19.8% 78.0% | 82.9%
Dental Care—Filling (Child) Yes 8.9% 10.6% | 7.5% 6.2% | 12.7% | 3.8% 3.7%
Dental Care—Filling (Child) No 91.1% 89.4% | 92.5% | 93.8% | 87.4% | 96.3% | 96.3%
Dental Care—Severe Condition (Child) Yes 5.1% 6.0% 5.0% 3.2% 6.6% 2.8% 2.5%
Dental Care—Severe Condition (Child) No 94.9% 94.0% | 95.0% | 96.8% | 93.4% | 97.2% | 97.5%

1 The Society of Actuaries prefers different terminology for races and ethnicities than MEPS used. We report using the SOA’s preferred terms.

SOA Preferred Term MEPS Term
Race/ethnicity Race

Asian American Asian
Black/African American Black
Hispanic/Latino Hispanic
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Table B1 (Continued)
CHILD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS
From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters

VELELIES \ Attributes Overall 1 2 3 1 ) 11
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 1 2 3 2 1 10
Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% | 22.6% | 22.4% | 185% | 13.6% 5.6%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 0-2 9.8% 85% | 11.8% | 10.9% | 7.1% 84% | 19.6%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 3-7 69.1% 70.7% | 69.8% | 64.3% | 74.4% | 69.9% | 69.4%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 8+ 21.0% 20.7% 18.1% 24.7% 18.5% 21.5% 10.6%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) Missing 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4%
Diagnosed Specific Medical Yes 191% | 18.0% | 23.7% | 17.1% | 18.3% | 31.9% | 18.2%
Conditions (Child)
D|agn.o.sed Spegﬁc Medical NO 51.7% 59.6% | 34.83% 49.3% 60.7% | 54.9% | 30.1%
Conditions (Child) conditions
Diagnosed Specific Medical Nomedical | g 0 | 3040 | 41.5% | 336% | 21.0% | 132% | 517%
Conditions (Child) visit
Special Needs (Child) Need 28.6% 29.0% 30.2% 25.7% 29.5% 57.3% | 24.4%
Special Needs (Child) No need 71.4% 71.0% | 69.5% | 74.1% | 70.5% | 42.5% | 75.2%
Special Needs (Child) Missing 0.1% 00% | 03% | 02% | 00% | 02% | 04%

Table B2

RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS

From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters
VELELIES \ Attributes Overall 1 2 3 1 ) 11
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 1 2 3 2 1 10
Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% | 22.6% | 22.4% | 185% | 13.6% 5.6%
IR (5 IS (B el Bei— 528% | 47.0% | 69.6% | 50.3% | 45.4% | 53.4% | 68.0%
(Respondent) mother
?:;p;;:;;:t? Reference Person Both—father 16.8% 22.1% 4.5% 16.5% 21.0% 15.6% 3.3%
Respondent & Reference Person Respondent
(Respemeiz] ég?{::i;f 16.1% 20.8% 2.9% 17.9% 24.1% 16.0% 0.8%
father

Respondent & Reference Person Both—not 6.2% 3.5% 13.6% | 54% 5 8% 6.1% 18.8%
(Respondent) parent
?I::S;;:de:ntt? R Others 8.0% 6.7% 9.5% 9.9% 6.8% 8.9% 9.1%
Age (Respondent) 13-17 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Age (Respondent) 18-30 9.6% 5.7% 16.4% 12.2% 2.1% 7.5% 42.9%
Age (Respondent) 31-40 40.9% 33.6% | 43.7% | 56.0% | 16.1% | 47.0% | 24.2%
Age (Respondent) 41-50 35.8% 46.6% | 23.0% 22.1% 65.1% | 29.7% 19.0%
Age (Respondent) 51-60 9.7% 10.8% 10.2% 6.3% 13.9% 11.1% 8.5%
Age (Respondent) 61-70 2.7% 2.2% 4.2% 2.3% 2.4% 3.9% 3.3%
Age (Respondent) 71-90 0.5% 0.5% 0.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.9% 1.1%
Age (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sex (Respondent) Male 21.4% 26.1% 10.4% 20.8% 26.4% 20.2% 11.8%
Sex (Respondent) Female 77.9% 73.4% | 88.1% | 787% | 73.6% | 79.9% | 88.2%
Sex (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Table B2 (Continued)

RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS

From 3 Clusters

14

From 11 Clusters

Variables Attributes Overall 1 2 3 1 9 11
Rank of Child Net Total 1 2 3 2 1 10
Expenditure
Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% 22.6% 22.4% 18.5% 13.6% 5.6%
Race (Respondent) White 54.7% 75.8% 35.7% 22.0% 85.0% 76.2% 24.5%
Race (Respondent) H'Lsapt?:c')c/ 21.9% 97% | 13.9% | 60.0% | 55% | 7.9% | 13.7%
Race (Respondent) Black/African 13.9% 5.2% 42.7% 6.1% 4.0% 8.8% 57.3%
American
Race (Respondent) Asian American 5.4% 6.4% 1.0% 7.6% 4.3% 3.2% 0.8%
Race (Respondent) Others 3.4% 2.4% 5.3% 3.9% 1.4% 3.9% 3.7%
Race (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) Yes 75.9% 85.1% 86.3% 43.0% 90.5% 91.9% 86.8%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) No 23.2% 14.3% 12.2% 56.4% 9.5% 8.1% 13.2%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.7% 1.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Number of Dental Check-Ups Never 12.1% 6.5% 17.1% 20.9% 3.9% 16.9% 18.4%
(Respondent)
Number of Dental Check-Ups (e tE 2 18.1% 14.8% | 216% | 22.8% | 113% | 28.1% | 36.5%
(Respondent)
Number of Dental Check-Ups 1 per year 26.2% 18.5% 34.4% 36.9% 16.1% 19.4% 23.1%
(Respondent)
D -
eSO Bl e s 2+ per year 42.5% 50.6% | 249% | 183% | 68.7% | 354% | 21.5%
(Respondent)
Number of Dental Check-Ups Missing 1.1% 0.7% 2.1% 1.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5%
(Respondent)
Any Delayed Dental Care Yes 2.8% 22% | 36% | 32% | 23% | 62% | 3.7%
(Respondent)
Any Delayed Dental Care No 95.9% 96.7% | 943% | 958% | 97.1% | 93.3% | 95.8%
(Respondent)
D D |
Any Delayed Dental Care Missing 1.3% 11% | 21% | 10% | 07% | 05% | 05%
(Respondent)
Unable to Get Dental Care Yes 2.9% 1.9% 4.6% 3.8% 1.2% 6.2% 4.5%
(Respondent)
D
LG (T No 95.8% 97.0% 93.3% 95.2% 98.2% 93.3% 95.0%
(Respondent)
Unable to Get Dental Care Missing 1.3% 1.1% 2.1% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5%
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status Poor 4.5% 2.9% 7.2% 5.8% 2.5% 8.8% 6.6%
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status Fair 14.9% 10.6% 21.4% 19.1% 7.5% 30.7% 21.6%
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status Good 37.4% 27.8% 46.6% 51.7% 25.8% 38.4% 50.1%
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status Very Good 32.0% 45.8% 15.6% 14.6% 55.8% 16.4% 13.2%
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status Excellent 10.5% 12.4% 7.8% 8.4% 8.5% 5.8% 8.5%
(Respondent)
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Overall Health Status Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Poor 2.3% 1.3% 5.2% 2.0% 0.8% 4.4% 4.8%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Fair 9.1% 6.3% 14.9% 10.1% 4.5% 12.7% 14.8%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Good 37.0% 27.3% 44.6% 53.2% 21.6% 55.9% 48.1%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Very Good 31.1% 42.3% 17.8% 16.8% 57.2% 16.7% 17.1%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Excellent 19.8% 22.2% 16.1% 17.4% 15.8% 10.2% 15.2%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
(Respondent)

Table B2 (Continued)
RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS

‘ From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters

Variables Attributes Overall 1 2 3 1 ) 11
Rank of Child Net Total 1 2 3 2 1 10
Expenditure

Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% | 22.6% 22.4% 18.5% 13.6% 5.6%
ADL or IADL Limitations Yes 14.8% 11.8% 23.0% 13.6% 11.4% 27.1% 19.0%
(Respondent)

ADL or IADL Limitations No 83.3% 86.8% 74.4% 83.7% 88.3% 71.6% 80.5%
(Respondent)

ADL or IADL Limitations Missing 2.0% 1.4% 2.6% 2.7% 0.3% 1.2% 0.5%
(Respondent)

BMI (Respondent) Missing 2.7% 2.2% 3.1% 3.6% 1.9% 1.9% 3.0%
BMI (Respondent) Obese 35.9% 27.5% 47.8% 44.7% 43.4% 53.7% 43.8%
BMI (Respondent) Overweight 30.3% 30.2% 28.3% 32.9% 26.1% 21.9% 30.0%
BMI (Respondent) Normal 30.0% 39.2% | 193% | 183% | 28.5% | 21.9% | 22.1%
BMI (Respondent) Underweight 1.0% 1.0% 1.6% 0.6% 0.2% 0.7% 1.0%
E(I.)ari;fc)if;i ?::gg;cn,;ﬂeenil)cal 6+ 2.6% 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 2.2% 7.3% 3.0%
([:)l)ari:i?ii;ds ?g:gg;cn';ﬂ:nil)cal 3-5 16.1% 15.0% 20.9% 13.9% 15.2% 26.4% 17.4%
E;ang(;?if;i ?::S‘:g:n,(\j/leenil)cal 1-2 44.1% 49.1% | 44.1% 31.7% 60.4% 52.6% 30.0%
El)ari:i(t)ii;ds ?seescggcn';/l:nil)cal 0 36.2% 33.1% 29.2% 50.9% 22.1% 13.7% 48.7%
E(I)ang(;tolzlzds ?Esgggcn'(\jﬂeenil)cal Missing 1.0% 0.7% 1.8% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0%
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Table B3
HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS
From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters

Variables Attributes  Overall 1 2 3 1 9 11
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 1 2 3 2 1 10
Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% | 22.6% | 22.4% | 185% | 13.6% 5.6%
Geographic Region Northeast 15.8% 17.8% | 14.0% | 12.6% | 21.6% | 13.3% | 143%
Geographic Region Midwest 21.4% 242% | 21.5% | 14.2% | 40.3% | 209% | 24.2%
Geographic Region South 39.2% 34.2% | 51.8% | 38.7% | 23.2% | 53.8% | 50.0%
Geographic Region West 23.7% 23.7% | 12.8% | 34.6% | 15.0% | 12.0% | 11.5%

Highest Level of Education Among
Family Members
Highest Level of Education Among
Family Members
Highest Level of Education Among

No Degree 9.1% 2.5% 125% | 21.6% 1.0% 5.3% 17.1%

High School 24.2% 17.3% | 32.3% | 329% | 10.1% | 38.7% | 59.0%

. College 25.3% 21.5% 36.4% | 23.5% 16.0% 26.4% 15.1%
Family Members
ngh.est Level of Education Among BA-level 22.5% 30.6% 11.1% 13.9% | 34.8% 22.0% 6.2%
Family Members
Highest Level of E ion Amon r -
's .eSt evel of Educatio one Graduate 18.1% 27.4% 6.2% 7.5% 38.2% 7.6% 2.5%
Family Members level

Highest Level of Education Among
Family Members

Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
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Table B3 (Continued)

HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS

From 3 Clusters

From 11 Clusters

VELEL S Attributes Overall 1 2 3 1 9 11

Rank of Child Net Total 1 2 3 2 1 10

Expenditure

Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% | 22.6% | 22.4% | 185% | 13.6% 5.6%

Employment Status of Mother Missing 8.0% 7.2% | 11.9% | 6.0% 5.4% 6.8% | 11.2%

Employment Status of Mother Unemployed 19.4% 12.3% | 16.2% | 40.1% | 10.4% | 19.2% | 21.7%

Employment Status of Mother Partially Employed 12.0% 9.6% | 15.8% | 143% | 6.6% | 13.3% | 23.2%

Employment Status of Mother Full Employed 60.6% 70.9% | 56.2% | 39.6% | 77.6% | 60.7% | 43.9%

Employment Status of Father Missing 28.2% 11.0% | 85.2% | 12.8% | 6.6% 8.3% | 90.6%

Employment Status of Father Unemployed 4.0% 4.3% 2.0% 5.3% 3.6% 6.5% 1.9%

Employment Status of Father Partially Employed 5.1% 5.2% 2.5% 7.3% 4.8% 8.1% 2.7%

Employment Status of Father Full Employed 62.8% 79.5% | 10.3% | 74.6% | 85.1% | 77.1% | 4.8%

Household Income Poor 17.6% 6.1% | 32.2% | 31.4% | 3.5% 9.7% | 59.7%

Household Income Near Poor 5.0% 2.3% 8.6% 7.8% 1.1% 3.5% 8.6%

Household Income Low Income 16.2% 10.1% | 27.5% | 19.7% | 7.0% | 14.7% | 16.2%

Household Income Medium Income 30.8% 33.9% | 25.1% | 28.8% | 24.7% | 48.7% | 12.9%

Household Income High Income 30.4% 47.6% | 6.6% | 12.4% | 63.8% | 23.3% | 2.6%

Food Insecurity of Household Insecure 21.1% 9.3% | 36.0% | 35.1% | 7.4% | 26.0% | 23.9%

Food Insecurity of Household Secure 75.9% 88.3% | 59.2% | 62.3% | 90.9% | 72.9% | 70.5%

Food Insecurity of Household Missing 3.0% 24% | 4.8% 2.7% 1.8% 11% | 5.5%
- .

T;T]baegrec)’f Adults in Family ( 0 10% | 0.6% | 1.9% | 09% | 00% | 03% | 1.6%
. N>

T;?;t;egrec;f Adults in Family ( 1 18.9% 9.0% 54.0% 7.9% 4.0% 4.6% 56.6%
- .

T;?;t;egrec)’f Adults in Family { 2 614% | 72.4% | 29.8% | 66.3% | 76.4% | 72.6% | 26.6%
. N>

’;‘;mbaegrec;f Adults in Family ( 3 14.0% 14.1% | 10.5% | 17.4% | 156% | 16.9% | 11.1%
- e

T;?:]t;egrec))f AU il 4+ 4.7% 3.8% 3.9% 7.5% 4.1% 5.8% 4.1%

Number of Children in Family 0 0.0% 0.0% | 00% | 0.0% | 00% | 0.0% | 0.0%

(€17 in age)

Number of Children in Family 1 24.4% 24.6% | 31.1% | 16.9% | 26.3% | 21.2% | 25.0%

(€17 in age)

Number of Children in Family 2 39.9% 46.3% | 37.8% | 26.1% | 52.6% | 54.8% | 36.8%

(€17 in age)

Number of Children in Family 3 23.2% 19.1% | 18.1% | 38.4% | 12.9% | 15.7% | 20.1%

(€17 in age)

Number of Children in Family 4+ 12.6% 10.0% | 13.0% | 18.7% | 8.2% 84% | 18.2%

(€17 in age)
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Table B3 (Continued)
HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS

From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters

Variables Attributes Overall 1 2 3 1 9 11
Rank of Child Net Total 1 2 3 2 1 10
Expenditure

Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% 22.6% 22.4% 18.5% 13.6% 5.6%
Parent Status Live with other family 3.2% 21% | 7.4% 1.7% 1.4% 11% | 7.0%

member
Parent Status Live with mother or 2.8% 2.5% 3.4% 3.2% 1.4% 3.5% 3.6%
father (part of year
Parent Status Live with father 4.6% 4.9% 4.2% 4.2% 3.9% 5.8% 3.1%

Parent Status Live with mother 24.4% 8.8% 76.5% | 10.3% 5.2% 6.6% 82.1%
Parent Status Live with both 64.9% 81.7% 8.5% 80.6% | 88.2% | 83.1% 4.2%
Marital Status of Mother Missing 8.0% 72% | 11.9% | 6.0% 5.4% 6.8% | 11.2%
Marital Status of Mother Never Married 14.6% 3.7% | 43.4% | 12.1% | 1.3% 32% | 61.0%
Marital Status of Mother Widowed, Divorced, 4.6% 3.1% | 104% | 2.6% 2.1% 2.7% 6.8%

Separated (This Year)

Marital Status of Mother Widowed, Divorced, 9.5% 52% | 24.6% | 4.6% 3.5% 5.5% | 17.4%
Separated

Marital Status of Mother Married 63.4% 80.8% 9.8% 74.8% 87.8% | 81.8% 3.7%

Marital Status of Father Missing 28.1% 11.0% | 85.0% | 12.4% 6.6% 8.0% 90.6%

Marital Status of Father Never Married 4.7% 3.2% 4.2% 8.8% 1.3% 3.0% 6.5%

Marital Status of Father Widowed, Divorced, 2.4% 2.2% 2.4% 3.2% 2.1% 4.4% 1.0%

Separated (This Year)

Marital Status of Father Widowed, Divorced, 2.5% 3.2% 1.1% 2.1% 2.1% 2.7% 0.6%
Separated

Marital Status of Father Married 62.4% 80.4% 7.3% 73.5% | 88.0% | 81.9% 1.3%

Family Change Change 2.2% 1.7% 3.8% 2.0% 1.4% 3.0% 4.6%

Family Change No change 97.8% 98.3% | 96.2% | 98.1% | 98.6% | 97.0% | 95.4%
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Table B4
CHILD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

| From 24 Clusters

VELELIES ‘ Attributes ‘ Overall ‘ 17 19 21

Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 4 1 8 2 5 24
Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Dental Care—Orthodontic (Child) Yes 11.6% 20.7% | 104% | 4.8% 5.3% 3.9% 1.2%
Dental Care—Orthodontic (Child) No 88.4% 79.3% | 89.6% | 95.2% | 94.7% | 96.1% | 98.8%
(DCCI)‘ICIT(;))r Advise Regular Dental Visit Yes 61.3% 40.9% 58.8% | 67.8% | 68.2% | 45.6% | 35.4%
(D(;]C”tg)r Advise Regular Dental Visit No 36.7% | 56.3% | 36.2% | 29.6% | 205% | 49.0% | 61.1%
Doc‘tor Advise Regular Dental Visit Missing 2.1% 2.9% 5 1% 2.6% 2.3% 5 4% 35%
(Child)

BMI (Child) Missing 25.2% 13.4% 25.8% | 27.8% 189% | 29.4% | 44.1%
BMI (Child) Obese 13.2% 7.1% 25.8% 8.9% 18.4% | 23.6% | 20.1%
BMI (Child) Overweight 10.9% 13.6% 15.4% 11.6% 13.5% 11.6% 10.4%
BMI (Child) Normal 44.3% 60.3% | 28.7% | 46.8% | 41.8% | 29.5% | 14.7%
BMI (Child) Underweight 6.5% 5.5% 4.2% 4.9% 7.4% 5.9% | 10.8%

Table B4 (Continued)
CHILD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

(Variables ~ Attributes  Overall

Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 4 1 8 2 5 24

Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 0-2 9.8% 6.3% | 157% | 103% | 8.9% 8.9% | 18.8%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 3-7 69.1% 83.0% | 70.1% | 73.0% | 72.4% | 76.6% | 72.6%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 8+ 21.0% 10.8% | 14.3% | 16.7% | 18.8% | 12.8% | 8.6%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) Missing 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0%
Efng(;?iiii ‘?gﬁﬁg')c Medical Yes 19.1% | 18.0% | 36.8% | 12.2% | 35.2% | 58.7% | 10.6%
E:ng;?iiﬁ ?gsﬁ'j')c Medical Cong'i(t’ions 517% | 62.8% | 543% | 66.6% | 50.8% | 30.9% | 26.9%
Efng(;;i;i ?gsﬁg')c Medical No :;;f'cal 292% | 19.2% | 89% | 21.2% | 13.9% | 10.5% | 62.5%
Special Needs (Child) Need 28.6% 31.7% | 57.8% | 25.7% | 60.7% | 68.3% | 16.7%
Special Needs (Child) No Need 71.4% 68.3% | 42.2% | 74.3% | 39.4% | 30.0% | 83.3%
Special Needs (Child) Missing 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0%
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Table BS

RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

Variables Attributes Overall 1 12 17 19 pA b2
Rank of Child Net Total 4 1 8 2 5 24
Expenditure
Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
GRS RN B 52.8% | 62.3% | 4.8% | 333% | 60.6% | 72.6% | 72.3%
Person (Respondent)
Respondent & Reference Both—father 16.8% 6.7% 8.1% | 10.0% | 12.2% | 4.3% 0.6%
Person (Respondent)
Respondent & Reference Respondent—mother & 161% | 238% | 07% | 43.4% | 12.9% | o05% | 1.3%
Person (Respondent) Reference— father
Respondent & Reference Both—not parent 6.2% 2.0% 73.2% 2.8% 5.4% 14.4% | 17.9%
Person (Respondent)
Esffgnn?:gpi:iisnce Others 80% | 53% | 13.1% | 105% | 9.6% | 82% | 8.0%
Age (Respondent) 13-17 0.2% 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 05% | 1.2%
Age (Respondent) 18-30 9.6% 2.1% 21% | 10.9% | 6.7% | 13.1% | 51.1%
Age (Respondent) 31-40 40.9% 8.8% 5.6% 63.0% | 46.8% | 51.0% | 22.7%
Age (Respondent) 41-50 35.8% 73.1% | 20.8% | 19.5% | 33.0% | 19.5% | 15.3%
Age (Respondent) 51-60 9.7% 14.0% | 389% | 59% | 94% | 98% | 6.7%
Age (Respondent) 61-70 2.7% 1.5% | 28.6% | 0.6% 3.3% 4.1% 2.7%
Age (Respondent) 71-90 0.5% 0.6% | 42% | 02% | 0.8% | 2.1% | 0.3%
Age (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Table B5 (Continued)
RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS
From 24 Clusters
Variables Attributes Overall 1 12 17 19 21 24
Rank of Child Net Total 4 1 8 2 5 24
Expenditure
Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Sex (Respondent) Male 21.4% 10.2% | 21.8% | 16.4% | 18.9% 8.5% 11.8%
Sex (Respondent) Female 77.9% 89.8% | 78.2% | 83.6% | 81.1% | 91.5% | 88.2%
Sex (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Race (Respondent) White 54.7% 85.2% | 78.1% | 75.1% | 80.6% | 29.0% | 22.1%
Race (Respondent) H'Lsapt?:(;c/ 21.9% | 62% | 42% | 92% | 41% | 9.8% | 5.9%
i (el B':f:é /:::Cr;an 13.9% | 3.6% | 11.5% | 91% | 9.9% | 53.1% | 68.0%
Race (Respondent) Asian American 5.4% 3.6% 0.7% 3.9% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0%
Race (Respondent) Others 3.4% 1.4% 5.5% 2.7% 4.8% 7.8% 4.0%
Race (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) Yes 75.9% 91.6% | 97.2% | 87.9% | 96.5% | 97.1% | 91.3%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) No 23.2% 8.4% 29% | 11.7% | 3.5% 2.9% 8.6%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
Number of Dental Check- Never 12.1% 2.7% 36.0% | 13.6% | 15.6% | 24.3% | 14.6%
Ups (Respondent)
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D e I s ee Less than 1 181% | 12.5% | 253% | 20.0% | 28.7% | 20.6% | 41.4%
Ups (Respondent)
Number of Dental Check- 1 per year 262% | 13.7% | 16.2% | 25.5% | 23.4% | 43.2% | 21.3%
Ups (Respondent)
N f D | Check-
umber of Dental Chec 2+ per year 425% | 711% | 22.5% | 40.1% | 32.3% | 10.6% | 22.8%
Ups (Respondent)
Number of Dental Check- Missing 11% | 00% | 00% | 09% | 00% | 13% | 0.0%
Ups (Respondent)
Any Delayed Dental Care Yes 28% | 22% | 86% | 16% | 49% | 57% | 2.7%
(Respondent)
Any Delayed Dental C
ny belayed Dental Lare No 95.9% | 96.5% | 90.7% | 96.5% | 95.1% | 92.4% | 96.5%
(Respondent)
Any Delayed Dental C
ny Delayed Dental Lare Missing 13% | 13% | 08% | 18% | 00% | 1.8% | 0.8%
(Respondent)
Unable to get Dental Care Yes 29% | 15% | 151% | 3.7% | 41% | 9.0% | 2.7%
(Respondent)

| D |
LRI CHERCE IS No 95.8% | 97.2% | 84.2% | 94.4% | 95.9% | 89.2% | 96.5%
(Respondent)

| D | C
Unable to get Dental Care Missing 13% | 13% | 08% | 18% | 0.0% | 1.8% | 0.8%
(Respondent)

|l Health p
Overall Health Status oor 45% | 16% | 19.4% | 07% | 11.0% | 18.2% | 5.4%
(Respondent)

|l Health Fai
ORIl laleelitn) ST air 149% | 7.9% | 17.7% | 3.1% | 39.4% | 60.4% | 10.7%
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status Good 37.4% | 28.2% | 55.8% | 24.3% | 38.4% | 11.3% | 57.9%
(Respondent)

|l Health V
ORIl lnleelit SIEIS el Gt 320% | 515% | 3.7% | 64.4% | 7.0% | 60% | 16.6%
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status Excellent 10.5% | 10.9% | 33% | 7.6% | 43% | 41% | 9.4%
(Respondent)
Ozl st St s 08% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 0.0%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Stat P

ental fieattn Status oor 23% | 06% | 61% | 00% | 49% | 14.1% | 3.5%
(Respondent)
M | Health Fai

ental Health Status ar 9.1% | 50% | 247% | 5.1% | 12.8% | 32.2% | 13.0%
(Respondent)
el et St Coedl 37.0% | 22.6% | 52.2% | 19.1% | 66.2% | 33.2% | 47.6%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Very Good 31.1% | 52.2% | 13.5% | 59.4% | 86% | 10.3% | 20.2%
(Respondent)

E

gl et St el 198% | 19.6% | 3.5% | 16.4% | 7.4% | 10.2% | 15.8%
(Respondent)
Mental Health Status Missing 08% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00%
(Respondent)
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Table BS (Continued)
RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

VELELIES ‘ Attributes Overall 1 12 17 19 21 24
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 4 1 8 2 5 24
Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
ADL or IADL Limitations (Respondent) Yes 14.8% 13.6% | 52.9% | 10.2% | 29.4% | 66.0% | 9.1%
ADL or IADL Limitations (Respondent) No 83.3% 85.8% | 45.5% | 87.8% | 69.2% | 34.0% | 90.2%
ADL or IADL Limitations (Respondent) Missing 2.0% 0.6% 1.6% 2.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.7%
BMI (Respondent) Missing 2.7% 2.6% 2.2% 1.9% 2.0% 1.7% 3.3%
BMI (Respondent) Obese 35.9% 47.6% | 52.1% | 14.4% | 56.4% | 58.1% | 42.8%
BMI (Respondent) Overweight 30.3% 26.6% | 24.4% | 53.4% | 21.0% | 25.7% | 33.3%
BMI (Respondent) Normal 30.0% 22.8% | 18.1% | 29.5% | 18.7% | 11.1% | 19.8%
BMI (Respondent) Underweight 1.0% 0.5% | 32% | 0.9% 1.9% 34% | 0.9%
Diagnosed Specific Medical 6+ 2.6% 1.8% 15.7% 2.8% 7.3% 8.4% 1.2%
Conditions (Respondent)

Diagnosed Specific Medical 3-5 16.1% 13.3% | 58.2% | 13.6% | 31.0% | 52.5% | 7.5%
Conditions (Respondent)

Diagnosed Specific Medical 1-2 44.1% 64.8% | 20.2% | 23.6% | 49.1% | 29.8% | 32.4%
Conditions (Respondent)

Diagnosed Specific Medical 0 36.2% 20.1% 5.9% 60.1% | 12.6% 8.9% 57.7%
Conditions (Respondent)

Diagnosed Specific Medical Missing 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.2%
Conditions (Respondent)

Table B6
HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

Variables _ Attributes  Overall 1 12 17 19 21 24
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 4 1 8 2 5 24
Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Geographic region Northeast 15.8% 20.6% | 15.8% | 16.9% | 8.4% 9.4% | 13.2%
Geographic region Midwest 21.4% 44.9% | 343% | 24.8% | 22.0% | 25.8% | 24.7%
Geographic region South 39.2% 18.6% | 40.1% | 43.6% | 57.5% | 49.4% | 52.7%
Geographic region West 23.7% 16.0% 9.7% 14.7% | 12.1% | 15.4% 9.5%
Highest Level of Education Among No Degree 9.1% 0.3% 9.9% 0.5% 4.7% | 20.4% | 12.9%
Family Members

Highest Level of Education Among High School 24.2% 12.6% | 273% | 83% | 44.5% | 51.5% | 60.6%
Family Members

Highest Level of Education Among College 25.3% 18.6% | 48.8% | 51.0% | 24.7% 17.8% 16.8%
Family Members

Highest Level of Education Among BA-level 22.5% 14.8% | 12.1% | 27.4% | 19.1% | 7.6% 6.8%
Family Members

Highest Level of Education Among Graduate- 18.1% 53.6% | 1.9% | 12.8% | 7.1% 2.8% 3.0%
Family Members level

Highest Level of Education Among Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Family Members

Copyright © 2021 Society of Actuaries Research Institute



Table B6 (Continued)

HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

VELEL S Attributes Overall 1 12 17 19 21 24
Rank of Child Net Total 4 1 8 2 5 24
Expenditure
Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Employment Status of Mother Missing 8.0% 3.0% | 82.5% | 2.4% 2.5% 6.1% 7.3%
Employment Status of Mother Unemployed 19.4% 9.6% 51% | 14.9% | 17.8% | 50.7% | 16.2%
Employment Status of Mother Partially employed 12.0% 5.8% | 63% | 17.3% | 13.1% | 23.9% | 25.5%
Employment Status of Mother Full employed 60.6% 81.6% | 6.1% | 655% | 66.6% | 19.4% | 51.0%
Employment Status of Father Missing 28.2% 9.6% | 64.1% | 4.2% 8.1% | 89.7% | 91.7%
Employment Status of Father Unemployed 4.0% 2.5% | 12.4% | 3.1% 5.2% 3.9% 1.7%
Employment Status of Father Partially employed 5.1% 4.3% 3.7% 8.6% 6.4% 5.3% 3.4%
Employment Status of Father Full employed 62.8% 83.7% | 19.8% | 84.1% | 80.3% | 1.1% 3.2%
Household Income Poor 17.6% 3.1% | 26.5% | 9.1% 8.9% | 71.7% | 54.7%
Household Income Near Poor 5.0% 1.5% 6.2% 2.4% 26% | 102% | 8.5%
Household Income Low Income 16.2% 6.9% | 30.5% | 13.8% | 10.4% | 93% | 21.5%
Household Income Medium Income 30.8% 23.9% | 22.8% | 57.2% | 61.7% | 85% | 12.2%
Household Income High Income 30.4% 64.6% | 14.1% | 17.5% | 16.5% | 0.3% 3.1%
Food Insecurity of Household Insecure 21.1% 87% | 57.6% | 13.3% | 30.4% | 45.5% | 24.1%
Food Insecurity of Household Secure 75.9% 89.5% | 39.8% | 86.7% | 68.8% | 48.1% | 71.9%
Food Insecurity of Household Missing 3.0% 18% | 2.7% | 0.0% | 0.8% 6.5% | 4.0%
T;?:]t;egrec;f Adults in Family (> 0 1.0% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.2% 1.4% 1.8%
- e
T;?;t;egrec)’f AElUIES o ey | 1 189% | 49% | 232% | 00% | 14% | 60.0% | 55.0%
f Its i ily (>
T;?}b:gre? Adults in Family { 2 61.4% | 77.2% | 50.1% | 86.9% | 75.1% | 25.9% | 27.0%
T;::t;egre())f AU (I (et 3 14.0% 13.8% | 19.8% 9.0% 18.5% 7.5% 11.1%
f Its i ily (>
T;T]Zegre? Adults in Family { 4+ 47% | 41% | 50% | 42% | 47% | 53% | 52%
Number of Children in Family 0 0.0% 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 00% | 0.0% | 0.0%
(€17 in age)
Number of Children in Family 1 24.4% 29.6% | 46.1% | 14.7% | 19.2% | 23.6% | 22.0%
(£17in age)
Number of Children in Family 2 39.9% 48.9% | 23.9% | 28.4% | 62.6% | 40.3% | 38.5%
(€17 in age)
Number of Children in Family 3 23.2% 13.4% | 17.5% | 44.3% | 10.9% | 20.5% | 20.6%
(€17 in age)
Number of Children in Family 4+ 12.6% 8.0% | 12.6% | 12.6% | 7.3% | 15.6% | 19.0%
(€17 in age)
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Table B6 (Continued)
HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

VELELIES Attributes ‘ Overall 1 12 17 19 21 24
Rank of Child Net Total 4 1 8 2 5 24
Expenditure

Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Parent Status Live ertrtwe(:r':gg family - 1 52.1% 15 1 S =
Parent Status Live with mother or 2.8% 1.2% 0% 1.3% 2.6% 2 5% 5.0%

father (part of year
Parent Status Live with father 4.6% 1.8% 26.4% 1.1% 1.0% 2.8% 0.6%
Parent Status Live with mother 24.4% 8.3% 9.6% 1.0% 6.6% 83.6% | 83.6%
Parent Status Live with both 64.9% 87.5% | 4.9% 95.5% | 88.4% 3.3% 5.2%
Marital Status of Mother Missing 8.0% 3.0% | 82.5% | 2.3% 2.5% 6.1% 7.3%
Marital Status of Mother Never Married 14.6% 1.8% 5.7% 7.0% 3.1% 57.2% | 70.2%
T SES Oy SV:F')ZC:;’YCES’ (li;]vics’:f::r') 46% | 33% | 43% | 12% | 2.7% | 116% | 4.1%
Marital Status of Mother Wldosvxézi,raD;\ézrced, 9.5% 6.2% 3.7% 0.5% - 18.9% | 15.7%
Marital Status of Mother Married 63.4% 85.7% 3.9% 89.1% | 86.6% 6.2% 2.7%
Marital Status of Father Missing 28.1% 9.6% | 64.1% | 2.9% 81% | 89.7% | 90.2%
Marital Status of Father Never Married 4.7% 0.8% 9.1% 7.4% 1.7% 3.8% 8.2%
Marital Status of Father Widowed, DIV.OFCGd, o o | e | e A e A5
Separated (This Year)

Marital Status of Father W|dog/:?(;<1,raDt|£rced, 2 5% 0.2% 12.7% 0.0% 0.5% 1.0% .
Marital Status of Father Married 62.4% 86.2% | 3.9% | 89.1% | 87.3% | 1.1% 0.9%
Family Change Change 2.2% 1.6% 3.8% 0.3% 2.4% 6.5% 4.5%
Family Change No change 97.8% 98.4% | 96.2% | 99.7% | 97.6% | 93.5% | 95.6%
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Table B7

CHILD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

Variables

Attributes

From 38 Clusters

25

Rank of Child Net Total 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Expenditure
Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
Age (Child) 5-6 14.6% 5.8% 3.6% 10.1% | 17.4% | 10.8% 7.3% 9.0% 10.2%
Age (Child) 7-12 45.3% 251% | 253% | 57.3% | 57.1% | 32.7% | 60.7% | 62.2% | 71.1%
Age (Child) 13-17 40.2% 69.2% | 71.2% | 32.7% | 25.5% | 56.5% | 32.1% | 28.8% | 18.8%
Sex (Child) Male 51.0% 64.9% | 70.3% | 38.0% | 34.4% | 57.4% | 47.6% | 80.8% | 39.0%
Sex (Child) Female 49.1% 35.1% | 29.8% | 62.0% | 65.6% | 42.6% | 52.4% | 19.2% | 61.0%
Race (Child) White 49.9% 80.9% | 83.5% | 68.6% | 72.9% | 71.6% | 29.1% | 76.8% 6.4%
Race (Child) Hispanic/ 24.8% 4.2% 5.6% 12.1% 9.2% 7.5% 7.7% 8.9% 76.6%
Latino
Race (Child) Black/African 14.0% 4.6% 5.0% 13.4% 8.5% 11.3% | 53.6% 7.7% 1.8%
American
Race (Child) Asian American 4.9% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Race (Child) Others 6.5% 5.6% 5.9% 5.9% 9.1% 9.6% 9.5% 6.6% 14.2%
Born in U.S. (Child) Yes 95.8% 94.8% | 97.1% | 99.0% | 98.5% | 99.4% | 99.8% | 98.9% | 90.6%
Born in U.S. (Child) No 4.2% 5.2% 2.9% 1.0% 1.5% 0.6% 0.2% 1.1% 9.0%
Bornin U.S. (Child) Missing 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
Dental Visit (Child) Yes 58.2% 92.5% | 86.2% | 68.1% | 20.7% | 22.8% | 20.7% | 21.1% | 20.8%
Dental Visit (Child) No 41.9% 7.5% 13.8% | 31.9% | 793% | 77.2% | 79.3% | 78.9% | 79.2%
Dental Care—Preventive (Child) Yes 53.8% 78.1% | 85.2% | 60.9% | 15.7% | 159% | 17.6% | 18.5% | 18.7%
Dental Care—Preventive (Child) No 46.2% 21.9% | 14.8% | 39.1% | 84.3% | 84.1% | 82.4% | 81.5% | 81.4%
Dental Care—Filling (Child) Yes 8.9% 12.0% | 10.4% 8.5% 1.2% 2.7% 4.5% 5.7% 3.1%
Dental Care—Filling (Child) No 91.1% 88.0% | 89.6% | 91.5% | 98.8% | 97.3% | 95.5% | 94.3% | 96.9%
Dental Care—Severe Condition Yes 5.1% 3.0% 8.7% 7.1% 0.7% 1.8% 5.3% 0.5% 0.8%
(Child)
Dental Care—Severe Condition No 94.9% 97.0% | 91.3% | 92.9% | 99.3% | 98.3% | 94.7% | 99.5% | 99.2%
(Child)
Dental Care—Orthodontic (Child) Yes 11.6% 49.0% | 15.4% | 14.7% | 4.7% 7.2% 2.3% 2.3% 0.0%
Dental Care—Orthodontic (Child) No 88.4% 51.0% | 84.6% | 85.3% | 95.3% | 92.8% | 97.7% | 97.7% | 100%
Doctor Advise Regular Dental Visit Yes 613% | 77.0% | 32.8% | 62.4% | 67.4% | 66.2% | 50.1% | 60.3% | 34.9%
(Child)
(DC?]Clltg; Advise Regular Dental Visit No 36.7% 19.8% | 64.6% | 33.6% | 30.8% | 31.7% | 49.0% | 35.6% | 61.0%
(Dcol']clltg; ARSI Missing 2.1% 3.2% 2.6% 4.0% 1.8% 2.1% 0.9% 4.2% 4.1%
BMI (Child) Missing 25.2% 7.3% 8.5% 233% | 19.4% | 13.7% | 283% | 16.9% | 64.5%
BMI (Child) Obese 13.2% 8.2% 6.4% 26.1% | 10.8% | 19.6% | 24.4% | 20.1% 7.9%
BMI (Child) Overweight 10.9% 8.9% 152% | 17.4% | 12.0% | 17.1% | 11.8% | 13.5% 9.4%
BMI (Child) Normal 44.3% 69.1% | 64.7% | 289% | 52.2% | 40.2% | 29.5% | 44.2% | 12.0%
BMI (Child) Underweight 6.5% 6.6% 5.3% 4.4% 5.6% 9.4% 6.0% 5.4% 6.2%
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Table B7 (Continued)
CHILD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

Variables Attributes  Overall 1 () 18 p 2 by 31 34 38
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 0-2 9.8% 4.0% 7.5% | 15.4% | 9.5% 8.1% 6.3% | 10.8% | 58.5%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 3-7 69.1% 74.2% | 80.7% | 69.8% | 75.4% | 72.1% | 82.8% | 70.8% | 30.3%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) 8+ 21.0% 21.8% | 11.8% | 14.8% | 151% | 19.8% | 10.9% | 18.5% | 11.2%
Preventive Care Activities (Child) Missing 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
(Dc'f]ﬁ(:;’SEd specific Medical Conditions Yes 19.1% | 27.5% | 16.8% | 32.0% | 16.3% | 29.2% | 55.9% | 58.1% | 9.8%
(Dclaﬁg;)sed Spseic iiseliez] Comeifene cont’;li(t)ions 51.7% 51.7% 62.0% | 58.5% 66.8% | 54.6% | 31.6% | 253% | 22.8%
Diagnosed Specific Medical Conditions No
(Child) medical 29.2% 20.9% 21.2% 9.6% 16.9% 16.2% 12.5% 16.6% 67.4%
visit
Special Needs (Child) Need 28.6% 32.9% 30.3% | 53.9% | 283% | 62.2% | 75.0% | 61.3% 9.5%
Special Needs (Child) No Need 71.4% 67.1% | 69.7% | 46.1% | 71.7% | 37.9% | 25.1% | 38.7% | 90.6%
Special Needs (Child) Missing 0.1% 0.0% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 0.0%
Table B8

RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

‘ From 38 Clusters

VELELIES Attributes Overall \ 1 6 18 24 27 31 34 38
Rank of Child Net Total 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Expenditure

Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
Esifc?nm(j:::pi:;gisnce o meities 52.8% 49.2% | 62.9% 2.3% 30.2% | 62.7% | 73.8% | 16.0% | 33.0%
EZigg’:?:;tpinR;;;?nce Both—father 168% | 195% | 53% | 9.4% | 91% | 69% | 59% | 57.7% | 11.6%
RIS A Respondent—mother | ¢ 1o | o0 | 2430 | 00% | 49.6% | 17.9% | 07% | 63% | 44.8%
Person (Respondent) & Reference —father

Respondent & Reference Both—not parent

6.2% 2.3% 0.7% 73.7% 2.9% 6.0% 10.3% 7.5% 6.9%
Person (Respondent)

Respondent & Reference

Person (Respondent) Others 8.0% 1.4% 6.8% 14.7% 8.2% 6.5% 9.4% 12.6% 3.7%
Age (Respondent) 13-17 0.2% 0.0% | 00% | 0.0% | 00% | 0.0% | 06% | 0.0% | 0.2%
Age (Respondent) 18-30 9.6% 0.0% | 0.8% 1.1% | 102% | 35% | 12.8% | 6.6% | 22.1%
Age (Respondent) 31-40 40.9% 17.7% | 10.2% | 6.1% | 69.6% | 53.5% | 48.1% | 23.2% | 63.2%
Age (Respondent) 41-50 35.8% 65.2% | 73.3% | 18.3% | 15.0% | 31.0% | 23.6% | 54.8% 7.5%
Age (Respondent) 51-60 9.7% 15.3% | 13.0% | 38.4% 4.6% 9.4% 10.6% | 11.0% 4.2%
Age (Respondent) 61-70 2.7% 1.8% | 23% | 31.7% | 0.6% | 2.5% | 39% | 3.6% | 2.9%
Age (Respondent) 71-90 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.9% 0.0%
Age (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sex (Respondent) Male 21.4% 20.4% 8.3% 26.2% | 12.9% | 10.6% 8.8% 71.4% | 13.5%
Sex (Respondent) Female 77.9% 797% | 91.8% | 73.8% | 87.1% | 89.4% | 91.2% | 28.6% | 86.5%
Sex (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
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Table B8 (Continued)
RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

Variables Attributes \ Overall 1
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
Race (Respondent) White 54.7% 85.7% | 89.4% | 755% | 77.4% | 73.5% | 30.8% | 83.9% | 13.4%
Race (Respondent) Hispanic/ 21.9% | 3.6% | 47% | 45% | 9.7% | 64% | 63% | 3.4% | 75.5%
. 0 . (] . 0 . (] . 0 . 0 . (] . 0 . 0
Latino
Race (Respondent) B'Zﬁé éifcr::” 13.9% | 50% | 3.4% | 13.0% | 8.8% | 12.0% | 54.4% | 6.6% | 0.8%
Race (Respondent) AQZ'::an 54% | 37% | 08% | 00% | 07% | 00% | 05% | 21% | 3.6%
Race (Respondent) Others 3.4% 2.0% 1.7% 7.0% 3.3% 8.2% 8.0% 4.0% 6.8%
Race (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bornin U.S. (Respondent) Yes 75.9% 89.7% | 94.3% | 97.9% | 93.4% | 97.1% | 96.4% | 97.6% | 25.5%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) No 23.2% 10.3% | 5.8% 2.1% 6.6% 2.9% 3.6% 2.5% | 74.1%
Born in U.S. (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
Number of Dental Check-Ups Never 12.1% 0.9% 4.1% 35.9% 13.3% | 13.5% | 25.2% 15.2% | 17.1%
(Respondent)
z\:g:pb;:dfnli)ental el Less than 1 18.1% 13.4% 11.6% | 24.6% | 20.3% | 31.8% | 26.2% | 20.7% | 53.3%
N fD | Check-
(RZpr(Der:doent;enta Check-Ups 1 per year 26.2% 13.7% 15.6% 17.3% | 25.9% | 17.6% | 355% | 43.2% | 19.0%
N fD | Check- 2+
(Ri?pbsr: dznt)enta Sil3a S PETYEAr | os% | 71.9% | 68.7% | 22.2% | 40.6% | 37.2% | 11.4% | 21.0% | 10.5%
?;L;pr;:doefnli)ental Check-Ups Missing 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0%
fR”eySEsrl]zy::t)De”tal Care Yes 28% | 15% | 1.9% | 91% | 1.6% | 38% | 53% | 3.8% | 15%
Any Delayed Dental C N
(R”g’spsnzy:nt) ental Lare ° 95.9% | 98.5% | 96.0% | 90.4% | 95.6% | 96.2% | 92.7% | 96.2% | 98.5%
Any Delayed Dental Care Missing 13% | 00% | 21% | 05% | 2.8% | 0.0% | 2.0% | 00% | 0.0%
(Respondent)
Unable to get Dental Care Yes 29% | 03% | 16% | 16.0% | 45% | 54% | 84% | 00% | 1.5%
(Respondent)
Unable to get Dental Care No 95.8% | 99.8% | 96.3% | 83.5% | 92.7% | 94.6% | 89.6% | 100% | 98.5%
(Respondent)
Unable to get Dental Care Missing 13% | 00% | 21% | 05% | 2.8% | 00% | 20% | 0.0% | 0.0%
. (] B (] . 0 . (] . 0 . 0 . (] . 0 . 0
(Respondent)
Overall Health Status (Respondent) Poor 4.5% 0.0% 24% | 208% | 0.9% | 11.3% | 18.4% | 4.6% 4.0%
Overall Health Status (Respondent) Fair 14.9% 2.4% 6.4% | 17.9% | 2.2% | 43.4% | 64.1% | 13.6% | 10.4%
Overall Health Status (Respondent) Good 37.4% 14.0% | 27.9% | 50.6% | 17.8% | 31.5% | 85% | 70.4% | 68.8%
Overall Health Status (Respondent) Very Good 32.0% 23.8% | 59.3% | 6.8% | 72.1% | 9.8% 4.2% 8.1% 9.9%
Overall Health Status (Respondent) Excellent 10.5% 59.8% | 4.0% 3.9% 7.1% 4.1% 4.8% 3.4% 6.9%
Overall Health Status (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Mental Health Status (Respondent) Poor 2.3% 0.0% 0.3% 7.0% 0.0% 53% | 15.1% | 1.9% 0.0%
Mental Health Status (Respondent) Fair 9.1% 0.7% 58% | 24.9% | 58% | 157% | 29.7% | 6.3% 5.8%
Mental Health Status (Respondent) Good 37.0% 185% | 17.1% | 48.7% | 152% | 60.5% | 34.1% | 61.6% | 69.5%
Mental Health Status (Respondent) Very Good 31.1% 8.0% | 67.7% | 15.4% | 61.6% | 10.8% | 11.7% | 14.3% | 8.0%

Copyright © 2021 Society of Actuaries Research Institute



28

Mental Health Status (Respondent) Excellent 19.8% 72.9% 9.1% 4.0% 17.4% 7.8% 9.5% 15.9% | 16.8%

Mental Health Status (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

ADL or IADL Limitations (Respondent) Yes 14.8% 46% | 11.0% | 56.3% | 10.0% | 32.5% | 70.0% | 20.4% | 8.4%

ADL or IADL Limitations (Respondent) No 83.3% 95.4% | 88.2% | 42.2% | 88.0% | 65.6% | 30.0% | 79.1% | 91.6%

ADL or IADL Limitations (Respondent) Missing 2.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.5% 2.1% 1.9% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0%
Table B8 (Continued)

RESPONDENT CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

VELELIES Attributes Overall \ 1 6 18 24 27 31 34 38
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
BMI (Respondent) Missing 2.7% 3.4% 2.6% 2.7% 2.1% 1.9% 2.4% 1.1% 5.6%
BMI (Respondent) Obese 35.9% 9.2% 53.5% | 55.2% | 14.2% | 56.9% | 64.1% | 64.2% | 19.2%
BMI (Respondent) Overweight 30.3% 23.2% | 21.5% | 21.6% | 51.5% | 19.1% | 24.4% | 24.7% | 50.6%
BMI (Respondent) Normal 30.0% 64.2% | 21.6% | 16.8% | 31.4% | 20.7% | 5.5% 9.7% | 24.6%
BMI (Respondent) Underweight 1.0% 0.0% 0.8% 3.7% 0.9% 1.5% 3.7% 0.3% 0.0%
Di d Specifi i iti
(I;ZESS:]ZenSeCIfIC hicecell Esielisons 6+ 2.6% 0.5% 1.2% 15.2% 3.8% 9.5% 8.0% 5.3% 0.0%
Diagnh ific Medical —

lagnosed Specific Medical Conditions 3-5 161% | 62% | 14.9% | 63.2% | 12.8% | 33.7% | 59.0% | 29.3% | 14.7%
(Respondent)
Di d Specific Medical iti

e Sfeaelita e el Ceite fems 1-2 44.1% 52.5% | 63.9% | 152% | 23.4% | 45.8% | 24.4% | 51.5% | 16.4%
(Respondent)
Diagnosed Specific Medical Conditions 0 36.2% | 40.8% | 20.1% | 63% | 60.1% | 11.0% | 7.9% | 13.9% | 68.7%
(Respondent)
Diagnosed Specific Medical Conditi

& P edicatonditions Missing 10% | 00% | 0.0% | 00% | 00% | 0.0% | 06% | 0.0% | 0.2%

(Respondent)
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Table B9

HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

29

VELELIES ‘ Attributes Overall ‘ 1 6 18 24 27 31 34 38
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
Geographic Region Northeast 15.8% 55.2% | 11.1% | 16.6% | 12.5% | 8.6% 83% | 17.0% | 8.0%
Geographic Region Midwest 21.4% 7.9% | 54.1% | 28.3% | 20.1% | 183% | 22.2% | 47.9% | 6.1%
Geographic Region South 39.2% 23.0% | 17.4% | 48.1% | 49.0% | 59.3% | 55.1% | 23.2% | 56.7%
Geographic Region West 23.7% 13.9% | 17.5% 7.1% 185% | 13.8% | 14.4% | 11.9% | 29.2%
Highest Level of Education Among No Degree 91% | 00% | 01% | 84% | 04% | 53% | 200% | 0.1% | 50.3%
Family Members

Highest Level of Education Among High School 242% | 2.0% | 15.4% | 32.0% | 9.0% | 58.2% | 52.8% | 23.8% | 23.9%
Family Members

ngh.eSt Level of Education Among College 25.3% 18.1% | 16.9% | 45.3% | 56.9% | 15.0% | 16.3% | 46.2% | 15.0%
Family Members

ngh.eSt Level of Education Among BA-level 22.5% 17.8% | 15.1% | 12.4% | 20.1% | 15.6% 8.0% 15.1% 6.2%
Family Members

ngh.eSt Level of Education Among Graduate-level 18.1% 62.1% | 52.5% 1.9% 13.6% 6.0% 2.9% 14.7% 4.5%
Family Members

Highest Level of Education Among Missing 08% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 0.0% | 00% | 0.0% | 0.0%
Family Members

Employment Status of Mother Missing 8.0% 1.7% 2.9% | 86.4% | 3.0% 3.6% 7.0% 8.8% 1.8%
Employment Status of Mother Unemployed 19.4% 13.2% | 7.1% 4.8% | 163% | 23.3% | 54.6% | 13.5% | 76.4%
Employment Status of Mother e:‘;lf;g y 120% | 7.0% | 63% | 52% | 183% | 9.7% | 22.0% | 13.7% | 6.1%
Employment Status of Mother Full employed 60.6% 78.1% | 83.7% | 3.5% | 62.4% | 63.4% | 16.4% | 64.0% | 15.8%
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Table B9 (Continued)

HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

30

VELELIES Attributes Overall \ 1 6 18 24 27 31 34 38

Rank of Child Net Total 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37

Expenditure

Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%

Employment Status of Father Missing 28.2% 0.5% 2.8% | 69.6% | 4.9% 6.9% | 87.4% | 5.3% 6.1%

Employment Status of Father Unemployed 4.0% 3.3% 3.7% 6.8% 3.4% 4.9% 3.9% | 103% | 3.8%

Employment Status of Father Partially employed 5.1% 2.6% 54% | 3.0% | 9.0% | 5.6% 73% | 7.1% | 15.8%

Employment Status of Father Full employed 62.8% 93.5% | 88.1% | 20.6% | 82.7% | 82.5% | 1.5% | 77.3% | 74.3%

Household Income Poor 17.6% 3.4% 2.4% | 26.0% | 9.8% 87% | 74.8% | 85% | 46.2%

Household Income Near Poor 5.0% 0.0% 0.8% 2.2% 3.4% 12% | 104% | 6.0% 9.3%

Household Income Low Income 16.2% 4.0% 5.4% 33.0% | 13.7% | 11.4% 6.6% 8.2% 21.3%

Household Income Medium Income 30.8% 19.5% | 25.5% | 27.6% | 55.9% | 66.8% | 83% | 27.1% | 18.9%

Household Income High Income 30.4% 73.1% | 65.8% | 11.2% | 17.2% | 11.9% | 0.0% | 50.2% | 4.3%

Food Insecurity of Household Insecure 21.1% 4.9% 6.7% | 52.7% | 14.3% | 33.2% | 48.5% | 16.5% | 17.0%

Food Insecurity of Household Secure 75.9% 94.4% | 91.5% | 44.5% | 85.7% | 65.7% | 44.2% | 81.7% | 79.4%

Food Insecurity of Household Missing 3.0% 0.7% 1.9% 2.8% 0.0% 1.1% 7.4% 1.8% 3.6%

Number of Adults in Family (> 0

17 in age) vi 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.2%

- e

T;rizt;egre())f Al T el | L 18.9% 0.0% 1.3% 24.2% 0.2% 1.3% 67.9% 3.0% 4.5%

Number of Adults in Family (> 2

1;mt;egec)) dults in Family ( 61.4% | 73.5% | 80.9% | 53.8% | 88.4% | 74.1% | 20.4% | 73.9% | 72.2%

- e

T;ri?]t;egre())f Al T el | . 14.0% 21.1% | 14.8% | 15.5% 7.1% 20.9% 6.0% 18.5% 9.8%
f Its i ily (> 4+

T;mt;egre(; Adults in Family ( 4.7% 5.4% 2.9% 4.4% 4.2% 3.5% 4.8% 4.7% 13.3%

z\iuln;bi(;rac;;:hlldren in Family 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

- - - 1

z\iuln;t;(:]raC;Z():hlldren DRI 24.4% 23.7% | 29.8% | 50.3% | 14.8% | 19.5% | 26.9% | 24.8% 5.9%

Number of Children in Famil 2

(<17 in age) v 39.9% 51.7% | 44.3% | 22.7% | 23.9% | 61.2% | 41.7% | 54.5% | 29.7%

z\iulrr;biira(;z)Chlldren 00 el £ 23.2% 12.4% | 17.9% | 16.5% | 45.4% | 11.8% | 20.5% | 15.4% | 12.0%
f Chi in Fami 4+

z\iuln;biira(;e(): fldren in Family 126% | 12.2% | 80% | 10.6% | 159% | 7.5% | 109% | 53% | 52.4%

Parent Status :’_;\;:il\/\;”:r:]e?rzzz: 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 60.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.5% 2.4% 1.4%

Parent Status Live with mother or P 5 o e e S = = T

father (part of year

Parent Status Live with father 4.6% 1.7% 29% | 25.4% | 2.0% 2.0% 3.9% 5.4% 0.4%

Parent Status Live with mother 24.4% 0.5% 2.8% 6.4% 0.6% 5.3% 84.0% | 2.9% 4.7%

Parent Status Live with both 64.9% 97.2% | 93.8% 3.7% 94.8% | 88.6% 3.0% 86.1% | 92.2%

Copyright © 2021 Society of Actuaries Research Institute




31

Table B9 (Continued)
HOUSEHOLD CLUSTER PROFILE INPUT VARIABLES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

Variables Attributes Overall 1 6 18 24 27 31 34 38
Rank of Child Net Total 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Expenditure

Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
Marital Status of Mother Missing 8.0% 1.7% 29% | 86.4% | 3.0% 3.6% 7.0% 8.8% 1.8%
Marital Status of Mother Never Married 14.6% 3.3% 0.6% 4.6% 6.2% 2.0% 54.0% | 3.5% 12.0%
MEIIE SRS @ et S\Z;‘i?:tzj’ g'hvig'?::r') 46% | 00% | 28% | 39% | 00% | 51% | 11.6% | 15% | 02%
Marital Status of Mother W'doswé ii’rgt'zgrced’ 9.5% | 0.0% | 05% | 25% | 03% | 3.0% | 186% | 02% | 0.2%
Marital Status of Mother Married 63.4% 95.0% | 93.2% | 2.6% 90.4% | 86.3% | 89% | 86.0% | 85.9%
Marital Status of Father Missing 28.1% 0.5% 2.8% | 69.6% | 2.9% 6.9% | 87.4% | 53% 6.1%
Marital Status of Father Never Married 4.7% 1.1% 0.4% 8.1% 6.4% 2.2% 4.4% 2.4% 9.4%
] S el T S\/:::(::'tz(;’ (?Lvizer::r') 24% | 34% | 27% | 11.9% | 02% | 3.0% | 53% | 50% | 05%
Marital Status of Father W'dosv‘éicl’rgt'\e'gmed’ 25% | 00% | 00% | 7.9% | 00% | 08% | 14% | 2.9% | 13%
Marital Status of Father Married 62.4% 95.0% | 94.1% | 2.6% 90.4% | 87.1% 1.5% | 84.5% | 82.8%
Family Change Change 2.2% 0.0% 1.3% 4.0% 0.0% 3.3% 8.0% 1.8% 1.0%
Family Change No change 97.8% 100% 98.7% 96.0% 100% 96.7% 92.0% 98.2% 99.0%

Copyright © 2021 Society of Actuaries Research Institute



32

Appendix C: Detailed Summary of Cluster Profiles for Outcomes

Table C1
CLUSTER PROFILE OUTCOMES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS

From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters
VELELIEH  Attributes  Overall 1 p 3 1 ) 11
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 1 2 3 2 1 10
Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% 22.6% 22.4% 18.5% 13.6% 5.6%

Health Insurance (Respondent Uninsured 10.7% 4.5% 10.0% | 26.7% | 4.3% 9.1% 12.2%

)
Health Insurance (Respondent) Public 20.0% 8.1% | 42.6% | 265% | 3.9% 17.4% | 56.7%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Private 68.6% 86.9% | 46.0% | 46.3% | 91.8% | 73.5% | 31.1%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) No 50.0% 34.6% | 67.1% | 70.7% | 31.3% | 47.5% | 80.4%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) Yes 49.2% 64.9% | 31.4% | 28.6% | 68.7% | 52.5% | 19.6%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Heath Insurance (Child) Uninsured 4.0% 2.6% 3.2% 8.1% 3.6% 5.2% 4.4%
Heath Insurance (Child) Public 37.6% 18.9% | 64.4% | 56.4% | 11.8% | 32.1% | 72.8%
Heath Insurance (Child) Private 58.5% 785% | 32.4% | 35.5% | 84.7% | 62.8% | 22.9%
Dental Insurance (Child) No 56.1% 39.1% 78.0% 75.7% 35.0% 51.4% 84.0%
Dental Insurance (Child) Yes 43.9% 60.9% | 22.0% | 24.3% | 65.0% | 48.7% | 16.0%
Overall Health Status (Child) Poor 0.5% 0.3% 0.9% 0.7% 0.3% 0.5% 0.9%
Overall Health Status (Child) Fair 3.7% 2.0% 6.1% 5.7% 1.0% 6.1% 7.4%
Overall Health Status (Child) Good 25.9% 19.1% 31.5% 36.9% 17.9% 33.7% 36.3%
Overall Health Status (Child) C\_]/s?é 35.7% | 39.3% | 32.2% | 305% | 45.5% | 35.6% | 25.9%
Overall Health Status (Child) Excellent 34.2% 39.4% | 29.4% | 26.3% | 353% | 24.2% | 29.5%
Mental Health Status (Child) Poor 1.3% 0.8% 2.6% 1.1% 1.1% 1.9% 2.3%
Mental Health Status (Child) Fair 4.7% 4.0% 6.2% 5.0% 3.0% 9.3% 6.5%
Mental Health Status (Child) Good 26.5% 19.0% | 34.8% | 36.7% | 18.3% | 34.8% | 40.0%
Mental Health Status (Child Ver
( ) Goo\(/j 30.2% 33.6% 25.6% 26.4% 39.4% 25.3% 22.2%

Mental Health Status (Child) Excellent 37.3% 42.6% 30.9% 30.8% 38.2% 28.7% 29.1%
Limitations in Attending School (Child) Yes 1.1% 1.2% 1.0% 1.1% 1.7% 1.7% 0.5%
Limitations in Attending School (Child) No 0.4% 0.2% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.5%
Limitations in Attending School (Child) Missing 98.5% 98.6% | 98.3% | 98.5% | 98.2% | 97.9% | 99.0%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) Missing 4.2% 3.4% 6.0% 4.5% 2.4% 3.8% 9.4%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 8+ 8.4% 8.5% 9.9% 6.6% | 10.5% | 12.4% | 9.0%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 3-7 23.3% 243% | 22.3% | 22.0% | 26.4% | 29.9% | 16.1%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 1-2 27.0% 29.6% | 22.2% | 25.4% | 27.4% | 26.4% | 20.2%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 0 37.1% 342% | 39.7% | 41.5% | 33.3% | 27.6% | 45.4%
BEh?VIOral PrOblemsf At Home with Yes 50.3% 52.0% 52.9% 43.4% 57.0% 60.0% 46.8%
Family Members (Child)
Behavioral Problems: At Home with

. . No 47.1% 45.4% 43.7% 54.5% 41.2% 38.2% 47.4%
Family Members (Child)
IR i LSl B S Missing 2.7% 2.6% 3.5% 2.1% 1.8% 1.8% 5.9%

Family Members (Child)
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Table C1 (Continued)
CLUSTER PROFILE OUTCOMES FROM 3 AND 11 CLUSTERS
From 3 Clusters From 11 Clusters
VELELIES ‘ Attributes  Overall 1 2 3 1 ) 11
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 1 2 3 2 1 10
Cluster Percentages 100% 55.0% | 22.6% | 22.4% | 185% | 13.6% 5.6%
Behavioral Problems: At School or
27.5% 26.5% 33.8% 23.7% 28.3% 39.0% 29.7%
with Schoolwork Completion (Child) Yes 0 0 ’ ° ’ ’ )
Behavioral Problems: At School or
69.8% 71.0% 62.7% 74.2% 70.0% 59.2% 64.4%
with Schoolwork Completion (Child) No
Behavioral Problems: At School or Missing 27% | 26% | 35% | 21% | 18% | 18% | 59%

with Schoolwork Completion (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in
Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling Yes 43.7% 46.2% | 453% | 359% | 47.2% | 54.8% | 38.6%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in
Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling No 53.6% 51.2% | 51.3% | 62.0% | 51.1% | 43.4% | 55.5%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in
Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling Missing 2.7% 2.6% 3.5% 2.1% 1.8% 1.8% 5.9%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)

Table C2
CLUSTER PROFILE OUTCOMES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

| Variabless ~~ Attributes  Overall

Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 4 1 8 2 5 24

Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Uninsured 5.1% 3.2% 6.2% 8.0% 87% | 13.1% | 0.0%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Public 2.9% 41.5% 11.6% | 20.2% | 73.9% | 52.5% 0.0%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Private 92.0% 55.3% | 822% | 71.9% | 17.4% | 34.5% | 0.0%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Missing 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) No 32.3% 68.9% | 36.3% | 485% | 93.0% | 77.7% 0.0%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) Yes 67.7% 31.1% | 63.7% | 51.5% 7.0% 22.3% 0.0%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) Missing 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Heath Insurance (Child) Uninsured 5.3% 1.6% 3.9% 7.1% 1.6% 3.5% 0.0%
Heath Insurance (Child) Public 11.0% 71.0% | 24.2% | 32.9% | 85.4% | 74.1% 0.0%
Heath Insurance (Child) Private 83.7% 27.4% | 71.9% | 60.0% 13.0% | 22.4% 0.0%
Dental Insurance (Child) No 38.3% 80.9% | 42.5% | 52.6% | 92.0% | 83.8% 0.0%
Dental Insurance (Child) Yes 61.8% 19.2% | 57.5% | 47.4% 8.0% 16.2% 0.0%
Overall Health Status (Child) Poor 0.6% 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 4.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Overall Health Status (Child) Fair 0.8% 7.5% 0.9% 5.8% 21.0% 3.2% 0.0%
Overall Health Status (Child) Good 17.5% 38.1% 17.4% | 42.8% | 359% | 37.2% 0.0%
Overall Health Status (Child) Very Good 43.7% 37.2% | 46.3% | 28.8% | 23.5% | 27.3% | 0.0%
Overall Health Status (Child) Excellent 37.4% 16.0% | 354% | 22.2% | 15.0% | 32.3% | 0.0%
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Table C2 (Continued)
CLUSTER PROFILE OUTCOMES FROM 24 CLUSTERS

From 24 Clusters

VELELIES Attributes \ Overall 1 12 17 19 21 24
Rank of child net total expenditure 4 1 8 2 5 24
Cluster Percentages 100% 8.6% 2.4% 6.8% 7.7% 2.5% 3.5%
Mental health status (Child) Poor 1.5% 4.2% 0.0% 2.3% 8.4% 1.1% 0.0%
Mental health status (Child) Fair 3.5% 8.4% 4.9% 9.6% 19.0% 3.6% 0.0%
Mental health status (Child) Good 19.9% 37.7% | 15.1% | 42.2% | 36.4% | 39.8% 0.0%
Mental health status (Child) Very Good 38.2% 29.2% | 41.9% | 21.2% | 20.4% | 23.6% 0.0%
Mental health status (Child) Excellent 36.9% 20.6% | 38.1% | 24.7% | 15.8% | 31.8% | 0.0%
Limitations in attending school (Child) Yes 1.5% 3.5% 1.1% 1.6% 4.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Limitations in attending school (Child) No 0.0% 0.5% 0.4% 0.1% 2.6% 0.4% 0.0%
Limitations in attending school (Child) Missing 98.5% 96.1% | 98.5% | 98.3% | 93.4% | 99.6% | 0.0%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Number of school days missed (Child) Missing 2.6% 5.6% 9.2% 3.3% 6.4% 9.1% 0.0%
Number of school days missed (Child) 8+ 11.2% 22.4% | 6.5% 13.4% | 16.6% | 4.8% 0.0%
Number of school days missed (Child) 3-7 23.8% 18.9% | 18.8% | 32.5% | 26.6% | 14.2% | 0.0%
Number of school days missed (Child) 1-2 28.5% 285% | 30.0% | 26.5% | 20.9% | 20.7% | 0.0%
Number of school days missed (Child) 0 34.0% 24.6% | 35.5% | 24.4% | 29.6% | 51.3% | 0.0%
Behavioral problems: At home with Yes 63.2% | 77.5% | 49.1% | 59.7% | 64.5% | 450% | 0.0%
. (] . (] . 0 . 0 . 0 . 0 . (]
family members (Child)
Beh?woral prOblems.: Athome with No 35.2% 20.1% | 47.9% 38.9% 31.4% | 49.5% 0.0%
family members (Child)
Behavioral problems: At home with Missing 16% | 24% | 3.0% | 14% | 41% | 55% | 00%
family members (Child)
Behavioral Problemsz At Sch'ool or with Ves i iz | amem | amem | deem | e @
Schoolwork Completion (Child)
Behavioral Problems:. At Sch'ool or with No 65.0% 18.3% | 69.2% | 58.0% | 49.0% | 6a8% | 0.0%
Schoolwork Completion (Child)
Behavioral Problems: At School or with Missing 1.6% 2.4% 3.0% 1.4% 4.1% 5.5% 0.0%

Schoolwork Completion (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in
Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling Yes 47.4% 59.0% | 485% | 54.0% | 56.6% | 36.5% 0.0%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in
Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling No 51.0% 38.6% | 48.5% | 44.6% | 39.3% | 58.0% | 0.0%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in
Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling Missing 1.6% 2.4% 3.0% 1.4% 4.1% 5.5% 0.0%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)
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Table C3
CLUSTER PROFILE OUTCOMES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

VELELES Attributes  Overall
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%

Health Insurance (Respondent Uninsured 10.7% 0.6% 8.1% 3.4% 5.6% 9.9% 7.4% 52% | 37.5%

)

Health Insurance (Respondent) Public 20.0% 1.8% 1.8% | 35.7% | 12.5% | 21.9% | 74.1% | 11.5% | 29.2%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Private 68.6% 97.6% | 90.1% | 60.9% | 82.0% | 68.2% | 18.5% | 83.3% | 33.3%
Health Insurance (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) No 50.0% 27.3% | 34.8% | 64.5% | 33.6% | 53.6% | 93.0% | 40.7% | 74.2%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) Yes 49.2% 72.7% | 65.2% | 355% | 66.4% | 46.4% | 7.0% | 59.4% | 25.8%
Dental Insurance (Respondent) Missing 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Heath Insurance (Child) Uninsured 4.0% 2.5% 5.9% 2.3% 3.7% 8.4% 0.7% 0.6% 11.2%
Heath Insurance (Child) Public 37.6% 6.8% 81% | 72.0% | 243% | 33.1% | 85.2% | 28.3% | 61.5%
Heath Insurance (Child) Private 58.5% 90.7% | 86.0% | 25.7% | 72.0% | 58.5% | 14.1% | 71.1% | 27.3%
Dental Insurance (Child) No 56.1% 30.5% | 37.0% | 80.1% | 43.7% | 56.5% | 91.9% | 41.0% | 74.7%
Dental Insurance (Child) Yes 43.9% 69.6% | 63.0% | 19.9% | 56.3% | 43.5% 8.1% 59.0% | 25.3%
Overall Health Status (Child) Poor 0.5% 0.0% 0.8% 1.1% 0.0% 0.5% 3.5% 0.4% 0.0%
Overall Health Status (Child) Fair 3.7% 0.8% 1.1% 9.0% 0.7% 5.0% | 22.5% | 2.2% 4.9%
Overall Health Status (Child) Good 25.9% 9.0% 16.7% | 41.0% | 15.6% | 41.0% | 36.6% | 33.3% | 41.1%
Overall Health Status (Child) Very Good 35.7% 233% | 459% | 334% | 452% | 29.7% | 20.3% | 36.0% | 25.8%
Overall Health Status (Child) Excellent 34.2% 66.9% | 35.5% | 15.4% | 38.6% | 23.8% 17.1% | 28.1% | 28.2%
Mental Health Status (Child) Poor 1.3% 0.0% 2.4% 4.9% 0.0% 2.6% 9.9% 0.6% 0.0%
Mental Health Status (Child) Fair 4.7% 2.7% 4.0% 8.3% 44% | 10.1% | 20.2% | 9.2% 3.8%
Mental Health Status (Child) Good 26.5% 13.7% | 204% | 41.8% | 14.9% | 40.5% | 33.9% | 28.9% | 39.2%
Mental Health Status (Child) Very Good 30.2% 17.0% | 41.6% | 259% | 41.7% | 19.8% | 21.9% | 29.8% | 24.0%
Mental Health Status (Child) Excellent 37.3% 66.7% | 31.7% | 19.2% | 39.1% | 27.0% | 14.1% | 31.6% | 33.1%
Limitations in Attending School (Child) Yes 1.1% 1.3% 1.2% 4.0% 1.7% 2.4% 4.0% 2.2% 0.4%
Limitations in Attending School (Child) No 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.2% 0.5% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Limitations in Attending School (Child) Missing 98.5% 98.7% | 98.9% | 95.4% | 98.1% | 97.1% | 93.4% | 97.9% | 99.6%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) Missing 4.2% 0.7% 2.7% 5.8% 8.0% 2.9% 5.5% 2.9% 8.9%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 8+ 8.4% 7.0% 9.8% | 23.1% | 7.4% | 14.2% | 16.4% | 13.2% | 1.5%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 3-7 23.3% 11.5% | 27.4% | 20.0% | 19.9% | 30.7% | 24.6% | 35.7% | 8.4%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 1-2 27.0% 354% | 29.5% | 30.0% | 32.9% | 22.6% | 23.3% | 25.5% | 22.0%
Number of School Days Missed (Child) 0 37.1% 454% | 30.6% | 21.0% | 31.8% | 29.7% | 30.2% | 22.7% | 59.3%
B i : i

EhE.NIoraI PrOblems. AR Yes 50.3% 51.8% | 64.8% | 71.7% | 51.3% | 61.1% | 69.7% | 66.8% | 26.5%
Family Members (Child)
Beha‘woral PrObleme At Home with No 47.1% 48.2% | 35.0% | 253% | 46.6% | 385% | 27.7% | 33.2% | 70.8%
Family Members (Child)
Behavioral Problems: At Home with Missing 27% | 00% | 03% | 3.0% | 20% | 05% | 27% | 00% | 2.7%

Family Members (Child)
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Table C3 (Continued)
CLUSTER PROFILE OUTCOMES FROM 38 CLUSTERS

From 38 Clusters

Variables Attributes  Overall 1 6 18 24 27 31 34 38
Rank of Child Net Total Expenditure 5 6 3 14 2 8 1 37
Cluster Percentages 100% 4.2% 5.4% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2%
E::j:;;r;r'kpgaﬁ)ﬁstﬁ (Sé:i?(;))' or with Yes 275% | 23.0% | 32.6% | 46.7% | 28.9% | 44.0% | 50.7% | 41.3% | 13.2%
Ef:j;’:\?vr;'kpgﬁiﬁst;ﬁ; (Scc:icl’;’)l or with No 69.8% | 77.0% | 67.1% | 503% | 69.1% | 55.6% | 46.6% | 58.7% | 84.1%
Behavioral Problems: At School orwith |y 0 27% | 00% | 03% | 3.0% | 20% | 05% | 27% | 00% | 2.7%

Schoolwork Completion (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in

Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling Yes 43.7% 45.4% | 47.2% | 582% | 45.7% | 55.5% | 62.5% | 51.8% | 19.2%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in

Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling No 53.6% 54.6% | 52.5% | 38.8% | 52.3% | 44.0% | 34.9% | 482% | 78.1%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)

Behavioral Problems: In General, in

Having Fun, Being Happy, or Feeling Missing 2.7% 0.0% 0.3% 3.0% 2.0% 0.5% 2.7% 0.0% 2.7%
Nervous or Afraid (Child)
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