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ABSTRACT 
 
The Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (L.A.FANS) is a longitudinal study of 
families in Los Angeles County and of the neighborhoods in which they live.  This codebook 
covers the second wave of L.A.FANS.  Fieldwork for Wave 1 was begun in April 2000 and was 
completed in January 2002.  Fieldwork for the second wave took place between August 2006 
and December 2008.  L.A.FANS was designed to answer key research and policy questions in 
three areas: the effects of neighborhoods and families on children’s development; the effects of 
welfare reform at the neighborhood level; and the process of residential mobility and 
neighborhood change.  L.A.FANS also provides a data set for studying other important social, 
economic, and policy issues, including: adult health and health disparities, immigrant well-being, 
social ties and neighborhood interaction, marriage patterns, ethnic identity, family survival 
strategies, family dynamics, health insurance coverage, and self-reported vs. measured health 
status. 
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GLOSSARY 
 

Abbreviation Definition 

BMI Body Mass Index 

BPI  Behavioral Problem Index 

CAPI  Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing 

CASI  Computer Assisted Self-Administered Interviewing 

CATI  Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing 

CIDI-SF Composite International Diagnostic Interview Short Form—developed by World 
Health Organization to evaluate hierarchy-free diagnoses according to the 
definitions and criteria of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders 

DBS Dried Blood Spots (collected on special filter paper) 

EHC  

 

Event History Calendar—a component of the Adult Module that collected 
retrospective information across several domains 

HOF Household Observation Form 

HOME  Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment 

L.A.FANS  Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey 

PCG  Primary Caregiver—person who is a half-time or greater resident of the 
household and responsible for the RSC (and SIB, if any) under 18 years of age 

RSA  Randomly Selected Adult—person age 18 and over who is a half-time or 
greater resident of household 

RSC  Randomly Selected Child—child age 17 years and under who is a half-time or 
greater resident 

 Note that some panel RSCs (i.e., chosen in Wave 1 and eligible for reinterview 
in Wave 2) were older than 17 years of age at the Wave 2 interview. 

RTI  Research Triangle Institute—survey organization that conducted L.A.FANS-2 
fieldwork 

SIB  Selected sibling of the RSC aged 17 years or under (must have the same 
PCG) who is half-time or greater resident 

 Note that some panel SIBs (i.e., chosen in Wave 1 and eligible for reinterview 
in Wave 2) were older than 17 years at the Wave 2 interview. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (L.A.FANS) is a longitudinal study of 
families in Los Angeles County and of the neighborhoods in which they live.  This codebook 
covers the second wave of L.A.FANS.  Fieldwork for Wave 1 was begun in April 2000 and was 
completed in January 2002.  Fieldwork for the second wave took place between August 2006 
and December 2008. 
 
L.A.FANS was designed to answer key research and policy questions in three areas: the effects 
of neighborhoods and families on children’s development; the effects of welfare reform at the 
neighborhood level; and the process of residential mobility and neighborhood change.  
L.A.FANS also provides a data set for studying other important social, economic, and policy 
issues, including: adult health and health disparities, immigrant well-being, social ties and 
neighborhood interaction, marriage patterns, ethnic identity, family survival strategies, family 
dynamics, health insurance coverage, and self-reported vs. measured health status. 
 
The survey is based on a multilevel design that sampled neighborhoods, households, and 
individuals.  The wealth of information at all these levels increases the possibility of indirect 
identification of respondents.  To minimize disclosure risk, we have created two forms of data: a 
public use version that contains very limited geographic information and neighborhood 
characteristics and a restricted version that includes geographic identifiers. 
 
Protecting Respondent Privacy and Confidentiality of Responses 
 
L.A.FANS was designed to collect data to be used by the broadest possible group of 
researchers.  L.A.FANS is based at RAND and UCLA, both of which are committed to making 
as much data available to the research community as they can.  At the same time, RAND and 
UCLA are strongly committed to protecting the privacy of L.A.FANS respondents and the 
confidentiality of L.A.FANS data.  Identification of respondents is a major concern for L.A.FANS 
and other surveys that collect detailed individual and local area data.  No direct identifiers, such 
as respondents’ names and addresses, will ever be released.  However, through indirect 
identification—also known as re-identification or deductive disclosure—it may be possible to 
determine individual respondents’ identities by using combinations of characteristics of 
individuals and of their local area.  The problem is particularly acute in L.A.FANS because of its 
clustered design, its longitudinal nature, its location in a limited geographic area, and the 
amount and type of data collected on individuals and neighborhoods. 
 
L.A.FANS Public Use Data have been processed to minimize the likelihood of indirect 
identification of respondents while making the maximum amount of data available to the 
research community.  First, the Public Use Data exclude those data fields that may enable 
identification of survey respondents either through direct identification or through deductive 
identification.  These variables include geographic identifiers, detailed occupation codes, and 
related variables.  Most variables excluded from the Public Use Data will be available in the 
L.A.FANS Restricted Data.  Second, in the Public Use Data we have recoded some variables 
into broader categories and topcoded income and other variables in order to reduce the risk of 
indirect identification.
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2. SURVEY OVERVIEW 
 
Survey Description 
 
In the past two decades, there has been a growing interest in the role of neighborhoods in 
shaping a variety of outcomes for families, adults, and children.  The broad set of outcomes that 
have been studied includes violent crime, educational attainment, domestic violence, fertility, 
residential mobility, and children’s development.  From a scientific and policy perspective, the 
potential importance of understanding the effects of neighborhoods is considerable. 
 
The Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey was designed to enable research on 
neighborhoods themselves and on neighborhood effects on households and individuals, by 
collecting longitudinal data on neighborhoods, families, children, and on residential choice and 
neighborhood change.  The first wave (L.A.FANS-1), which was fielded between April 2000 and 
January 2002, interviewed adults and children living in 3,085 households in a diverse stratified 
probability sample of 65 neighborhoods throughout Los Angeles County.  In Wave 2 of 
L.A.FANS, we attempted to reinterview in person primary respondents from Wave 1 (i.e., RSAs 
and RSC/SIBs—see below for respondent definitions) who were residing in Los Angeles 
County, whether or not they continued to live in their Wave 1 neighborhoods.  We also 
attempted to collect updated information on all L.A.FANS-1 respondents who had moved away 
from Los Angeles County.  In addition, we interviewed a sample of individuals who moved into 
each sampled neighborhood between Waves 1 and 2. 
 
Study Area 
 
The setting for this study is Los Angeles County, California.  Los Angeles County is a unique 
and important environment in which to study neighborhoods and children.  The county includes 
88 separate cities and many unincorporated areas, spread over 4,083 square miles.  Social and 
health services are provided by city governments, 20 county departments, 81 school districts, 
and thousands of neighborhood, municipal, and countywide agencies, both public and private.  
L.A.FANS is based on a probability sample of all neighborhoods throughout Los Angeles 
County, with an oversample of poorer neighborhoods.  Therefore, the sample includes an 
extremely diverse set of neighborhoods, varying from densely-populated central city areas to 
relatively rural mountain and desert areas to the more suburban neighborhoods of the San 
Fernando Valley and the coast. 
 
The total 2000 Los Angeles County population of about 9.5 million was 45% Latino, 31% white, 
13% Asian-Pacific Islander, and 10% African American.  Los Angeles is a major destination for 
immigrants: in 2000, about 30% of the population was foreign born.  These figures, however, 
underestimate the size of migration streams because Los Angeles is an initial point of entry into 
California for both immigrants and for migrants from other states who subsequently move on to 
other areas.  Immigration has dramatically changed many neighborhoods in the past two 
decades, as immigrants replaced African Americans and native-born Latinos in inner city areas 
and the displaced former inner-city dwellers moved into increasingly multi-ethnic communities 
elsewhere in the county.  Residential segregation for African Americans and other groups is 
lower than in many Midwestern and Northeastern cities and declined between 1980 and 2000.  
Despite Los Angeles’ unique features, children and adults in Los Angeles, especially in poorer 
neighborhoods, have many of the same types of problems seen in other major urban areas. 
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L.A.FANS-1 
 
L.A.FANS-1 Sample Design 
 
L.A.FANS-1 was based on a stratified random sample of 65 census tracts (using 1990 
boundaries) in Los Angeles County.1  Details of the original sample design and selection are 
described in the L.A.FANS-1 codebook and in an article by Sastry and co-authors.2,3  A brief 
overview of the L.A.FANS-1 sample is provided here as background to the L.A.FANS-2 sample 
design description. 
 
In 1990, Los Angeles County included 1,652 census tracts.  Prior to L.A.FANS-1, these tracts 
(minus a handful that were uninhabited or primarily group housing) were divided into three strata 
based on the percent of each tract’s population in poverty.  Tract-level estimates of percent in 
poverty in 1997 were developed by Los Angeles County’s Urban Research Division using state 
and county administrative data.  The L.A.FANS strata were: very poor (tracts in the top 10 
percent of the poverty distribution), poor (tracts in the 60–89th percentiles), and non-poor (tracts 
in the bottom 60 percent of the distribution).  Because one of the foci of the original L.A.FANS 
study was local consequences of welfare reform, the choice of three strata and the specific cut-
offs were based on the trade-off between the likely yield of welfare recipients and the 
concentration of the sample in a small number of high poverty areas (see the article cited in 
Footnote 3).  The chosen scheme represented the best balance between these two competing 
objectives.  Based on the results of an analysis, we allocated 20 tracts each to the very poor 
and poor strata and 25 tracts to the non-poor stratum. 
 
The second stage of the L.A.FANS-1 sampling plan involved selecting tracts within strata and 
blocks within tracts.  Tracts within each stratum and blocks within each tract were selected with 
probability proportional to population size.  In total, 65 tracts and 439 blocks were selected (11 
of the blocks turned out to have no households).  Thus, there was an average of 6.6 inhabited 
blocks per tract and with a range of 2–14 blocks.  Procedures to sample tracts and blocks within 
tracts are described in the article cited in Footnote 3.  Teams of trained listers canvassed each 
sampled block in person to create a list of all dwelling units/addresses within that block.  In total 
about 41,000 addresses were listed. 
 
The goal of the third sampling stage was to select 50 households within each tract.  The 50 
households were allocated evenly across the sampled blocks in each tract.  Thus within each 
tract, the same number of households were sampled per block (although households per block 
varied across tracts).  The L.A.FANS-1 design called for interviewing adults and children living 
in standard housing units, based on definitions typical of those used in other household surveys.  
                                                
1 The 65 census tracts used as sampling units for L.A.FANS are defined by 1990 census tract 
boundaries, not by 2000 census tract boundaries.  The 1990 tract boundaries, rather than the 2000 tract 
boundaries, must be used for any analysis of L.A.FANS that employs tract-level variables or adjustments 
for clustering.  In other words, there are only 65 sampled clusters in the L.A.FANS sample regardless of 
whether contextual data from 1990, 2000, or any other year are used.  
2 Peterson, Christine E., Narayan Sastry, Anne R. Pebley, Bonnie Ghosh-Dastidar, Stephanie Williamson, 
and Sandraluz Lara-Cinisomo (2003), The Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey: Codebook, 
Report DRU-2400/2-LAFANS, Labor and Population Program, RAND Corporation.  Available at 
www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.2-1.pdf. 
3 Sastry, Narayan, Bonnie Ghosh-Dastidar, John Adams, and Anne R. Pebley (2006), “The Design of a 
Multilevel Survey of Children, Families, and Communities: The Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood 
Study,” Social Science Research, 35(4): 1000–1024.  Available at 
www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/2007/RAND_RP1241.pdf. 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.2-1.pdf
http://www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/2007/RAND_RP1241.pdf
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Dwelling units eligible for selection included houses, apartments, mobile homes, and converted 
garages.  Excluded dwelling units were institutions (such as prisons, barracks, ships, detention 
centers, and nursing homes); non-institutional group quarters (such as shelters, halfway 
houses, group homes for the disabled); hotels and motels, including single room occupancy 
buildings; and temporary arrangements such as tents, cars or vans, recreational vehicles, 
trailers, and boats.  Note that homeless people were excluded from the baseline sample (though 
L.A.FANS-1 collected retrospective questions about homelessness). 
 
The 50 households were selected at random from a listing of all dwelling units within the 
sampled blocks.  Households with children less than 18 years of age were oversampled so that 
they made up 70 percent of the sample, compared to an average of 35 percent they would have 
otherwise comprised. 
 
Households that were unable to complete the interviews in one of the two survey languages— 
English and Spanish—were excluded from the sample.  The original intention was to carry out 
interviews in three languages.  We explored in detail which languages were spoken in the 
sampled census tracts using up-to-date home language information from the Los Angeles 
Unified School District and the Los Angeles County Office of Education for schools in or near 
the census tracts in our sample.  Our analysis of these school data showed that many 
languages were spoken in these census tracts, but that each language was spoken by less than 
5 percent of the population.  The two most common languages (aside from English and 
Spanish) were Armenian and Cambodian/Khmer, each with less than 1–2 percent of the total 
population in the L.A.FANS tracts.  Because so few people spoke any third language and given 
the substantial costs of high-quality translation, programming of instruments, and interviewing in 
a third language, L.A.FANS interviewing was restricted to English and Spanish.  However, basic 
information on these excluded households was collected. 
 
L.A.FANS-1 Respondents  
 
To understand the overall design of L.A.FANS-1, many users have found it easiest to think of 
(and to analyze) the L.A.FANS-1 data as two separate samples of the residents of Los Angeles 
County neighborhoods: 
 

1. A sample of adults 18 years of age and older; 

2. A sample of children 17 years of age and younger (plus each child’s primary caregiver). 
 
However, as described below, these samples are not entirely independent of each other 
because both adults and children were selected from the same sampled households.  
 
Selection of the L.A.FANS-1 sample involved the following steps: 
 

• All household members were listed in the Roster Module.   

• The Computer-Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI) instrument essentially divided full-
time household residents into two groups: (a) adults (i.e., those 18 years of age and 
older) and (b) children (i.e., those 17 years of age and younger). 

• Selection of RSA.  One adult respondent (≥18 years old) was sampled at random 
(designated the RSA or Randomly Selected Adult) by the CAPI instrument.  The RSA 
was the primary adult respondent in the household. 
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• Selection of RSC.  In households with children, one child respondent (≤ 17 years old) 
was also selected at random and designated the RSC (Randomly Selected Child). 

• Selection of PCG.  In households with children, the RSC’s Primary Caregiver (PCG) was 
also identified.  Whenever possible, the PCG was the RSC’s mother.  If the RSC’s 
mother did not live in the household or was unable to answer questions about the child, 
the child’s actual primary caregiver was selected as the PCG respondent to provide 
information on the RSC.4  Note that sometimes the PCG was already selected as the 
RSA and, therefore, has two roles in the survey: as an RSA and as a PCG.  

• Selection of SIB.  If the RSC had one or more siblings 17 years of age or younger who 
shared the same biological or adoptive mother and the same PCG, we randomly 
selected one of these siblings for interview and designated this child as the SIB. 

 
Emancipated Minors.  In households in which there were only children less than 18 years of age 
or households in which children under 18 years of age did not have a primary caregiver (e.g., a 
household of roommates, some of whom were under 18 years of age), we used a different 
approach to respondent selection.  As in the case of other households, the computer selected a 
child at random from the list of all household residents less than 18 years old.  However, a 
sampled child without a primary caregiver in the household was deemed an emancipated minor.  
Emancipated minors were treated like RSA respondents in terms of the questionnaire they 
received—i.e., they answered the Adult Module and the Household Module.  However, they are 
identified in the sample as RSCs. 
 
Only Full Time Residents Were Eligible for Respondent Selection.  Residents eligible for 
selection as the RSA, RSC, PCG, or SIB were those who lived in the sampled household for 
half time or more.  People who were temporarily away from the household—such as patients in 
hospitals, vacationers, and business travelers—were eligible for selection.  Part-time residents 
who spent less than half time in the household and overnight visitors in the prior two weeks 
were not eligible for selection, although they were listed in the Roster and basic demographic 
information was collected for them. 
 
The consequence of this sampling scheme is that the number of respondents varies from 
household to household.  Households comprised only of one or more adults usually have only 
one respondent.  However, households with both children and adults typically have more than 
one respondent. 
 
The RSA, RSC, and SIB are the primary respondents for L.A.FANS and make up the panel 
sample in L.A.FANS-2. 
 
Analytic Samples.  The L.A.FANS-1 sampling scheme allows users to choose among a number 
of analytic samples depending on the outcome and population of interest.  These samples 
include: 
 

• RSAs as a representative sample of adults; 

• RSCs as a representative sample of children; 

• PCGs as a sample of primary caregivers of children 17 years of age or younger; 

                                                
4 Note that the selection of the PCG did not depend on his or her age—if the RSC’s mother or guardian 
was under age 18 years, we interviewed her as the PCG. 
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• RSAs plus PCGs as a representative sample of adults; and 

• RSCs plus SIBs as a representative sample of children. 
 
Sample weights have been designed for L.A.FANS-1 data for several purposes, including 
permitting users to combine the RSA and PCG samples into a single analytic sample of adults.  
See the L.A.FANS-1 codebook for additional information. 
 
L.A.FANS-1 Questionnaire Modules 
 
The English versions of the L.A.FANS-1 Questionnaires are available online at 
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/request.html and at 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.3-2.pdf.  The Spanish versions are at 
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/request.html and at 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.4.pdf.  Detailed information on the origins of 
questions used in L.A.FANS-1 (many of which were also used in L.A.FANS-2) is available at: 
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/origin_questions.pdf. 
 
The questionnaires for L.A.FANS-1 were divided into seven modules called: (1) the Roster, (2) 
the Household Questionnaire, (3) the Adult Questionnaire, (4) the Parent Questionnaire, (5) the 
Primary Caregiver (PCG) Questionnaire, (6) the Child Questionnaire, and (7) Cognitive 
Assessments.  Note that the terms “questionnaires” and “module” are used interchangeably. 
 
Each of these questionnaire modules had a specific function, and understanding these functions 
makes finding data in L.A.FANS considerably easier.  The names and functions of modules in 
Wave 2 are essentially the same as in Wave 1 and, therefore, Wave 2 users are advised to 
review the function of these modules. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: Do not confuse the designations of respondent types (e.g., RSA and RSC) 
with the designations of modules (e.g., Adult and Child).  For example, not all children in 
L.A.FANS-1 Child sample were supposed to complete the Child Module.  Similarly, the sample 
that completed the Adult Module includes the RSA sample and the PCG sample (as well as 
RSCs who were Emancipated Minors). 
 

1. The Roster was used to list everyone in the household and to collect basic information 
on all residents. 

 
2. The Household Module collected data on the income and assets of the family of 

primary respondents (RSA and RSC/SIB).  The respondent was selected in the Roster 
and is the person identified by the Roster respondent as most likely to know about family 
finances.  We recommend that L.A.FANS-1 users use the cleaned and imputed data 
from the Household Module which are available in a separate file. 

 
Important Note: In some households, there are two Household Modules, one for the 
RSA and another for the RSC (or RSC and SIB), because the RSA and RSC may not 
have been members of the same nuclear family, despite living in the same household. 

 
3. The Adult Module collected information from all adult respondents in the survey about 

themselves.  In other words, this module asked each adult respondent (RSAs, PCGs, 
and Emancipated Minors) to report on their own characteristics and experiences.  

http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/request.html
http://www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.3-2.pdf
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/request.html
http://www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.4.pdf
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/origin_questions.pdf
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Because in some households with children the RSA and PCG are two different people, 
in L.A.FANS-1, some households include two Adult Modules. 

 
4. The Parent Module collected information from the PCG about each sampled child.  In 

other words, it collected information from parents about their children.  It is the primary 
source of information about all children in the L.A.FANS-1 sample.  Except for non-
response, there is a Parent Module completed for each child in the L.A.FANS-1 sample. 

 
5. The PCG Module collected supplemental information about the PCG herself as well as 

information about parenting that does not pertain to a particular child (e.g., whether the 
family eats dinner together).  The Adult Module is the primary source of information 
about each PCG, but the PCG Module provides information about the PCG’s experience 
of depression, self-esteem, partner relations, etc. 

 
6. The Child Module collected information from sampled children about themselves.  

However, because children were reporting on themselves, they had to be old enough to 
do so.  Thus, only children nine years of age and older who agreed to be interviewed 
completed a Child Module.  Because of this age restriction, the sample of respondents to 
the Child Module did not include all sampled children in L.A.FANS-1. 

 
7. Cognitive Assessments were administered to two different groups of respondents in 

L.A.FANS-1: (a) PCGs who were given a reading comprehension test and (b) RSC/SIBs 
three years of age and older who were given tests of reading and math skills.  See the 
L.A.FANS-1 codebook for a description. 

 
The Roster was the first questionnaire administered during the interview.  The Roster could be 
completed by any adult (18 years of age or older) who lived in the household half-time or more.  
Its purpose was to obtain a complete list of all household residents and limited information about 
each person.  The Roster CAPI instrument also selected the respondents for other modules and 
identified the selected respondents to the interviewers.  Table 2.1 shows the respondents who 
completed each module in L.A.FANS-1. 
 

Table 2.1. Respondents for L.A.FANS-1 
 
 Questionnaire or Module 

Type of Respondent Roster HH Adult Parent PCG Child 
Assess-
ments 

Any adult ≥18 years X       
Adult (RSA)  X** X     
Primary Caregiver (PCG)   X X X  X 
Child (RSC) ≥ age 9      X X 
Sibling (SIB) ≥ age 9      X X 
Mode of Interview IA IA IA IA SA SA IA 
Notes: If the RSA was neither the PCG nor the parent of the RSC, then the Household Questionnaire was also given 

to the PCG.  IA = interviewer administered; SA = self-administered; ** = answered by RSA or RSA’s 
spouse/partner if appropriate. 

 
Merging Modules to Create Analytic Data Sets in L.A.FANS 
 
Because of the L.A.FANS modularized questionnaire format, first-time L.A.FANS users 
sometimes find it difficult to determine which files to merge—and in what order—to create the 
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appropriate analytic files.  The need to merge files is likely to be even greater in L.A.FANS-2 
than in L.A.FANS-1.  Thus, the general strategy for L.A.FANS merging, using L.A.FANS-1 as an 
example, is summarized here briefly. 
 
To avoid common problems with merging files, all analytic files should be based on the unit of 
analysis of the dependent variable.  For example: 
 

1. A study of the determinants of children’s reading skills should be based on the sample of 
children for whom L.A.FANS-1 assessments of reading skills are available. 

2. An analysis of the effects of parents’ immigration and socioeconomic status on 
adolescent obesity should be based on the sample of adolescents (children within a 
certain user-defined age range) for whom weight and height information is available.   

3. A study of the effects of children’s health problems on parents’ employment decisions 
should be based on the sample of adults with employment data who have children in the 
sample. 

4. An analysis of the effects of men’s job loss on their relationship with their spouse/partner 
should be based on the sample of men’s spouses/partners who are in the sample. 

Once the unit of analysis of the dependent variable is determined, users should then ascertain 
which of the modules contain the dependent variable, using the guide to modules provided 
above plus the questionnaires (which are available on www.lasurvey.rand.org).  For example, in 
the first analysis above, the dependent variable will come from the Cognitive Assessment 
module for children; in the second example, from the Child Module for adolescents in which 
height and weight are reported; in the third, from the Adult Module in which employment 
information is reported; in the fourth, from the PCG Module in which PCGs report on their 
relationship with their spouses/partners. 

The file which provides the data for the dependent variable will form the base sample to which 
all other module information should be merged.  Considerably more detail on merging is 
provided in the L.A.FANS-1 Codebook. 
 
Note that L.A.FANS-1 sample weights apply to the entire samples of respondents (e.g., all 
RSAs or all RSAs plus PCGs).  When using subsamples as in some of the examples above, it is 
important to use appropriate “subsetting” weighting procedures which are available in Stata and 
other statistical packages. 

http://www.lasurvey.rand.org/
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3. L.A.FANS-2 SAMPLE DESIGN 
 
L.A.FANS-2 Sample Design Goals 
 
The goals of the L.A.FANS-2 sample design were to: (1) locate and interview in person panel 
respondents (RSA and RSC/SIBs) from L.A.FANS-1 who resided in Los Angeles County; (2) 
collect self- or proxy-reported information on the location and status of L.A.FANS-1 
respondents, regardless of where they lived at the time of L.A.FANS-2; and (3) select a sample 
of “new entrants” to the 65 L.A.FANS census tracts.  New entrants are defined as individuals 
residing in the 65 L.A.FANS census tracts at the time of the Wave 2 who had not lived in that 
census tract at the time of Wave 1.  New entrants could have moved into an L.A.FANS census 
tract in a variety of ways, including: (1) moving into or being born into an L.A.FANS panel 
household, (2) moving into a vacant or vacated dwelling, and (3) moving into a newly 
constructed dwelling. 
 
The L.A.FANS-2 sample can be conceptualized as comprising two groups: 

1. A cross-sectional sample at the time of Wave 2 of the residents of the 65 L.A.FANS 
census tracts which were selected to be representative of Los Angeles County, and 

2. A panel sample of individuals who lived in these 65 neighborhoods at the time of 
L.A.FANS-1, which in turn is comprised of two groups—those who lived in Los Angeles 
County at the time of Wave 2 and were interviewed in person and those who lived 
outside of the county for whom a status update was obtained. 

 
Thus, the L.A.FANS-2 sample includes four subgroups: 

1. Out-movers who remained in Los Angeles County: respondents who lived in an 
L.A.FANS tract at the time of Wave 1 but were living outside of that tract (within another 
Los Angeles County tract) at the time of Wave 2; 

2. Out-movers who left Los Angeles County: respondents who lived in an L.A.FANS tract at 
the time of Wave 1 but were living outside of the county at Wave 2. 

3. Stayers: respondents who lived in an L.A.FANS tract at the time of Wave 1 and at the 
time of Wave 2, and 

4. In-movers: respondents who did not live in an L.A.FANS tract at the time of Wave 1 but 
moved or were born into the tract and were residing there at the time of Wave 2.  These 
respondents, by definition, were not interviewed in Wave 1.  

 
There is an important distinction among L.A.FANS Panel respondents who resided in one of the 
65 sampled tracts at Wave 2 and those who were residing elsewhere in Los Angeles County.  
Although both groups were interviewed in person and can be used for panel analyses based on 
data collected in L.A.FANS-1 and -2, only the former group contributes to the Wave 2 cross-
sectional sample that is representative of the 65 L.A.FANS tracts in 2007–2008.  However, a 
separate set of cross-sectional weights is available that includes L.A.FANS panel respondents 
who lived outside of the 65 sampled tracts and is also representative of the Los Angeles County 
population in 2007–2008.  In Chapter 6 we provide a discussion about the situations in which 
each of these samples is appropriate.  Briefly, the cross-sectional sample based on the 65 
sampled tracts is appropriate when constructing or analyzing detailed contextual measures 
(which are collected for the 65 sampled tracts).  On the other hand, the cross-sectional sample 
comprised of all residents of Los Angeles County—including those residing outside the 65 
sampled tracts—is appropriate for analyses based exclusively on individual and household 
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variables or relying on contextual data available for all of Los Angeles County.  New entrant 
respondents who moved into the original 65 tracts between Waves 1 and 2 join both cross-
sectional samples, while panel respondents who moved out of Los Angeles County have left the 
L.A.FANS cross-sectional sample.  Users considering the use of analytic samples of the 
L.A.FANS-2 data other than one of the two cross-sectional samples or the panel sample are 
strongly advised to consult with an experienced statistician who is familiar with complex survey 
sample designs and weighting. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: L.A.FANS Neighborhood/Tract Sample.  The 65 census tracts used as 
sampling units for L.A.FANS are defined by 1990 census tract boundaries, not by 2000 census 
tract boundaries.  The 1990 tract boundaries, rather than the 2000 tract boundaries, must be 
used for any analysis of L.A.FANS-1 or L.A.FANS-2 data that employs tract-level variables or 
adjustments for clustering.  In other words, there are only 65 sampled clusters in the L.A.FANS 
sample regardless of whether contextual data from 1990, 2000, 2010, or any other year are 
used. 
 
L.A.FANS-2 Panel Respondents 
 
Panel respondents selected for L.A.FANS-2 included sampled individuals from L.A.FANS-1 
(RSAs and RSC/SIBs) who were classified as Wave 1 completes.  Wave 1 non-respondents 
from households in which one or more sampled individuals completed their Wave 1 interviews 
were also selected for an interview in L.A.FANS-2.  This was done because tracking and 
interviewing one of these people (even the Wave 1 non-respondent) was expected to increase 
the likelihood of finding and interviewing the other respondents.  Thus, only sampled individuals 
who resided in Wave 1 households in which no individual interviews were completed were 
ineligible for the Wave 2 panel sample.  The Panel RSC and SIB were both selected for Wave 2 
interviews and can simply be considered Panel “Child” respondents.  Although the selection of 
SIBs at Wave 1 was based on the prior selection of the RSC, at Wave 2 we followed and 
interviewed both of these individuals with no distinction made regarding whether they were the 
RSC or the SIB. 
 
For Wave 2 Panel respondents (including individuals selected for Wave 1 but not interviewed), 
there is a major distinction between those who resided within Los Angeles County and those 
who resided outside the county. 
 
Panel Respondents in Los Angeles County 
 
All panel respondents who resided within Los Angeles County at Wave 2 were selected for an 
in-person interview, even if they were not living in an L.A.FANS tract.  For Panel RSC/SIB 
respondents less than 18 years of age at Wave 2, the child’s current PCG was also selected for 
an in-person interview.  Note that panel children’s PCGs from Wave 1 were not automatically 
selected for a Wave 2 interview, unless they were sampled respondents themselves (most likely 
an RSA, but also possibly an RSC/SIB).  Rather, the Wave 1 PCG was interviewed again only if 
that person continued to serve as the primary caregiver for a Panel RSC/SIB who was less than 
18 years of age at Wave 2.  If an RSC/SIB less than 18 years of age at Wave 2 had a different 
primary caregiver, that person was designated the PCG respondent for Wave 2.  RSC and SIB 
pairs (i.e., siblings) who were less than 18 years of age could, in principle, have different PCGs 
in Wave 2—in contrast to Wave 1, where the selection rule for SIBs required them not only to be 
a sibling of the RSC but also to share the same PCG. 
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In summary, for L.A.FANS panel respondents, the following individuals were selected for an in-
person interview at Wave 2: 
 

• Panel RSAs residing in Los Angeles County; 

• Panel Child respondents (i.e., Panel RSCs and Panel SIBs) residing in Los Angeles 
County; and 

• The current PCG of Panel Child respondents who were less than 18 years of age at 
Wave 2 and were residing in Los Angeles County. 

 
Panel Respondents Outside of Los Angeles County 
 
Although all panel respondents residing outside of Los Angeles County were eligible for a Wave 
2 interview (by telephone), only a single telephone interview was required for a group of panel 
respondents residing together.  In other words, if an RSA and two Panel Child respondents all 
resided together outside of the county, only a single telephone interview was to be completed 
with this household.  There was a preference for completing the telephone interview with an 
adult sampled individual (Panel RSA or Panel Child 18+ years of age) or with the Wave 1 PCG, 
but any other adult member of the household was also eligible to complete the interview. 
 
The key point regarding the respondent selection procedure for individuals outside of Los 
Angeles County at Wave 2 is that there is essentially no distinction between self-reports and 
proxy reports.  Rather, the information collected for these panel individuals outside the county 
was the same regardless of who was interviewed.  We anticipated that response rates would be 
higher and the information collected more complete if we sought to interview, by telephone, only 
one respondent in each household.  The specific questionnaire topics (described below in 
detail) are all focused on obtaining an update of the panel respondents’ status at Wave 2, and 
the nature of this information means that there is little reason to expect a difference in the 
quality or completeness of reports according to which individual in the household completed the 
interview.  Furthermore, similar information on panel respondents outside of Los Angeles 
County was obtained from rosters completed in person by other members of the person’s Wave 
1 household who resided in the county.  Thus, obtaining a Wave 2 update—from any source—
on panel respondents residing outside the county is the relevant outcome indicator for these 
individuals. 
 
In summary, for L.A.FANS panel respondents residing outside of Los Angeles County, one or 
more of the following sources provided an update of their status at Wave 2: 
 

• A telephone interview with an adult who resided in the panel respondent’s household—
including possibly an interview with the panel respondent himself or herself; 

• A telephone or in-person interview with a non-coresident adult who resided with the 
panel respondent at Wave 1. 

 
In most cases, the Wave 2 update for panel respondents outside of Los Angeles County was 
obtained from the panel respondent himself or herself, the respondent’s (adult) child or parent or 
spouse, the Wave 1 PCG, another Wave 1 household member, or another Wave 2 household 
member.  For a small number of cases, an “informant” served the role of a Wave 2 proxy 
respondent for a panel individual.  This most commonly occurred in situations in which the 
person was deceased, institutionalized, physically or mentally disabled, or incarcerated at Wave 
2 and had lived alone at Wave 1. 
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Selecting the L.A.FANS-2 New Entrant Sample 
 
The goal for the L.A.FANS new entrant sample was to obtain a representative sample of all 
individuals who moved into the 65 L.A.FANS tracts between Waves 1 and 2.  We screened for 
new entrant respondents in six types of dwellings: 
 

1. Panel sample households that remained in an L.A.FANS sampled tract at Wave 2; 

2. Wave 1 dwellings of panel sample members that were vacated at Wave 2—i.e., 
complete turnover households; 

3. Dwellings that were vacant at Wave 1; 

4. Dwellings that were ineligible at Wave 1; 

5. Dwellings that were Wave 1 refusals; and 

6. New construction dwellings. 
 
Field interviewers visited all panel households that had at least one Wave 1 panel respondent 
and attempted to complete an Update Roster.  If the case was flagged for selection into the 
L.A.FANS-2 new entrant sample, then individuals who had moved into or were born into the 
household after Wave 1 were sampled for selection as Wave 2 new entrant respondents. 
 
Wave 1 panel households in which all residents listed on the Wave 1 roster had moved out were 
eligible for screening and selection into the Wave 2 new entrant sample.  The eligible pool of 
vacant, ineligible and refusal households included the following types of Wave 1 dwellings: 

 
• Wave 1 vacant dwellings (492 cases) 
• Wave 1 screener cases that were never contacted (503) 

o Access denied (311) 
o No one home after repeated visits (81) 
o Never available (111) 

• Wave 1 screener cases that were classified as unable to communicate (141) 
o Non-English/-Spanish speakers (133) 
o Physically/mentally incapable (8) 

• Wave 1 screener refusals (193) 
• Wave 1 roster ineligible (8) 

o Ineligible (6) 
o Deceased (2) 

• Wave 1 roster unable to contact (302) 
o Access denied (43) 
o No one ever home (37) 
o Respondent unavailable (199) 
o Respondent unlocatable (10) 
o Respondent left sample area (7) 
o Other (6) 

• Wave 1 roster unable to communicate (90) 
o Language barrier (74) 
o Physical/mental problem (16) 

• Wave 1 roster refusal (622) 
• Wave 1 roster partial complete (3) 
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The total number of Wave 1 refusal and ineligible cases was 1,862.  The total of Wave 1 vacant, 
refusal, and ineligible cases was (492 + 1,862 = ) 2,354.  A subsample of these cases was 
released to the field, for screening and selection of the Wave 2 new entrant sample. 
 
“New construction” refers to dwellings that did not previously exist—that is, these were dwellings 
built on land that was vacant at the time the listing for Wave 1 of L.A.FANS was created.  Any 
newly constructed dwellings that replaced an existing dwelling that appeared on the Wave 1 
listing would not be classified as “new construction” under this definition—unless the Wave 1 
listing took place between the time the tear-down occurred and before the re-built dwelling was 
constructed. 
 
New construction dwellings were identified by using the original listing file from Wave 1 of 
L.A.FANS from 1999 together with an updated list of dwellings from July 2006 that was 
purchased from a vendor of United States Postal Service (USPS) mailing lists (Marketing 
Systems Group, Inc.).  The original L.A.FANS-1 listing was developed by the project through an 
on-the-ground listing operation across 439 blocks in the 65 tracts.  This listing included a total of 
40,793 addresses in 428 blocks (11 sampled blocks had no dwellings).  The addresses from the 
original listing were standardized by a vendor (Lorton Data, Inc.) to conform to USPS 
addressing guidelines.  These guidelines are based on the USPS’s Delivery Sequence File 
(DSF), which is a complete database of every mail address serviced by USPS and includes key 
variables such as Carrier Route.  The additional variables from the DSF made it straightforward 
to match the original L.A.FANS-1 listing to the updated list of USPS addresses for the sampled 
blocks that was obtained from the vendor.  This procedure led to the identification of 4,450 new 
construction dwellings in the L.A.FANS sampled blocks. 
 
There are a number of potential sources of error in developing this listing of new construction for 
L.A.FANS-2.  First, success in identifying new construction depended on the accuracy of the 
original listing file and the new list of addresses.  The main problem that occurred was the 
incorrect identification of dwelling units as new construction—when, in fact, they were not new 
construction—due to undetected errors in the original listing file and errors that were generated 
by the address standardization process.  Second, errors in accurately coding the location of 
cases to the L.A.FANS sampled tracts and blocks could have occurred.  Difficulty with 
determining precise locations of cases without substantial additional work, including ground 
truthing, as well as the low estimated error rate led us to conclude that geocoding error was not 
a problem that could be easily resolved and, moreover, was not likely to be a major concern.  
Third, there may have been errors in incorrectly identifying existing units as new construction.  
However, these errors could only be determined definitively with extensive checking of 
administrative records for individual parcels, which was too time-consuming and expensive.  
The random nature of this type of error meant that it was unlikely to have led to systematic bias 
in the new entrant sample.  A final potential source of error is the existence of new construction 
units that were not identified in our original listing.  The magnitude of this error could be 
assessed using a “half open interval” procedure, which involves on-the-ground identification of 
new construction units that were missed.  The high cost and likely low pay-off of this activity led 
us to decide not to pursue it. 
 
Selection of Cases for the New Entrant Sample 
 
The selection of cases for the L.A.FANS-2 new entrant sample drew from each of the six 
sources described above and followed different procedures for existing dwellings and for new 
construction dwellings.  We based the size of the sample release on a target number of 
completed new entrant interviews, which, in turn, was determined by the project budget.  We 
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allocated the target new entrant sample across the sampled tracts based on estimates of the 
size of new entrant population in each tract.  Similarly, we allocated the new entrant sample 
between two components—new entrants into panel households and into complete turnover 
dwellings—based on a parallel set of estimates of the sizes of these two groups in each tract.  
Finally, we allocated the number of released cases in each tract across three components—
complete turnover dwellings, vacant dwellings, and ineligible/refusal dwellings—based on tract-
specific estimates of the sizes of these groups. 
 
The total number of cases released into the field in each tract was based on expected eligibility 
and response rates.  The size of the release was determined by the targeted number of 
completed interviews in households with children which, as in Wave 1, was set to be 70 percent 
of households in the sample.  Households without children were to be subsampled so that they 
comprised 30 percent of the final new entrant sample. 
 
The new entrant sample from new construction dwellings was again based on a target number 
of completed interviews as well as the relative number of new entrants into this type of dwelling 
compared to the number in the other five dwelling types.  The target number of new construction 
units in each tract was determined as that tract’s proportion of all new construction across the 
65 tracts, multiplied by the total target.  Next, we determined the total number of new 
construction listings to release in each tract, based on the target number of completes per tract 
and a tract-specific estimate of the likely “yield” of completed cases for each released case.  We 
oversampled household with children so that they comprised 70 percent of the sample and we 
assumed that 90 percent of new construction dwellings had residents that were new entrants to 
the neighborhood.  We also used estimates from Wave 1 of the overall tract-specific response 
rate and from the 2000 Census of the percent of households with children. 
 
Screening Households in New Entrant Sample and Selection of Individual Respondents 
 
Households selected for the new entrant sample were asked to complete a brief screener 
interview.  Answers to the screener questions determined whether or not children resided in the 
dwelling and whether the household was eligible for the Wave 2 new entrant sample.  
Households without children were subsampled using a randomly-assigned selection flag for 
each case.  The flags were set so that, on average, approximately half of the households 
without children were selected for the L.A.FANS new entrant sample.  This yielded a new 
entrant sample in which households with children comprised approximately 70 percent of the 
total. 
 
The sampling of individual respondents for the new entrant sample in L.A.FANS-2 followed the 
basic design that was used to select respondents in L.A.FANS.  In particular, in new entrant 
households, one adult was randomly selected from among all adults (18 years of age and older) 
who resided at least half-time in the household.  This individual was designated the New Entrant 
Randomly Sampled Adult (RSA) respondent.  In new entrant households with children, one child 
was selected at random from among all children (17 years of age and younger) who resided at 
least half-time in the household.  These children are designated the New Entrant Randomly 
Sampled Child (RSC).  From among all of the New Entrant RSC’s siblings who shared the same 
mother and the same primary caregiver, one child was selected at random as a second new 
entrant child respondent and designated the New Entrant Sibling (SIB) respondent.  Note that 
although the sampling procedure is different for the two children, they completed exactly the 
same questionnaire modules and hence can be thought of succinctly as the New Entrant “Child” 
sample respondents.  The primary caregiver of the new entrant children (the shared caregiver in 
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the case in which both a New Entrant RSC and a New Entrant SIB are selected in the same 
household) was also selected for an L.A.FANS-2 interview. 
 
Finally, new entrants who moved into panel households were sampled using this same basic 
approach.  Specifically, a New Entrant RSA was selected from among adults who moved into a 
panel household between Waves 1 and 2 and were residing there at least half time and a New 
Entrant RSC was also selected in households with one or more new entrant children.  A New 
Entrant SIB was randomly sampled from among all of the new entrant siblings of the New 
Entrant RSC.  Note that in panel households with children, the Panel RSC and Panel SIB may 
be siblings of the New Entrant RSC and New Entrant SIB.  Thus, in principle, up to four siblings 
could be selected for L.A.FANS in Wave 2 panel households that were interviewed in one of the 
65 L.A.FANS tracts. 
 
Subsampling for the Collection of Dried Blood Spot Samples 
 
A final sampling stage was used to select a random subset of households to participate in the 
collection of dried blood spot (DBS) samples.  Although we originally planned to collect DBS 
samples from all L.A.FANS-2 respondents who were 3 years of age and older, cost increases 
and budget cuts meant that we could collect these measures only for a subsample of 
respondents.  Approximately half of households in the sample were randomly sampled to 
participate in the DBS sample collection, and all primary respondents in sampled household 
were asked to provide samples. 
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4. L.A.FANS-2 QUESTIONNAIRES 
 
General Principles 
 
The L.A.FANS-2 questionnaires were modified versions of the L.A.FANS-1 questionnaires.  See 
Chapter 3 for a description of the L.A.FANS-1 questionnaires and their functions and for 
information on locating the L.A.FANS-1 questionnaires and on the origins of questions. 
 
L.A.FANS-2 questionnaires are available online at: 
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/wave2/. 
 
The development of questionnaires for both waves of the survey was based on five general 
principles: 

1. Whenever possible, use questions and question sequences which have been used in 
well-designed recent surveys of national population samples in the U.S. to facilitate 
comparisons; 

2. Record responses in the format in which respondents give them rather than asking 
interviewers to translate or convert them into other formats; 

3. Ask questions of the household member most likely to know about a given subject area; 

4. Insure that respondents were asked only questions pertinent to them, using wording 
which reflected their own situation; and 

5. Language and grammar in both English and Spanish versions of the questions must be 
clear and as simple as possible consistent with clarity. 

 
For L.A.FANS-2 questionnaires we also adopted three additional principles.  First, wherever 
possible, panel respondents were not asked to again report time-invariant information (e.g., birth 
place and birth date) that they had already provided in Wave 1.  This principle significantly 
reduced respondent burden for panel respondents.  However, it means that users of the 
L.A.FANS-2 panel sample need to merge L.A.FANS-2 data with L.A.FANS-1 data for the 
same respondents in order to obtain certain basic information (e.g., place of birth, adult 
respondent’s parents’ education, etc.). 
 
Second, for each major topic area (e.g., marital status and education) in the Adult and Parent 
Modules (described below), we attempted to deal with the “seam problem” common to 
longitudinal surveys.5  Specifically, at the beginning of each section, we presented the 
respondent with the information about their status as it had been recorded at the time of 
L.A.FANS-1 and asked if that information was correct.  If they said it was not correct, we asked 
for the correct information and also for an explanation of the discrepancy. 
 
For example, if a respondent reported in L.A.FANS-1 that he was married at the time of the 
interview, the L.A.FANS-2 interviewer asked him at the beginning of Section E (which covers 
fertility and marriage/cohabitation history), 
 

AE101. When we last interviewed you in June 2001 you were legally married to Susan.  
Is that correct? 

                                                
5 See D.H. Hill, (1987), “Response Errors Around the Seam: Analysis of Change in a Panel with 
Overlapping Reference Periods,” Proceedings of the Section on Survey Research Methods, American 
Statistical Association, pp. 210–215. 

http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/wave2/
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Respondents answering that the information was not correct were asked: 
 

AE102. Which part is not correct? 
 
Based on the response to this question, subsequent questions ascertained what the respondent 
believed his marital status was at the time of Wave 1 and why the discrepancy may have 
occurred. 
 
The data files retain both the information given in L.A.FANS-1 and that from L.A.FANS-2 in 
cases of discrepancy.  However, users should note that, in case of discrepancy, 
retrospective history information collected in L.A.FANS-2 for panel respondents 
assumes that the information that the respondent provided in L.A.FANS-2, not the 
information provided in L.A.FANS-1, is correct.  For example, if a respondent said he was 
divorced in L.A.FANS-1, but, when interviewed in Wave 2, said that he had been married at the 
time of Wave 1, subsequent questions in the L.A.FANS-2 interview about marital history 
assumed that he had been married on the L.A.FANS-1 interview date.   
 
The third additional principle for the L.A.FANS-2 questionnaires was that new entrant 
respondents in Wave 2 should complete the same questionnaires as panel respondents did in 
Wave 1.  However, there were a few exceptions: (1) most new questions added in L.A.FANS-2 
were asked of both panel respondents and new entrants and (2) retrospective history 
information in the Event History Calendar (EHC) and other parts of the questionnaires were 
asked for seven years (rather than two years as in L.A.FANS-1) for new entrants so that 
information for the approximately the same length of time was available for panel members and 
new entrants. 
 
Description of L.A.FANS-2 Questionnaire Modules 
 
The L.A.FANS-2 questionnaires are based heavily on the L.A.FANS-1 questionnaires and use 
the same modular system.  The approach in L.A.FANS-1 is summarized above.  Table 4.1 
summarizes the L.A.FANS-2 modules and identifies which respondents completed each 
module. 
 
The questionnaires for the L.A.FANS-2 household survey were divided into nine modules called:  
 

1. The Update Roster, 

2. The Current Roster,  

3. The Household Questionnaire,  

4. The Adult Questionnaire,  

5. The Parent Questionnaire,  

6. The Primary Caregiver (PCG) Questionnaire,  

7. The Child Questionnaire,  

8. Cognitive Assessments, and  

9. The Telephone Questionnaire.   
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Table 4.1.  Respondents and Questionnaire Modules 

Respondent 

Questionnaire Modules 

Adult Parent PCG Child Household Telephone 
Health 

Measures Assessments 

(For all adults) (For all PCGs) (For all PCGs) 
(For all children 
aged 9–17 yrs.) 

(One per nuclear 
family of sampled 

respondents) 

(One for each HH 
of a panel resp. 

not in L.A. 
County) 

(For RSAs, 
PCGs, and 
RSC/SIBs) 

(For PCGs with 
no previous 

assessment and 
all RSC/SIBs) 

Randomly-Sampled 
Adults (RSAs)         

• Panel RSA in L.A. 
County X      X  

• Panel RSA not in L.A. 
County      X   

• New Entrant RSA X      X  

Randomly-Sampled 
Children and Siblings 
(RSC/SIBs) 

        

• Panel  or New Entrant 
RSC/SIB aged 3–8 
yrs. and in L.A. County  

      X X 

• Panel or New Entrant 
RSC/SIB aged 9–17 
yrs. and in L.A. County 

   X   X X 

• Panel RSC/SIB age 
18+ yrs. in L.A. County X      X X 

• Panel RSC/SIB not in 
L.A. County      X   

PCGs of RSC/SIBs         

• In L.A. County X X X    X X 

HH Respondent         

• In L.A. County     X    
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L.A.FANS-2 also included a Health Measures Module which is described below.  Compared 
with the Wave 1 questionnaires, major changes include splitting the Roster into the Update 
Roster and Current Roster modules and adding the Telephone Questionnaire and Health 
Measures Module.  Note that the terms “questionnaires” and “module” are used 
interchangeably. 
 
As in the Wave 1 questionnaires, each of these modules have a specific function and 
understanding these functions makes finding data in L.A.FANS-2 considerably easier.  The 
names and functions of modules in Wave 2 are essentially the same as in Wave 1 with some 
additions. 
 
The Wave 2 questionnaires are available online as individual PDF files at the following site: 
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/wave2.  A single document that includes 
all the L.A.FANS questionnaires is the following: 
 

Pebley, Anne R., Christine E. Peterson, Narayan Sastry, and Karen Yuhas. 2010. The 
Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2: Household Questionnaires. 
Labor and Population Working Paper WR-240/21-LAFANS. Santa Monica, CA: 
RAND Corporation. http://www.rand.org/pubs/working_papers/WR240z21.html.   

 
The question text and the administration instructions for the EHC in Wave 1 are available at 
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/samples/EHC_Users_Guide.pdf.  The 
L.A.FANS-2 EHC was administered in a similar manner. 
 
Additional background information that is relevant to how the L.A.FANS-2 interviewers were 
trained to administer the questionnaires with respondents is available in the following two 
documents: 
 

Pebley, Anne R., Narayan Sastry, Christine E. Peterson, and Karen Yuhas. 2011. The 
Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2: Interviewer Computer 
Manual. Labor and Population Working Paper WR-240/22-LAFANS. Santa Monica, 
CA: RAND Corporation. http://www.rand.org/pubs/working_papers/WR240z22.html. 

 
Pebley, Anne R., Narayan Sastry, Christine E. Peterson, and Karen Yuhas. 2011. The 

Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2: Interviewer Training 
Manual. Labor and Population Working Paper WR-240/23-LAFANS. Santa Monica, 
CA: RAND Corporation. http://www.rand.org/pubs/working_papers/WR240z23.html. 

 
Modules for In-Person Interviews 
 
New entrant respondents and panel respondents living in Los Angeles County were interviewed 
in person.  The first eight modules were administered to these respondents.   
 

1. The Update Roster was to be administered only in households which contain at least 
one panel respondent (i.e., RSA or RSC/SIB).  New Entrant households skip the Update 
Roster entirely.  In selecting the Update Roster respondent, preference was given to 
panel respondents age 18 years and older who lived full-time in the household.  First 
preference was given to the Panel RSA, then the Wave 1 PCG, then the Panel RSC (if 
≥18 years of age), and then the Panel SIB (if ≥18 years of age).  If none of these 
respondents were available, the Update Roster could be completed by any resident 
adult age 18 years or older.  There are six households where only the Panel PCG was 

http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/wave2
http://lasurvey.rand.org/documentation/questionnaires/samples/EHC_Users_Guide.pdf
http://www.rand.org/pubs/working_papers/WR240z22.html
http://www.rand.org/pubs/working_papers/WR240z23.html
http://www.rand.org/pubs/working_papers/WR240z21.html
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present that were administered the roster questions in an effort to locate the desired 
panel respondents. 

The Update Roster collected the following information: 

• For everyone who was living in the L.A.FANS-1 household (not just panel 
respondents), it asked if the person was in the current household, was living 
elsewhere or was deceased regardless of whether or not they were full-time, part-
time, or non-residents of the household at Wave 2.  No additional information was 
collected about people living in Wave 1 households who were not panel members. 

• For panel members who live elsewhere or are living in this household only part-time, 
it also collected information on their location, their contact information, and their 
basic characteristics (e.g., age, marital status, education, and employment). 

 
2. The Current Roster was used to list everyone in the current household and to collect 

basic information on all current residents.  It was completed both in households 
containing a panel respondent and in new entrant households.  In new entrant 
households, the Current Roster respondent could be anyone living more than half time in 
the household who was 18 years of age or older.  In panel households, the Current 
Roster was completed by the Update Roster respondent. 

 
3. The Household Module collected data on the income, assets, and liabilities of the 

family of the primary respondents (RSA and RSC/SIB).  The Household Module 
respondent was selected in the Current Roster and is the person identified by the 
Current Roster respondent as most likely to know about family finances. 

 
Important Note: In some households, there is more than one Household Module, 
because the sampled respondents may not be members of the same nuclear family, 
even though they lived in the same household.  RSAs, RSCs and SIBs age 25 and older 
were treated as a separate nuclear family if they were still residing with their parents. 

 
4. The Adult Module collected information from all adults in the survey about themselves.  

In other words, this module asked each adult respondent (RSAs and PCGs) to report on 
their own characteristics and experiences.  In Wave 2, “aged up” RSC/SIBs—i.e., those 
who are 18 or older—answered the Adult Module to provide information about 
themselves.  The Adult Module includes the Event History Calendar.  
 

5. The Parent Module collected information from the PCG about each sampled child.  In 
other words, it collected information from parents about their children.  It is the primary 
source of information about all children age 17 years and younger in the sample.  Note 
that there is no Parent Module for “aged up” panel RSCs/SIBs who are aged 18 years 
and older. 

 
6. The PCG Module collected supplemental information about the PCGs themselves as 

well as information about parenting that does not pertain to a particular child (e.g., 
whether the family eats dinner together).  The Adult Module is the primary source of 
information about each PCG, but the PCG Module provides information about the PCG’s 
self-esteem, partner relations, etc. 

 
7. The Child Module collects information from sampled children about themselves.  

However, because children were reporting on themselves, they had to be old enough to 
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do so.  Thus, only children 9 years of age and older (and ≤ 17 years of age) who agreed 
to be interviewed completed the Child Module.  Note that there is no Child Module for 
“aged up” panel RSC/SIBs who are 18 years of age and older. 

 
8. Cognitive Assessments were administered to three different groups of respondents in 

L.A.FANS-2: (a) PCGs were given a reading assessment if they had not completed this 
assessment in Wave 1, (b) RSC/SIBs aged 3–17 years were given tests of reading- and 
math-related skills, and (c) panel RSC/SIBs aged 18 years and older were given tests of 
reading- and math-related skills.  The second two groups completed the same tests.  
The tests used were the Woodcock-Johnson Revised Tests of Achievement.  See the 
L.A.FANS-1 Codebook for more detail. 

 
Modules for Telephone Interviews 
 
Panel respondents who no longer lived in Los Angeles County were eligible for a telephone 
interview.  The ninth questionnaire module was design for use in these interviews. 
 

9. The Telephone Module collected basic information from a panel respondent who lived 
outside of Los Angeles County or from another co-resident adult household member 
about himself/herself as well as: (a) proxy information about other panel respondents 
who lived in the same household and (b) limited characteristics and contact information 
for panel respondents who did not live in the household. 

 
Order of Module Completion 
 
Households with a panel respondent began the interview with the Update Roster, followed by 
the Current Roster.  The Current Roster is very similar to the L.A.FANS-1 Roster and collected 
information on all residents of the panel member’s household. 
 
For panel households located in one of the 65 L.A.FANS tracts, the Current Roster CAPI 
instrument identified new entrant respondents from among residents in these panel households 
who had moved into the tract (or been born) since the Wave 1 interview.  These new entrant 
respondents were sampled with a probability determined by the sampling plan (described in 
Chapter 3).  Once all the panel respondents living in the household were identified and new 
entrants, if any, selected, the CAPI instrument informed the interviewer about the questionnaire 
modules that each respondent should complete. 
 
Panel households located outside of Los Angeles County were contacted and interviewed by 
telephone.  They completed the Telephone Questionnaire only and did not complete the Update 
or Current Rosters. 
 
New entrant households skipped the Update Roster and began directly with the Current Roster.  
The Current Roster in these households could be completed by any adult (age 18 years or 
older) who lived in the household half-time or more.  For new entrant households, the Current 
Roster CAPI instrument selected the respondents for other modules and informed the 
interviewer about the questionnaire modules that each respondent should complete. 
 
Table 4.1 shows which types of respondents complete which types of questionnaires.  The only 
questionnaire modules not included in this table are the Update and Current Rosters which are 
described above. 
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Differences between Wave 1 and Wave 2 Questionnaires 
 
The questionnaires in Waves 1 and 2 were quite similar in their functions, uses, and questions 
included.  Table 4.2 summarizes the main differences between the questionnaires.  To simplify 
the use of questionnaires across the two waves, we attempted to use the same question 
numbers for the same items in each wave.  However, users are cautioned to compare the 
versions of the question or question sequence included in each questionnaire before 
use.  The questionnaires for each wave can be found at www.lasurvey.rand.org. 
 

Table 4.2. Differences between Wave 1 and Wave 2 Questionnaires 
  
Module/Section  General Description Major Differences in Wave 2 

W1 Roster/ W2 Current Roster 

  Section A  Household member list, 
eligibility, and parents of 
children under 18 years 
of age 

Order of some of the questions changed. For example, age (RA4a) is 
now asked earlier in the module. RA8 is a new question. 
Added RA10bline, RA11A_mom, RA11A_momline, RA11A_dad, 
RA11A_dadline, RA35a, RA38a, RA43. 

  Section B Background of 
household members 

Added RB8–RB12 to identify those eligible to be selected as new 
entrants. 

  Section C Home language Added RC4 on language residents speak to each other. 

W2 Update Roster New in W2. Collects location information and some characteristics for 
W1 Rs who are not full-time residents of the current household. 

Adult Module   

  Section A Check on respondent 
identification information 

Additional identifying information for panel respondents. 

  Section B Neighborhood 
description 

Dropped items on neighborhood name (AB3), friendliest neighbor 
(AB13–14), emergency food and homeless shelters (AB17–25), time 
spent away from home and (AB27–29). 
Added items for panel Rs only on retrospective neighborhood 
perceptions (AB30–42). 

  Section C Family background Added items on immigration (AC36-c–36-d, AC37A–37C, AC44–49, 
AC37 wording changed), language use (AC51–58e), and preference 
neighborhood racial composition (AC60–61). 

  Section D Educational history Added section for panel respondents (AD26–58), section for panel 
RSC/SIBs (≥18 years) including PSAT/SAT scores (AD63–86), item 
on total family income (AD90–94). 

  Section E Marriage/cohabitation 
and fertility history 

New entrants complete marriage/cohab. history for past 72, rather 
than 24, months. 
Dropped attitudes about fertility (AE92). 
Added SAQ section for young adults (AE68B–68L, AE183–193), 
SAQ section for age at first sex and contraception (AE68M–68P, 
AE194–196), marriage/cohab. section for panel Rs (AE100–181), 
fertility history update for panel Rs (AE200–233). 

  Section F Spouse/partner proxy 
questions 

Added profit/loss from business (AF10A), additional characteristics 
(AF14–22). 

  Section G Social ties Added items on survival, age at death and cause of death for parents 
(AG1–1f), survival of stepparents (AG2a), new siblings for panel Rs 
(AG6C–D), and discrimination (AG21–29). 

  Section HA Preparation for EHC New section verifying information going into EHC. 

  Section H EHC Covers period since W1 for panel Rs or 7 years for new entrants. 
Added questions to employment domain on whether employer offers 

http://www.lasurvey.rand.org/
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Module/Section  General Description Major Differences in Wave 2 
health insurance and on salary brackets for those who could not 
report a specific amounts, plus flags in all domains for parts of dates 
that were estimates. 

  Section HB Follow-up on EHC New section that verifies current-status information from EHC. 

  Section J Residential follow-up Added section for panel Rs (AJ12–18). 

  Section K Employment follow-up Added items on contact with other ethnic groups (AK17–18). 

  Section L Welfare follow-up Dropped items on CalWORKS requirements (AL4–8, AL13–22). 

  Section YA Young adults section New SAQ section for young adults (including RSC/SIBs ≥ 18 years of 
age) adapted from items from Child Module on arrest, incarceration, 
and drug and alcohol use. 

  Section M Health status Dropped general attitudes (AM33). 
Added attitudes about teens (AM34), self-rated health at W1 (AM26), 
management of chronic disease (AM4b1–4i4), age quit smoking 
(AM10B), diet/exercise (AM35–46), detailed self-reported health and 
vignettes (AM48–59B). 
CIDI Depression Inventory in Adult instead of PCG Module. 

  Section N Contact information  AN9 wording changed and AN10 dropped. Wording on other 
questions changed from “in the next year” to “in the next few years.”  

Parent Module  

  Section A  Relationship check Added age, birthdate, living arrangements and other reconciliation 
questions for Panel RSC/SIBs (PA9–PA23). 

  Section B Living arrangements Same in both waves. 

  Section C  Residential history In W1 covers only previous 2 years. In W2 covers the period since 
birth for both Panel and New Entrant RSC/SIBs. 

  Section D Place of birth and 
immigrant status 

PD1 not asked for panel Rs for whom information collected in W1. 
Added immigration questions (PD5–PD8). 

  Section E Child support, paternity, 
contact with absent 
parent, father 
involvement 

Added PEX1B–1P to clarify PCG-child relationship and 
characteristics of child’s parents and PE61–62 to clarify immigration 
status of absent parents. 

  Section F School Added PF7X, PF7A–PF7C to clarify home-schooling, and questions 
on all schools attended since age 5 for Panel and New Entrant 
RSC/SIB. 

  Section G Child care, before/after 
school care, & early 
childhood education 

Added PG2B on likelihood would have used child care. 

  Section H Social/behavior dev. & 
HOME scale 

Same in both waves. 

  Section J RSC’s sibs (if PCG is 
not the mother) 

Dropped PJ9–PJ10 on where sibling lives. 

  Section K  Child health Added PK1B for report of child’s health at W1. 
Dropped PK7–PK9 on hospitalization. 
Added PK10A–PK10H for additional information on asthma. 
Added items in PK12 on allergies and heart condition; 
PK21 was split into two sets of questions asking separately about (a) 
illness or injury and (b) a check-up. 
Dropped PK26 on immunization and PK27e–k. 
Added PK29–PK30 on exercise. 

PCG Module   

  Section A CIDI depression invent. Entire section moved to Adult Module. 
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Module/Section  General Description Major Differences in Wave 2 
  Section B Self-assessment Same in both waves. 

  Section C Family routines Dropped GC10–GC13 on drug use. 

  Section D Social support Same in both waves. 

  Section E Relationship with 
spouse or partner 

Same in both waves. 

  Section F Home characteristics New section in W2 related to indoor air pollution. 

Household Module  

Section A Family income and 
assets 

Added unfolding brackets for many questions on amounts. 
Some categories regrouped for HA15. 
Added HA20a, HA27a and HA48a for clarification; HA24a1–HA24a1d 
on amount left on mortgage; HA25a1–HA25a2d on inheriting or 
receiving house as a gift; HA98a1–HA98a2c on other debts. 

Child Module   

  Section A Younger children (ages 
9–11 years) 

Added CA36 on ethnicity of friends. 

  Section B Older children (ages 
12–17 years) 

Added CB10A on where does homework; CB12A–CB12J and 
CB16A–CB16J on SAT/PSAT and talk about college; CB106 on 
ethnicity of friends; CB107–CB109B about parent attitudes; CB110–
CB114 on diet; CB115 on vigorous physical activity. 

Household Observation Module Same in both waves. 

Cognitive Assessments Same in both waves. 

Telephone Interview New module for panel Rs not living in L.A. County. Collected update 
information for panel Rs in the telephone interview household plus 
additional questions on what occurred since W1. Also collected same 
update information on non-resident panel Rs. 

 
L.A.FANS-2 Health Measures 
 
A new feature in L.A.FANS-2 was the collection of physiological health measures.  Interviewers 
were trained to collect blood pressure, pulse, height, weight, hip and waist circumference, and a 
pulmonary function assessment (spirometry) from respondents.  Interviewers also instructed the 
PCG on how to collect and ship saliva samples from the Child respondents, which was to be 
done the day after the individual interviews were completed.  Basic health measures were 
collected for all L.A.FANS-2 respondents who were interviewed in person, agreed to participate, 
and were not excluded from collection for health reasons (described below).  In addition, 
approximately 50 percent of L.A.FANS households were selected at random for dried blood spot 
(DBS) sample collection and all selected respondents, except for PCGs, were asked to provide 
DBS samples.6  Health technicians, who were licensed phlebotomists, collected DBS samples 
in a separate visit.  Table 4.3 shows the eligibility by age and respondent type for completing 
each of the health measures in L.A.FANS-2. 
 

                                                
6 The original design for L.A.FANS-2 included collection of DBS samples for all sampled individuals.  
However, DBS samples were ultimately collected only for a subsample of individuals because the legal 
requirement in California that only licensed phlebotomists may collect blood samples (even DBS) 
substantially increased the DBS collection cost.  Cuts in funding by NIH combined with higher DBS 
collection costs made it impossible to collect DBS from the full sample.  
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Table 4.3.  Eligibility of Sampled Individuals for Health Measures in L.A.FANS-2 
 

Health Measure 
RSC/SIB 
< 2 years 

RSC/SIB 
2 years 

RSC/SIB 
3–4 years 

RSC/SIB 
5–17 years 

RSA/RSC/SIB
≥18 years 

PCG-only 
≥18 years 

Blood Pressure – – – Yes Yes Yes 
Height* – Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Weight* – Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Hip/Waist* – – – – Yes Yes 
Spirometry – – – Yes Yes Yes 
Saliva – – Yes Yes – – 
Dried blood spots – – Subsample Subsample Subsample – 

Notes: * Height, weight, and hip and waist circumference collected for respondents able to stand unassisted. 
 
Health Measures Module 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: This release of L.A.FANS-2 data includes only the blood pressure and 
anthropometry data.  Thus, this version of the codebook describes only the collection of these 
biomarkers.  Other biomarker data will be released along with documentation in a subsequent 
data release. 
 
The health measures were usually collected after interviewers had completed the interview 
portion of the study.  The CAPI-based Health Measures Module guided the interviewer, step-by-
step, through the collection of each health measure.  The process of working through the 
module ensured that respondents passed all of the eligibility criteria for each measure and that 
measures were collected in the same sequence for all respondents.  If respondents were not 
eligible for a particular health measure—e.g., they were too young for blood pressure 
measurements—it would automatically be skipped.  Interviewers used double-entry to record 
health measurement results (and single-entered other outcomes such as refusals).  
Respondent-reports were not acceptable as substitutes for actual measures.  The Health 
Measures Module included range checks that alerted the interviewer of possible data entry or 
measurement errors.  Hard checks were used to flag entries that were outside the range of the 
equipment’s measurement capability.  Interviewers could not override hard checks.  For 
example, a weight that exceeded the capacity of the scale’s mechanical design could not be 
entered.  Soft checks asked the interviewers to verify that the entered value was what they 
intended to record.  Soft checks were triggered by values that, while possible, fell outside the 
generally expected range of valid responses.  If an implausible but not impossible value was 
entered, the interviewer could choose to override a soft check. 
 
Blood Pressure Measurement 
 
Blood pressure was measured using the VSM BP Tru-100 automated blood pressure monitoring 
device, the only commercially available, portable, automatic blood pressure monitor validated 
for adults and children as young as three years of age.  Each monitor came with five cuffs 
ranging in size from pediatric to extra-large.  In the L.A.FANS-2 pretest we measured blood 
pressure for children as young as three years of age, but found that the slightest body 
movement caused an error.  We ultimately decided to increase the minimum age for blood 
pressure measurement to five years of age.  Five year old children proved to be better equipped 
to understand the process and get through it without triggering errors, although we still 
encountered some suspicious readings among younger children (see below). 
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Blood pressure was the first health measurement for both children and adults in L.A.FANS-2.  
During training we emphasized the exact technique necessary for obtaining accurate readings.  
Careful attention was given to details such as cuff size, cuff placement, and posture.  
Interviewers first screened respondents for exclusion criteria such as skin conditions (e.g., 
wounds and rashes), casts, and venous access ports or shunts that affected both arms.  The 
right arm was always the arm of first choice but, when necessary, blood pressure could be 
measured in the left arm if no exclusion criteria were present in that arm.  If the respondent had 
an exclusion criterion affecting both arms then the blood pressure measurement was not taken 
and the interviewer moved on to the next health measure.  We did not allow blood pressure to 
be measured elsewhere on the body, such as forearms, wrists, or thighs. 
 
The protocol specified that, whenever possible, respondents should meet certain requirements 
before the blood pressure measurement was taken.  For example, respondents were supposed 
to refrain from smoking and drinking caffeinated beverages or eating within 30 minutes of the 
blood pressure measurement.  Interviewers also sought a calm, quiet environment where they 
could set up the equipment and where respondents could rest for five minutes before any blood 
pressure measurements.  When conditions were less than optimal, the interviewers still took the 
blood pressure readings and recorded deviations from protocol in the Health Measures Module. 
 
Range-checks for blood pressure included hard checks defined by the limitations of the 
automatic blood pressure monitor and age-specific soft checks triggered by measured values 
that fell outside established ranges.  The computer determined a summary blood pressure by 
either calculating the mean of the second and third readings or, if fewer than three readings 
were obtained, calculating a summary reading based on rules defined in the Biomarker 
Classification Scheme (see Appendix A).  In the event that the summary blood pressure for an 
adult respondent had a systolic value equal to or greater than 180 mm Hg and/or a diastolic 
value equal to or greater than 110 mm Hg, the computer identified this as an “alert value” and 
instructed the interviewer to stop collecting health measures.  For children, blood pressure alert 
values were based on the child’s sex and height-for-age.  For that reason, the measurement of 
blood pressure was followed immediately by the measurement of height so that the computer 
could calculate whether the child’s blood pressure was high enough to be an alert value.  When 
instructed by the computer, the interviewers followed the L.A.FANS protocol for alert values by 
completing a Very High Blood Pressure Alert Form that advised the respondent to seek 
professional medical advice as soon as possible and to get their blood pressure rechecked.  
The interviewer then thanked the respondent, left the home, and notified the field supervisor.  
One or two days later, the interviewer placed a follow-up call to the respondent to ask whether 
he/she needed additional referral information to find medical help.  
 
High Blood Pressure Alert Values 
 
We encountered a greater number of high blood pressure alert values than we anticipated: a 
total of 12 (out of 2,024) adults and 22 (out of 1,199) children had alert values.  Respondent 
reactions ranged from nonchalance (“my blood pressure is always that high”) to genuine 
concern.  When we reviewed the readings, we found that while the elevated adult readings 
looked plausible, the elevated child blood pressure results for all but one or two of the older 
children were divergent from one reading to the next with unlikely jumps or drops in systolic 
and/or diastolic values or, in some cases, an excessively narrow pulse pressure.7  The unusual 
readings were most likely due to operator error—a combination of the interviewer being unable 
to adequately prepare the child for the unfamiliar sensation of a tightening blood pressure cuff 
                                                
7 Pulse pressure is the difference between the systolic and diastolic values. 
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and the child squirming or tensing arm muscles that the blood pressure machine misinterpreted 
as elevated pressure.  Even after emphasizing to the interviewers the importance of following 
the blood pressure measurement protocol for children, the numbers of alert values for children 
rose from 10 in the first year of fieldwork to 12 in the second year.  It appears that the qualities 
that made the BP Tru 100 sensitive enough to measure the blood pressure of a three-year old 
child also made it sensitive to movements of the child.  An epidemiologist at RTI and the 
biomarker specialist at RAND reviewed all of the blood pressure readings for respondents that 
triggered alert values, although the review was primarily to monitor the magnitude of the 
problem. 
 
Anthropometry 
  
Interviewers were trained to collect standardized anthropometric measures as part of the Health 
Measures Module for respondent weight, height, waist circumference, and hip circumference.  
L.A.FANS-2 used metric units for all measurements. 
 
All respondents were eligible for anthropometric measures unless they were unable to stand 
unassisted.  Interviewers measured the waist and hip circumference of adult respondents using 
a retractable measuring tape numbered in centimeters with markings for millimeters.  
Measurements were taken to the nearest millimeter.  Interviewers always offered respondents 
the option of measuring their own hip and waist circumference (with coaching) if respondents 
were more comfortable doing so and recorded this choice if it was made. 
 
Interviewers measured height using a carpenter’s square (triangle) and a 2-meter folding 
wooden ruler marked in millimeters.  Height was recorded to the nearest millimeter.  The 
computer program also gave the interviewer an opportunity to enter adjustments to the height—
e.g., for shoes or hair ornaments that the respondent chose not to remove. 
 
Respondent weight was measured using the Tanita HD 314 digital scale, which was capable of 
weighing respondents up to 150 kilograms.  Interviewers recorded weight as it appeared on the 
scale’s LCD display, to the nearest tenth of a kilogram.  Any respondent who self-reported a 
weight of 330 lbs. or greater was not weighed because their weight exceeded the capacity of 
the scale.  We made no attempt to weigh these individuals using two scales, as is done in some 
other studies, because it was impractical for the interviewers to carry two scales. 
 
Interviewers double-entered each measurement exactly as they read them, without any 
conversion of units.  Hard checks were determined by the characteristics of the equipment—
e.g., a maximum weight of 150 kg (~330 pounds) for the scale, maximum height of 2000 
millimeters (~ 6 feet 6 inches) for the folding rule, and maximum hip or waist circumference of 
183 cm (72 inches) for the tape measure.  For each health measure the interviewers also had 
an opportunity to code whether any deviation from the L.A.FANS-2 protocol occurred. 
 
The original design for the L.A.FANS-2 health measures, which was followed during the pretest, 
included protocols for measuring the weight and recumbent length of infants and toddlers 
younger than two years of age.  Children up to four years of age who were unable to stand 
unassisted were measured using the same protocols.  Infant/toddler weights were calculated by 
subtracting the weight of an adult standing alone from the weight of the adult holding the child.  
For the pretest we used the Shorrboard to measure stature.  However, although the Shorrboard 
was considered portable, it was bulky and heavy, with a weight of about ten pounds.  
Interviewers found it indestructible but unwieldy and difficult to maneuver in tight living spaces.  
Moreover, we found during the pretest that interviewers had some difficulty measuring 
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recumbent length of squirming infants.  Therefore, in the main survey, we took anthropometric 
measures only for children and adults who were able to stand on their own.
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5. L.A.FANS-2 FIELDWORK PROCEDURES AND RESULTS 
 
A considerable amount of the fieldwork effort in L.A.FANS-2 was devoted to tracking panel 
respondents and screening and selecting new entrant respondents.  We provide an overview of 
fieldwork results, focusing first on panel respondents and then turning to the new entrant 
sample. 
 
Fieldwork 
 
Fieldwork for L.A.FANS-2 took place between August 2006 and December 2008 and was 
carried out by Research Triangle International (RTI).  The L.A.FANS-2 Interviewer Manual, 
mentioned in Chapter 4, describes many of the field procedures. 
 
Relocating Panel Respondents in L.A.FANS-2 
 
Because of the length of time between Waves 1 and 2 and the potential difficulties in relocating 
a sample that included high proportions of immigrants and poor households, L.A.FANS-2 
developed and implemented an extensive plan for relocating and recontacting panel 
respondents.  These procedures are summarized below. 
 

• Data Collected in L.A.FANS-1 to Aid Relocation.  L.A.FANS-1 collected detailed 
information on how to recontact respondents in Section N of the Adult Module. 

• Sample Maintenance Survey.  In the spring of 2003, RTI conducted a brief sample 
maintenance survey by mail and telephone to recontact L.A.FANS-1 respondents.  This 
study was known as the L.A.FANS Interim Tracking Survey. 

• Tracing Activities Prior to Beginning Wave 2 Fieldwork.  Information on Wave 1 RSAs 
and PCGs was submitted to TransUnion to confirm or obtain Social Security numbers.  
Then, the RSA/PCG database was submitted to FastData to update address and 
telephone information.  After the findings of these database matches were analyzed, the 
names and addresses were further verified with the National Change of Address 
(NCOA) and Telematch data bases.  Names were also submitted to the Pension Benefit 
Information service to identify deceased respondents. 

• Initial Address Notification/Update Packages.  Based on best and most recent 
information obtained through the tracing procedures, an update package (including a $1 
incentive) was mailed to each panel adult (RSA and PCG) to confirm the current mailing 
address.  Panel respondents receiving packages were asked to confirm their addresses 
either by postcard, by calling a toll-free number, or through a dedicated website.  
Undeliverable packages were returned to RTI by the U.S. Postal Service and went 
through additional tracing. 

• Second Update Package Mailing.  If contact had not yet been made with a panel 
respondent, a second update package was sent, offering a $10 incentive for response 
by telephone, post card, or website. 

• Additional Database Tracing.  Respondents not contacted or identified through these 
steps were re-run through the tracing databases (NCOA and Telematch) and the results 
analyzed to look for new or additional information.  If new information was identified, 
respondents were sent an additional update package via mail. 
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• TOPS Telephone Tracing.  Any respondents not contacted or verified by the steps 
above were referred to RTI’s Tracing Operations Unit (TOPS) for interactive tracing.  
TOPS attempted to trace respondents by calling original and last known telephone 
numbers, contacting relatives or work places (when the respondent had authorized us to 
do so in Wave 1), and contacting credit bureaus. 

• Field Tracking.  Interviewers visited, in person, each dwelling unit that had been included 
in L.A.FANS-1.  These visits resulted in one of three outcomes: 

1. All panel members (i.e., RSA and RSC/SIBs) continued to live in the dwelling.  In this 
case, the interviewer began the interview. 

2. One or more (but not all) of the panel members continued to live in the dwelling.  The 
interviewer began the interview.  The first part of the interview—the Update Roster—
collected information on where the other panel members were located. 

3. None of the panel members continued to live in the dwelling.  In this case, the 
interviewer did two things: 

o Collected information on where the panel respondents were living and how to 
contact them. 

o If none of the Wave 1 residents were residing in the dwelling and it had been 
randomly selected to be screened for the L.A.FANS-2 new entrant sample, then 
the household was asked to complete a screener interview in order to determine 
its eligibility.  To be eligible for selection, all of the current household members 
had to have resided outside the tract at the time of L.A.FANS-1.  All eligible 
households with children were selected for the study along with a random 
subsample of households without children. 

• Telephone Interviews.  If the contact information indicated that the panel respondent had 
moved outside of Los Angeles County, the case was referred to the RTI Telephone 
Center for contact and interview by telephone. 

• Additional Tracing.  If the field tracking did not yield reliable information on the location of 
a panel respondent, the case was sent back to TOPS for additional tracing.  If additional 
tracing showed that the respondent lived in Los Angeles County, the case was sent back 
to the field.  If it indicated that the respondent was outside of Los Angeles County, then 
the case was sent to the RTI Telephone Center. 

• Intensive Field Tracking.  Towards the end of the fieldwork period, RTI put together a 
team of experienced interviewers who were particularly effective at locating respondents 
and assigned them to track, by telephone and in person, respondents who had not yet 
been located.  RTI also experimented with several extra contact measures, including 
mailing new contact packages, offering larger incentives, collecting roster data by 
telephone (for relatively few cases), and more flexible scheduling of interviews. 

 
Throughout the field period, as new information was collected on Wave 1 panel respondents 
who had not yet been interviewed, it was added to a central tracking database maintained by 
RTI.  The fact that L.A.FANS-1 often included multiple members of a household was an 
advantage because if we could contact one household member, they could frequently provide 
information on the location of the others. 
 
Unfortunately, it was only toward the end of the fieldwork period that RTI was able to transfer 
contact information for panel respondents outside of Los Angeles County in real time to the 
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Telephone Center from the field.  Before that point, transfer of contact information for 
respondents outside of the county was done in batches, which often led to a delay of weeks or 
months between the time the information was collected by interviewers and the time the 
Telephone Center received the information. 
 
Status of Panel Respondents in L.A.FANS-2 
 
A total of 3,085 households completed a Wave 1 Roster, which was the basis for selecting 
individual respondents—RSAs and RSC/SIBs.  A total of 3,085 RSAs and 3,682 Children were 
selected for the Wave 1 sample, and interviews were completed in Wave 1 with 2,620 RSAs 
and 3,161 Children. 
 
Information on the Wave 2 status of the individuals sampled for Wave 1 is presented in Table 
5.1.  This table summarizes fieldwork results for panel cases in L.A.FANS-2, focusing on cases 
for which the Wave 2 status was ascertained.  Because information for respondents who were 
outside of Los Angeles County could be obtained either by self-report or proxy report, and was 
restricted to basic information on location and status, we examine all cases for whom we have 
such an update at Wave 2. 
 

Table 5.1. Panel RSA and Child Fieldwork Outcomes in L.A.FANS-2 
 

 Selected as  Selected as 
 W1 RSA  W1 Child 
    
Total 3,085  3,682 
    
Released    
  Not released 319  375 
  Released 2,766  3,307 
  Total 3,085  3,682 
    
W2 status    
  Unknown 991  1,121 
  Ascertained status 1,775  2,186 
  Total 2,766  3,307 
    
W2 status ascertained    
  Interview update    
    Respondent 1,443  1,807 
    Close family member[a] 159  271 
    Other HH member 77  102 
    Total interview update 1,679  2,180 
  Informant update 96  6 
  Total 1,775  2,186 
    
Location     
  In Los Angeles 1,870  2,303 
  Out of Los Angeles 433  592 
  Unknown 318  391 
  N/A (ineligible)[b] 145  21 
  Total 2,766  3,307 
    
Response rate    
  W2 status ascertained 64%  66% 

Notes: [a] Close family is the spouse, parent, or adult child. 
 [b] Ineligible includes deceased, physically or mentally disabled, 

incarcerated, and institutionalized. 
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Table 5.1 shows that of the 3,085 selected RSA respondents, 2,766 were released to the field 
for L.A.FANS-2 while the remaining 319 cases were not released—principally because they 
were non-respondents from Wave 1 households in which no individual interviews were 
completed at Wave 1.  The corresponding figures for Child respondents are 3,307 released 
cases from among the 3,682 cases sampled for Wave 1, with 375 unreleased Child cases at 
Wave 2. 
 
Wave 2 status was ascertained for 1,775 Panel RSAs, which is 64 percent of the total; for the 
remaining 991 Panel RSAs (36 percent of the total), no reliable information was obtained on 
their status at Wave 2.  For Panel Child respondents at Wave 2, we ascertained the status for a 
total of 2,186 cases, which is 66 percent of the total; no update was obtained for the remaining 
one-third of Panel Child respondents (a total of 1,121 respondents). 
 
The “best” source of information for Panel RSAs for whom we ascertained their status at Wave 
2 was the respondents themselves.  In other words, for a substantial majority of Panel RSAs 
(1,443 out of 1,775, or 81 percent), an interview was completed with the respondent.  The 
majority of these cases represent in-person interviews in Los Angeles County at Wave 2.  For 
159 Panel RSAs, information on their status at Wave 2 was obtained from a close family 
member, while another household member was the proxy respondent for 77 Panel RSAs.  For a 
total of 96 Panel RSAs, Wave 2 status was obtained from a reliable informant, such as a former 
neighbor.  Many of these Panel RSAs had died, were institutionalized, or were otherwise 
ineligible for a Wave 2 interview. 
 
For Panel Child respondents, the child or the PCG provided an information update on the 
sampled respondent’s status at Wave 2 in 1,807 out of 2,186 cases (83 percent).  Again, the 
majority of these updates were from in-person interviews at Wave 2.  A close family member 
reported on 271 Panel Child respondents and another household member on 102 children.  
There were only a handful of cases in which an informant’s report was the basis for a Wave 2 
status update. 
 
In the bottom panel of Table 5.1, we present the best estimate of respondents’ locations at 
Wave 2.  For both Panel RSAs and Panel Child respondents, about 12 percent of respondents’ 
locations were unknown at Wave 2.  About two-thirds of all Panel RSAs and 70 percent of Panel 
Child respondents were reliably reported to have been in Los Angeles County at Wave 2.  
Among all Panel RSAs, 16 percent were reported to have been outside of the county at Wave 2, 
compared to 18 percent of Panel Child respondents. 
 
Figures 5.1 and 5.2 provide detailed flow charts of the disposition of Panel RSA and Panel Child 
respondents from Wave 1 who were residing in Los Angeles County at the time of L.A.FANS-2 
and eligible for in-person interviews.  Both figures are based on allocating a fraction of 
respondents whose Wave 2 location was unknown to a specific location (either in or out of Los 
Angeles County) based on an analysis of Wave 2 locations.  Of the 3,085 Panel RSAs selected 
for Wave 1, we estimate that 464 were ineligible for a Wave 2 interview (15 percent); of the 
remainder, we estimate that 2,109 were in Los Angeles County and the remaining 512 were out 
of the county.  We were unable to locate 299 cases (14 percent) in Los Angeles County; unable 
to contact 102 (6 percent) of the 1,810 located cases, and obtained refusals from 457 (27 
percent) of the 1,708 contacted cases.  Interviews in Los Angeles County were completed with 
a total of 1,251 Panel RSA respondents, with all but a small number through an in-person 
interview (the remainder were interviewed in Los Angeles County by telephone). 
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Figure 5.1. L.A.FANS-2 Fieldwork Results for RSAs Selected in L.A.FANS-1 
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Figure 5.2. L.A.FANS-2 Fieldwork Results for Child Respondents Selected in L.A.FANS-1 
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For Panel Child respondents, we determined that 396 cases (11 percent) were ineligible for a 
Wave 2 interview.  A total of 2,593 Panel Child respondents were estimated to have been in Los 
Angeles County at the time of Wave 2.  Among this group, 15 percent (379 cases) could not be 
located; 5 percent of located cases could not be contacted (110 of 2,214), and 24 percent of 
contacted cases refused to be interviewed.  A total of 1,624 Panel Child respondents were 
interviewed in Los Angeles County at Wave 2, with the vast majority interviewed in-person. 
 
Status of New Entrant Households and Respondents in L.A.FANS-2 
 
A total of 4,121 dwellings were eligible for screening of new entrants at Wave 2, across the five 
different types of households: (a) complete turnover panel households; (b) Wave 1 vacant 
dwellings; (c) Wave 1 ineligible dwellings; (d) Wave 1 dwellings that refused to participate; and 
(e) new construction cases.  We combined all of these groups in the summary of the fieldwork 
outcomes for new entrant sample presented in Figure 5.3. 
 
All 2,766 panel dwellings were screened for being a complete turnover at Wave 2, although only 
a random sample of turnover panel households were selected for the new entrant sample.  In 
contrast, all new construction and vacant, ineligible, and refusal dwellings were eligible for 
selection into the new entrant sample if they met the eligibility criteria.  There were a total of 905 
vacant, ineligible, and refusal cases released to the field and 450 new construction cases.  We 
determined that 2,412 cases were ineligible, with the largest subgroup comprising of panel 
households which continued to be inhabited by a Wave 1 resident.  A modest number of cases 
were not screened due to interviewers being unable to contact respondents or refusals. 
 
A total of 1,478 dwellings were successfully screened for the L.A.FANS-2 new entrant sample, 
including 477 panel turnover households, 683 vacant, ineligible, and refusal households, and 
318 new construction households.  Approximately half of these dwellings were ineligible 
because they did not match the criteria for an L.A.FANS new entrant household.  Of those 
households that were classified as new entrants, 364 were not selected for the new entrant 
sample because they were (almost exclusively) households without children.  A total of 364 
households were selected for the Wave 2 new entrant sample, 289 with children and 75 without 
children.  Of these cases, 14 were determined to be ineligible for various reasons and 98 cases 
were not completed, with refusals accounting for about three-quarters of the latter group.  Wave 
2 Rosters were completed in a total 252 new entrant households, 203 with children and 49 
without children. 
 
Fieldwork results for individual New Entrant RSA and Child respondents are presented in 
Figures 5.4 and 5.5.  Note that the count of selected cases in these tables includes new 
entrants into new entrant households as well as new entrants into panel households.  Figure 5.4 
shows that a total of 275 New Entrant RSAs were selected in L.A.FANS-2; of these, 253 were 
contacted and determined to be eligible.  A total of 53 cases (21 percent) refused to participate, 
yielding a total of 200 completed New Entrant RSA respondents.  Figure 5.5 shows that a total 
of 387 New Entrant Child respondents were selected for L.A.FANS-2, of which 381 were 
determined to be eligible and 349 were successfully contacted.  Only 10 percent (35 cases) of 
New Entrant Child respondents (or their PCGs/guardians) refused to participate, yielding a total 
New Entrant Child sample of 314 interviewed cases.
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Figure 5.3. Fieldwork Results for L.A.FANS-2 New Entrant Sample 
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Figure 5.4. Wave 2 Fieldwork Results for New Entrant RSAs 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.5. Wave 2 Fieldwork Results for New Entrant Child Respondents 
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Summary of Wave 2 Completion Rates 
 
We summarize the completion rates for all in-person interviews in L.A.FANS-2 in Table 5.2.  
These estimates are based on assuming that a fraction of panel respondents whose location at 
Wave 2 was unknown were in fact living in Los Angeles, with the fraction estimated from the 
respondents whose location at Wave 2 we did ascertain. 
 
Wave 2 interviews were completed with 59 percent of all eligible Panel RSAs, which includes 
RSAs who did not complete a Wave 1 interview.  Among Panel RSA respondents who did 
complete a Wave 1 interview, 61 percent of those living in Los Angeles and eligible for an in-
person interview were successfully interviewed.  The response rate for Wave 2 New Entrant 
RSAs was 75 percent. 
 
Response rates for Wave 2 Child respondents were slightly higher than for Wave 2 RSAs.  
Interviews were completed at Wave 2 with 62 percent of Panel Child respondents who were 
selected for a Wave 1 interview and with 63 percent of Panel Child respondents who completed 
a Wave 1 interview.  Finally, 82 percent of New Entrant Child respondents completed a Wave 2 
interview. 
 

Table 5.2. Estimated Response Rates For In-Person L.A.FANS-2 Interviews 
 

 Selected as  
W1 RSA 

W1 RSA 
Respondent 

W2 RSA New 
Entrant  

Selected as 
W1 Child 

W1 Child 
Respondent 

W2 Child 
New Entrant 

        
Estimated eligible 2,109 1,992 266  2,593 2,466 381 
Interviewed 1,251 1,218 200  1,624 1,573 314 
        
Response rate 59% 61% 75%  63% 64% 82% 



 39 

6. L.A.FANS-2 SAMPLE WEIGHTS 
 
This chapter describes the sample weights for L.A.FANS-2.  We begin by identifying the specific 
L.A.FANS-2 samples and linking them to the population groups that are of interest to L.A.FANS 
data users.  We then describe how the weights were calculated and indicate how the sample-
specific weights are modified when various samples are combined.  Finally, we provide some 
general comments and guidance for using the L.A.FANS-2 weights. 
 
L.A.FANS Samples 
 
To understand and correctly use the L.A.FANS-2 weights, it is necessary to consider the various 
samples in Wave 2 based on how they were selected for the sample (described in detail in 
Chapter 3) as well as their location at Wave 2.  The weights draw a distinction between those 
who resided in the 65 L.A.FANS tracts and those who resided in Los Angeles County outside of 
the 65 sampled tracts.  L.A.FANS-2 sample weights are currently available for Wave 2 
respondents residing in Los Angeles County.  (A separate set of weights for all L.A.FANS Wave 
1 respondents who appeared in a Wave 2 Update Roster, regardless of location, will be 
available in the future.)  All Wave 2 respondents who resided in Los Angeles County were 
eligible for an in-person interview, although some interviews were completed by telephone.  (In 
contrast, information about L.A.FANS sample members who resided outside Los Angeles 
County at Wave 2 was obtained either from a telephone interview or a proxy interview.) 
 
Panel RSAs 
 
The basic Panel RSA weights use the Wave 1 weight along with an adjustment for panel 
attrition and out-migration from Los Angeles County between Waves 1 and 2.  Panel RSAs 
outside of Los Angeles County, who were eligible for a telephone or proxy interview but not an 
in-person interview, do not receive a basic panel weight because of the difference in interview 
mode and because substantially less information was obtained about these individuals at Wave 
2.  Below, a distinction is made between Panel RSAs who reside in the 65 L.A.FANS tracts and 
those that reside in Los Angeles County outside of the 65 L.A.FANS tracts. 
 
New Entrant RSAs 
 
The construction of weights for New Entrant RSAs reflects the different ways that these 
respondents enter the sample (new entrants into panel households, into turnover households, 
and into newly constructed dwellings).  We do not recommend using the New Entrant RSA 
sample for any stand-alone analyses because of the small number of respondents in this 
sample and, furthermore, we advise against subsetting of this sample for any purpose. 
 
PCGs 
 
PCGs were selected for an L.A.FANS-2 interview based exclusively on their role as informants 
about children who were sampled for the study.  PCGs were chosen based on their status as 
the current primary caregiver of the RSC/SIB; for Panel RSC/SIBs, the Wave 2 PCG may or 
may not be the same person who was selected as the Wave 1 PCG.  Because PCGs could 
have been selected directly for the cross-sectional sample through another mechanism—due to 
the fact that all residents of Los Angeles County have, in principle, a positive probability of 
selection into L.A.FANS—we are able to construct Adult sample weights that allow PCGs to be 
combined in the cross-section with other directly-sampled groups (such as New Entrant RSAs 
and Panel RSAs). 
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Panel RSC/SIBs 
 
The basic Panel RSC/SIB weights also use the Wave 1 weight along with an adjustment for 
panel attrition and out-migration from Los Angeles County between Waves 1 and 2.  Panel 
RSC/SIBs in Los Angeles County are—similarly to Panel RSAs—distinguished by whether they 
reside within or outside the 65 L.A.FANS tracts.  A further distinction is made between Panel 
RSC/SIBs who are 18+ years of age and those that are 17 years of age or younger because the 
former are interviewed as adults and complete a different instrument than the latter who are 
interviewed as children. 
 
New Entrant RSC/SIBs 
 
The weights for New Entrant RSC/SIBs were constructed using the same approach as for New 
Entrant RSAs.  As in the case of New Entrant RSAs, we do not recommend using the New 
Entrant RSC/SIB sample for any stand-alone analyses or subsetting the sample in any way 
because of the small number of respondents in this sample. 
 
Los Angeles County Population Groups Represented by L.A.FANS-2 
 
There are a number of different Los Angeles County population groups that the L.A.FANS-2 
data can represent with the appropriate selection of subsamples and use of sampling weights.  
We next describe these different population groups.  In Table 6.1 we show the correspondence 
between these population groups and the specific L.A.FANS samples described above. 
 

Table 6.1. Correspondence between L.A.FANS-2 Samples  
and Los Angeles County Population Groups 

 
 

 L.A.FANS-2 Sample 
 

 
Panel RSA 

 

New 
Entrant 
RSA[a] 

 
PCG 

 
Panel RSC/SIB 

 

New 
Entrant 

RSC/ 
SIB[a] 

 
           
Age in years 18+ 18+ 18+ 18+ 18+ 18+ 18+ <18 <18 <18 
Location[b] 65T LAC 65T 65T LAC 65T LAC 65T LAC 65T 
           
L.A. County population X X X Opt.[c] Opt.[c] X X X X X 
L.A.FANS tract population X  X Opt.[c]  X  X  X 
L.A. County adults X X X Opt.[c] Opt.[c] X X    
L.A.FANS tract adults X  X Opt.[c]  X     
L.A. County children        X X X 
L.A.FANS tract children        X  X 

 
Note: [a] The New Entrant samples should not be used for stand-alone analyses. 
 [b] Location: 65T = “In 65 L.A.FANS tracts”; LAC = “Elsewhere in Los Angeles County”. 
 [c] “Opt” = “Optional.” PCGs can optionally be combined with other adult samples (RSAs and RSC/SIBs 18+ 

years of age) to increase sample sizes for analysis. 
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Population in Los Angeles County 
 
The target population that L.A.FANS is designed to represent is all residents of Los Angeles 
County.  Weighted analyses of the appropriate subsamples generalize to the target population. 
 
In Wave 1, the L.A.FANS probability sample was drawn using a clustered design that randomly 
selected adults and children within sampled households in 65 sampled tracts.  Wave 2 of 
L.A.FANS is complicated by the fact that some panel sample members have moved away from 
the 65 sampled tracts but continued to reside in Los Angeles County.  Analysts may want to 
include these out-movers in some types of analyses but not in other types.  For example, 
analyses that use individual and household information but do not either compute tract-level 
contextual characteristics from the sample or use computed contextual characteristics should 
use L.A.FANS respondents from throughout the county in order to obtain the largest sample 
possible and maximize statistical power.  Both panel and cross-sectional weighted analyses can 
be conducted for representative samples of the Los Angeles County population. 
 
Population in 65 L.A.FANS Tracts 
 
Wave 2 respondents residing in the 65 sampled tracts have a separate weight that allows 
analysts to make inferences about the population of the 65 tracts and—because these tracts are 
representative of Los Angeles County—also about the population of the entire county.  
(However, for county-wide analyses, it is advisable to use the full sample that includes panel 
respondents residing in Los Angeles County outside of the 65 sampled tracts.)  Respondents in 
the 65 tracts include both panel members and new entrants but exclude panel cases that were 
residing elsewhere in Los Angeles County at Wave 2. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: The sampled respondents in the 65 tracts are uniquely valuable for 
constructing tract-level contextual measures from weighted averages of survey responses.  
These constructed measures should only use information from respondents residing in the 65 
sampled tracts along with the corresponding weights.  Analyses that rely on constructed 
contextual measures or on other measures only available for the 65 tracts (such as indicators 
based on the neighborhood observation data) should be restricted to this part of the sample. 
 
Adults in Los Angeles County 
 
This analysis sample includes all Wave 2 respondents that live in Los Angeles County who are 
18+ years of age.  This sample includes Panel RSAs, persons selected as an RSC/SIB in Wave 
1 but who aged into adulthood by Wave 2, New Entrant RSA from Wave 2, and the adult PCG 
of a Panel or New Entrant Child. 
 
Adults in 65 L.A.FANS Tracts 
 
This analysis sample restricts the previous sample (adults in Los Angeles County) to just those 
who lived in the 65 L.A.FANS tracts. 
 
Children in Los Angeles County 
 
This analysis sample comprises of all Wave 2 respondents who lived in Los Angeles County 
and were less than 18 years of age.  This sample includes Panel RSC/SIBs from Wave 1 who 
were 17 years of age or younger at Wave 2 and New Entrant RSC/SIBS from Wave 2. 
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Children in 65 L.A.FANS Tracts 
 
This analysis sample restricts the previous sample (children in Los Angeles County) to just 
those who lived in the 65 L.A.FANS tracts. 
 
Construction of Weights 
 
Panel Weights 
 
The L.A.FANS-2 panel weights are a product of the Wave 1 design weight (described in the 
L.A.FANS-1 codebook) and a Wave 2 attrition adjustment.  These L.A.FANS-2 panel weights 
account for: 
 

1. Oversampling of tracts in the poorest strata of Los Angeles County; 
2. Oversampling of households with children, and 
3. Attrition of eligible panel members between Waves 1 and 2 due to non-response.  

 
The attrition adjustment was derived from logistic regression models of non-response among 
panel respondents who at Wave 2 were not known to be otherwise ineligible (e.g., dead, 
incarcerated, or residing outside of Los Angeles County).  The attrition models included Wave 1 
variables as predictors of non-response.  The inverse of the predicted probability of non-
response obtained from the logistic regression models was used as the attrition weight.  The 
attrition models were estimated separately for each type of respondent.  Thus, a different set of 
person-level attrition weights was generated for RSAs and for RSC/SIBs.  There is no panel 
weight available for household-level analyses.  Weighted analyses of the panel sample at 
Wave 2 are generalizable to the population of Los Angeles County at Wave 1 that was residing 
in the county at Wave 2. 
 
New Entrant Weights 
 
The new entrant weights were constructed as a product of the selection probabilities of each 
tract, of the households in the tract, and of the respondent in each household.  As a result, 
these weights reflect the disproportionate over-sampling of households in poor tracts and of 
households with children.  Separate weights were constructed for New Entrant RSAs (18+ years 
of age) and New Entrant RSC/SIBs (< 18 years of age) to reflect their different selection 
probabilities. 
 
PCG Weights 
 
The PCGs are auxiliary respondents of the RSC/SIBs less than 18 years of age at Wave 2, so 
their weights do not have straightforward selection probabilities.  PCG weights were derived 
from the weights of all corresponding RSC/SIBs who were linked with each particular PCG.  
Although some PCGs were interviewed in both Waves 1 and 2, they do not represent a panel 
sample and hence did not receive a panel weight. 
 
Cross-Sectional Weights for L.A.FANS Tract Population 
 
The Wave 2 cross-sectional sample in L.A.FANS tracts includes Panel cases from Wave 1 and 
New Entrant cases that moved into an L.A.FANS tract between Waves 1 and 2 and were 
residing in the tract at Wave 2.  The addition of new entrant cases was necessary in order to 
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provide accurate cross-sectional representation of the population of L.A.FANS tracts at Wave 2.  
The cross-sectional weights adjust for: 
 

1. Oversampling of tracts in the poorest strata of Los Angeles County; 
2. Oversampling of households with children; 
3. Oversampling of panel cases relative to new entrant cases; and 
4. Attrition among panel cases at Wave 2. 

 
Cross-Sectional Weights for Los Angeles County Population 
 
A second set of cross-sectional weights are available for analyses that include all eligible 
respondents residing in Los Angeles County at Wave 2.  Compared to the weights for 
respondents residing in the 65 L.A.FANS tracts, this cross-sectional sample adds panel cases 
that were residing in Los Angeles County outside of an L.A.FANS tract at Wave 2. 
 
All weights were trimmed at the 99th percentile, to reduce the influence of outlier values, and 
were standardized to have a mean of one. 
 
L.A.FANS-2 Analysis Weights 
 
Weights for Panel Analysis Using L.A.FANS-2 
 
Longitudinal analysis of data on L.A.FANS respondents should use the panel weights.  
Respondents who completed a Wave 1 interview were followed at Wave 2.  However, only 
panel respondents who were living in Los Angeles County at Wave 2 were eligible to be 
interviewed in-person (although a small number of these interviews were completed by 
telephone).  Ineligible cases for the full individual interview at Wave 2 included respondents who 
lived outside of Los Angeles County as well as those who were deceased, incarcerated, 
institutionalized, or physically or mentally incapable of being interviewed.  All panel respondents 
who were eligible for an in-person interview and completed an interview received a panel 
weight. 
 
The panel weights are designed to represent the status at Wave 2 of the eligible Wave 1 
population.  The panel weights account for attrition of eligible Wave 1 respondents due to non-
response.  These weights are thus appropriate for all analyses that use panel respondents who 
were interviewed in-person at Wave 2.  Finally, the panel weights generalize the Wave 2 panel 
sample to the population of Los Angeles County from Wave 1 that resided in the county at 
Wave 2.  Table 6.2 provides a summary description of the L.A.FANS panel samples. 
 

Table 6.2. Summary Description of L.A.FANS-2 Panel Weights 
 

Sample Description Wave 2 Age Eligibility Weight 
Panel 
RSA 

Persons sampled in 
Wave 1 at age 18+ and 
completed interviews at 
Waves 1 and 2 

21–92 years In L.A. County, received an RSA 
weight at Wave 1 and completed a 
Wave 2 Adult or Health Measures 
Module 

PWGT_RSA 

Panel 
RSC/SIB 

Children sampled in 
Wave 1 at age <18 
years and completed 
interviews at Waves 1 
and 2 

5–25 years In L.A. County, received an RSC/SIB 
weight at Wave 1, and had a 
completed Wave 2 Parent, Child 
(ages 9–17 years), Adult (ages 18+ 
years), Health Measures, or Cognitive 
Assessment Module 

PWGT_RSCSIB 
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Panel RSA weights (PWGT_RSA) are appropriate for analysis of the eligible Panel RSA cases 
in Los Angeles County.  Only Panel RSAs who completed a full or partial in-person interview in 
both Waves 1 and 2 received a weight.  The definition of a complete RSA interview is based on 
the RSA completing (partially or completely) the Adult Module or the Health Measures Module 
at Wave 2.  The total number of cases with a Panel RSA weight is 1,200.  
 
Panel RSC/SIB weights (PWGT_RSCSIB) are appropriate for analysis of the eligible Panel 
RSC/SIBs in Los Angeles County.  Only Panel RSC/SIBs who completed a full or partial 
interview in both Waves 1 and 2 received a panel weight.  A case was classified as complete if it 
met one or more of the following criteria: 
 

1. A Child Module was completed by a Panel Child aged 9–17 years at Wave 2, or 
2. An Adult Module was completed by a Panel Child aged 18+ years at Wave 2, or 
3. A Parent Module was completed for a Panel Child less than 18 years of age at Wave 2, 

or 
4. The Panel Child completed a Health Measures Module or a Cognitive Assessment at 

Wave 2. 
 
The total number of cases with a Panel RSC/SIB weight is 1,547. 
 
Weights for Cross-Sectional Analysis Using L.A.FANS-2 
 
The cross-sectional weights are appropriate for analyses that include all L.A.FANS-2 
respondents who were eligible for an in-person interview in Los Angeles County at Wave 2.  
These weights allow for analyses conducted with the cross-sectional sample to be generalized 
to the population of Los Angeles County at the mid-point of the Wave 2 fieldwork (which 
occurred approximately in September 2007).  Because different respondents in the household 
enter the L.A.FANS sample using different probabilities of selection, separate cross-sectional 
weights were developed for each type of respondent: RSAs, RSC/SIBs, and PCGs, as well as 
for all adult respondents. 
 
There are two different weights for analysis of the cross-sectional sample.  The first set of cross-
sectional weights only includes respondents who lived in an L.A.FANS tract at Wave 2.  This 
sample includes both panel and new entrant cases because these two groups must be 
combined with the appropriate weights to produce an accurate cross-sectional representation of 
the population of L.A.FANS tracts. 
 
The second set of cross-sectional weights includes respondents who lived throughout Los 
Angeles County.  This sample includes panel respondents in L.A.FANS tracts, new entrant 
cases in the 65 tracts and panel cases who moved outside the L.A.FANS tracts but continued to 
live within Los Angeles County. 
 
For the 65-tract cross-sectional sample, the panel cases represent the stayers while the New 
Entrant cases represent the in-movers.  For the Los Angeles County-wide weights, in-movers to 
and out-movers from the 65 L.A.FANS tracts should be combined to represent the segment of 
the population that changed their tract of residence.  We do not recommend that new entrants 
be analyzed independently because of small sample sizes. 
 
The separate cross-sectional weights for adults and children are consistent with each other and 
hence the corresponding weighted adult and child samples can be combined to represent the 
entire population of Los Angeles County.  For example, the pooled weighted sample of RSAs 
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and RSC/SIBs together are representative of the population at all ages of the 65 L.A.FANS 
tracts or of all of Los Angeles County (depending on which version of the weights are used).  
Either of these samples can also be subset by age at Wave 2 to separately represent the 
population of adults (aged 18+ years) and children (aged <18 years). 
 
Finally, note that each adult respondent has two separate sets of cross-sectional weights, 
summarized in Table 6.3, representing the group they were sampled with (i.e., RSA, RSC/SIB 
18+ years, or PCG) and the group comprised of all adults.  Each set of cross-sectional weights 
includes a version that corresponds to the 65 L.A.FANS tracts and another that corresponds to 
all of Los Angeles County. 
 

Table 6.3. Summary Description of L.A.FANS-2 Cross-Sectional Weights 
 

Sample Description Wave 2 Age Eligibility Weights 
RSC/SIB Panel and New 

Entrant RSC/SIB 
0–25 years Completed Wave 2 Parent, Child 

(ages 9–17 years), Adult (ages 
18+ years), Health Measures, or 
Cognitive Assessment Module 

XWGT_RSCSIB_LAF 
XWGT_RSCSIB_LAC 

     
RSA Panel and New 

Entrant RSAs 
18–92 years Completed a Wave 2 Adult or 

Health Measures Module 
XWGT_RSA_LAF 
XWGT_RSA_LAC 

     
PCG Current PCG of 

RSC/SIB 
19–95 years Completed Parent, PCG, or Adult 

Module 
XWGT_PCG_LAF 
XWGT_PCG_LAC 

     
Adult RSA, PCG, and 

RSC/SIB 18+ years 
18–95 years Completed a Wave 2 Adult or 

Health Measures Module 
XWGT_ADULT_LAF 
XWGT_ADULT_LAC 

 
Summary of L.A.FANS-2 Weights 
 
In Table 6.4 we list all of the Wave 2 weights and present case counts and summary statistics.  
All weights were normalized to have a mean of one.  The weights were all trimmed at the 99th 
percentile to eliminate large outlying values, which would otherwise increase the variance of the 
weights and the design effect.  The design effects for the weights (equal to the variance plus 
one and presented in the last column), represent reasonable values for each sample. 
 

Table 6.4 Summary of L.A.FANS-2 weights 
 

   Percentile  Design 
Sample Weight variable name Count 1st 50th 99th Variance effect 
Panel        
RSA PWGT_RSA 1,200 0.03 0.48 7.17 1.76 2.76 
RSC/SIB PWGT_RSCSIB 1,547 0.05 0.69 4.88 1.00 2.00 
Cross-sectional, 65 L.A.FANS Tracts  
RSA XWGT_RSA_LAF 1,007 0.05 0.50 7.09 1.86 2.86 
RSC/SIB XWGT_RSCSIB_LAF 1,309 0.08 0.62 5.69 1.08 2.08 
Adult XWGT_ADULT_LAF 1,326 0.04 0.44 8.71 2.17 3.17 
PCG XWGT_PCG_LAF 657 0.08 0.60 5.00 1.06 2.06 
Cross-sectional, L.A. County 
RSA XWGT_RSA_LAC 1,433 0.02 0.49 7.86 1.83 2.83 
RSC/SIB XWGT_RSCSIB_LAC 1,912 0.05 0.61 6.34 1.31 2.31 
Adult XWGT_ADULT_LAC 1,884 0.02 0.41 8.39 2.24 3.24 
PCG XWGT_PCG_LAC 961 0.04 0.58 6.34 1.40 2.40 
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Recommendations for Using L.A.FANS-2 Weights 
 
Analyses conducted using the L.A.FANS-2 data should account for the multilevel, multistage 
stratified sampling design of the study, and for attrition between Waves 1 and 2.  Due to 
disproportionate sampling of tracts, households, and individuals, unweighted summary statistics 
or results from an unweighted analysis of the sample are unlikely to be generalizable to the Los 
Angeles County population. 
 
Weighted analyses can, however, produce results that represent the population of Los Angeles 
County (excluding those that are institutionalized, disabled, live in group quarters, or do not 
speak English or Spanish).  We recommend that users consult with a statistical modeling 
expert to decide if weights are appropriate and necessary for the specific analysis that 
they intend to perform.  Both weighted and unweighted analyses should incorporate key 
L.A.FANS design variables for poverty stratum, tract, and household unit when deriving 
estimates and standard errors in order to appropriately account for stratification and clustering 
of the sample.  Tract information is only available in the L.A.FANS Restricted Data files. 
 
Although weighted subgroup analyses can, in principle, be conducted using each of the 
subgroups identified above (Panel respondents, New Entrant respondents, and PCGs), we 
recommend caution in subsetting these groups further.  There are two reasons for this 
recommendation.  First, many subgroups are likely to have small sample sizes and hence may 
not yield reliable estimates.  As an example, weighted tract-level analyses of new entrants are 
likely to be problematic because of the small number of new entrant respondents in each tract.  
Second, certain subgroups are not conceptually well-defined, and results based on these 
subgroups alone may provide incorrect results and yield misleading conclusions.  An illustration 
of a conceptually undefined sample is a panel formed from PCG respondents who were 
interviewed in both Waves 1 and 2. 

 
All of the L.A.FANS-2 weights have been normalized to have a mean equal to one.  Hence, 
weighted counts using all observations of a particular type sum to the corresponding sample 
size but do not match any Los Angeles County population totals.  There are a number of 
conceptual and empirical challenges associated with adjusting L.A.FANS-based estimates to 
match population or subpopulation totals—most importantly, there are no population estimates 
available that correspond sufficiently well to the L.A.FANS sample definitions to be used as a 
benchmark for the L.A.FANS weights.  Nevertheless, the consistency of the sample design and 
its implementation within and across sample subgroups is sufficiently rigorous and well-defined 
to provide a set of internally-consistent sampling weights.  Data users who want to construct 
their own set of adjusted weights to match population control totals are warned to do so 
extremely cautiously and with the understanding that no support is available from the 
L.A.FANS project for such an undertaking.

IMPORTANT NOTE: If users have questions about whether their analyses should be 
weighted or unweighted or about how to reflect the sampling design in their calculation of 
parameter estimates and standard errors, they should consult with a survey statistician.  The 
L.A.FANS project cannot provide specific guidance and advice beyond the general 
information and guidelines offered here. 
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7. DATA ENTRY AND QUESTIONNAIRE PROGRAMMING ISSUES 
 
All L.A.FANS questionnaires were administered to respondents using “computer-assisted” 
interviewing software (i.e., computer-assisted personal interviewing or CAPI and computer-
assisted telephone interviewing or CATI).  The software improves the quality and flexibility of the 
interviews because respondents are asked only questions that are appropriate to them, the 
program transfers information from one part of the questionnaire to other parts, and range and 
consistency checks are performed instantly.  However, CAPI and CATI programming of 
complex questionnaires can lead to programming errors even in the most carefully tested 
instruments.  In this chapter, we describe several issues that occurred with CAPI programming 
in L.A.FANS-2. 
 
Respondent Selection 
 
New Entrant RSCs (RSC_NE) should have been selected at random from all new entrant 
children age 17 years and younger in sampled households.  When fieldwork began there 
appeared to be a problem with the random selection of RSC_NE in households with two 
children eligible to be selected as the RSC_NE.  The first eligible child listed in the Roster, who 
was in most cases the oldest eligible child, seemed to have a higher probability of being 
selected than the second-oldest child (80 percent vs. 20 percent).  Even though only 21 
households with two eligible children were completed at that time, we concluded that an 80:20 
split was unlikely if the programming instruction was working properly.  For example, 
households completed to that point with two adults eligible for selection as an RSA_NE (new 
entrant RSA) showed the expected 50:50 split from the start of fieldwork.  RTI programmers 
could not find an obvious coding problem but made a change recommended by a Blaise 
programming expert that appeared to resolve the selection problem.  After this change, the 
selections probabilities were much closer to the expected 50:50 split. 
 
New Entrant SIBs (SIB_NEs) were selected at random from all new entrant siblings of RSC_NE 
who were 17 years of age and younger and living in the same household.  For SIB_NE 
selection, there may also have been a selection problem.  Only a few households (n=38) had 
two or more children eligible for selection as a SIB_NE.  Among these 38 households, the first 
sibling of the RSC_NE was selected 70 percent of the time, which is similar to what we saw 
initially for the RSC_NE selection.  In the case of the SIB_NE, it is difficult to determine whether 
this was a programming problem or a small sample size issue. 
 
For the Household Module, the rules were complex for selecting the respondent when there was 
a Panel RSC/SIB aged 18–24 years in the household and when the RSC/SIB under 18 years of 
age was not the child of the RSA in the household.  The original intent was to administer a 
Household Module to Panel RSC/SIBs who were age 25 years and older and to those Panel 
RSC/SIBs 18–24 years of age if they did not live with a parent or were married.  For those 
unmarried Panel RSC/SIBs aged 18–24 years still living with a parent, the Household Module 
was supposed to be given to the person in the family (either a parent or the RSC/SIB) who knew 
the most about household finances.  For RSC/SIBs under age 18 years who were not the 
children of the RSA in the household, the household module was supposed to be given to the 
PCG. 
 
At the beginning of fieldwork, we discovered that the Household Module was administered to all 
unmarried Panel RSC/SIB aged 18–24 years who were still living with a parent (as well as to 
their parent).  The coding was subsequently changed to avoid administering redundant 
Household Modules to multiple members of the same family.  However, the new coding 
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mistakenly chose the RSA rather than the PCG as the Household Module respondent in 
households in which a Panel RSC/SIB was under age 25 years and, if no RSA existed, no one 
else was selected to be a Household Module respondent.  In most households with an RSA and 
an RSC, the RSA is the parent of the RSC/SIB.  Therefore, the problem caused by this coding 
change was not apparent until late in the fieldwork when little could be done.  Thus, there are 
some cases in which no Household Module was completed for the RSC/SIB’s family (cases in 
which the RSA in the household is not the RSC/SIB’s parent).  There are also a few other cases 
in which a second Household Module should have been completed but was not for reasons we 
cannot determine.  Overall, it appears that about 40 households may have been affected by this 
issue. 
 
There were two new entrant households where an RSC_NE was selected but no PCG_NE was 
selected.  One household (HHID2=60725N) was a case where the mother was a part-time 
resident in the household but she was also mentioned in Question RA36 as the person 
responsible for the child; since she was a part-time resident, she could not be selected as the 
PCG.  The other household (HHID2=41661N) is a case where the Roster respondent did not 
know who the parents were or who was responsible for the selected RSC_NE. 
 
There is one instance where the Parent Module covered a child that was neither an RSC nor a 
SIB, as a result of confusion over names and nicknames.  The household is HHID2=62184N, 
and KIDTYPE=‘OTH’ for this record. 
 
There is one instance where a Child RSC_P was a part-time resident in a household where the 
original PCG no longer lived and no new PCG was selected.  The child was not to be 
interviewed in that household because of the part-time status, but it seems that when the 
RSA_P in the household was administered the Health Measures Module and the Cognitive 
Assessments, the child RSC_P was staying in the household at that time so the interviewer 
gave those two modules to the “ineligible” child RSC_P.  The child RSC_P is HHID2=16718A 
and PID2=2.  Because no PCG was selected (as defined by the selection rules), this child, who 
was age six years, does not have a Parent Module and was too young for the Child Module.  
Users can decide how to handle this case.  This child does have both panel and cross-sectional 
weights. 
 
Questionnaire Items 
 
Health Vignettes 
 
For the health vignettes in Section M of the Adult Module, the order of the questions in domains 
with two questions was supposed to be randomized.  However, for about the first six months of 
fieldwork the order of the two questions was not random: AM56B was always asked before 
AM56A, and AM57C was always asked before AM57B; thus AM56B and AM57C could only be 
selected for RANDOMNUMBER_1 and AM56A and AM57B could only be selected for 
RANDOMNUMBER_8. 
 
Preloaded Address in Roster  
 
Due to a CAPI error in which the preloaded Wave 1 address was treated as the Wave 2 address 
for some panel households that were no longer at the Wave 1 address, the CAPI-generated 
AT_W1_ADDRESS flag was incorrectly set to “1.”  We have corrected this error ex post facto so 
that AT_W1_ADDRESS is consistent with the current residence.  However, any questions 
dependent on the value of the AT_W1_ADDRESS flag were not correctly administered for 
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cases with this problem.  There were 179 cases where the CAPI program miscoded a 
household that moved away from the Wave 1 address as still living at the Wave 1 address.  
There were 11 additional cases that had been miscoded as not at the Wave 1 address when in 
fact they were still at the Wave 1 address.  The variable AT_W1_ADDRESS_ORIG (as distinct 
from AT_W1_ADDRESS) in the ROSTHH2 file has the original value used in the CAPI program. 
 
Note that the AT_W1_ADDRESS flag equals “1” if the respondent has the same street address 
as his/her Wave 1 residence.  If a person simply moved into a different unit at that address, 
AT_W1_ADDRESS will equal “1.”  The EHC address history will show two records, however, 
one for each apartment unit.  
 
There is one Adult respondent (HHID2=14404A, PID2=2) who moved out of the household after 
the Wave 2 Roster was done and was interviewed at another address.  For this case, 
AT_W1_ADDRESS=1 because the household was at the Wave 1 address at the time the 
Roster was completed.  The other adult respondent in the household (PID2=1) did not move 
and is at the Wave 1 address where the household 14404A was rostered.  Another Adult 
respondent (HHID2=22469A, PID2=1) has two current residences apparently and the Adult 
interview was done at one address and the Roster module was done at the other, which is the 
Wave 1 address. 
 
In some cases, the fact that the CAPI program used the Wave 1 address inadvertently as the 
Wave 2 address also affected other variables in the Roster data.  The variable R_UA1 in the 
ROSTHH2 file was supposed to identify which panel households were still in the 65 L.A.FANS 
tracts.  However, in cases affected by the CAPI problem, the wrong address was used to assign 
the Census tract code that was then used in creating R_UA1.  The variable LAF_TRACT, which 
was created subsequently, is the correct indicator for whether or not the household is in one of 
the 65 L.A.FANS tracts.  Problem cases are those where LAF_TRACT=0 and R_UA1=1 and 
those where LAF_TRACT=1 and R_UA1=2.  Because R_UA1 was used to create the CAPI-
generated variable R_UB8 in the PANELUPDATE2 file and then R_UB8 set the skips for 
R_UB9–R_UB12, those households with the miscoded R_UA1 will not have dates collected in 
R_UB11/R_UB12 for the correct address.  Because R_UB12 asked “when last lived at this [i.e., 
the current] address,” for households which were no longer actually at the Wave 1 residence, 
the response in these cases to R_UB12 is not related to when the person left the Wave 1 
address but when he/she left the current Wave 2 address.  This miscoding resulted in some 
R_UB12=3 (never lived at this address) responses.  R_UA1 was miscoded as “1” for 314 
households that were not in an L.A.FANS tract, and was miscoded as “2” for 14 households that 
actually were in an L.A.FANS tract. 
 
Residential Vignettes 
 
The residential vignette questions are question numbers AC60–AC61 in the Adult Module.  The 
programming specifications for these questions inadvertently specified sampling with 
replacement.  Therefore, in some cases, respondents were shown the same neighborhood 
more than once, which could have included their own neighborhood.  Users should be aware 
that the same neighborhood mix could appear more than once among the neighborhood 
choices. 
 
For 44 cases, due to a problem in assigning the Wave 2 residence addresses in the roster and 
because of boundary errors in tract assignments, the tract number used for selecting the 
neighborhoods to be shown to the respondent was incorrect.  The variable WRONG_TRACTID 
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flags those cases where the tract number used in the vignettes is not the actual tract where the 
respondent resides. 
 
Preloading Wave 1 Adult Fertility Histories 
 
Wave 1 adult fertility histories, including the number of children ever born at Wave 1 plus their 
names, ages, and locations at Wave 1, were preloaded for use in Section E of the Adult Module 
for panel respondents.  There were a handful of cases where the preload process in CAPI 
resulted in the number of children at Wave 1 not being preloaded so it appeared that the panel 
respondent had no children at Wave 1 and thus skipped questions AE202 to AE209 that would 
have collected current information about those children.  The flag variable 
AE200_MISCODED=1 identifies these cases. 
 
In about 60 other cases, the last child in the preloaded Wave 1 fertility history was repeated in 
error.  We have dropped the duplicate reference to the same child so that the AE202 to AE209 
sets of variables reflect the correct number of children reported on in the Adult fertility history at 
Wave 1. 
 
Event History Calendar (EHC) 
 
Residential History Preloading 
 
In some Panel EHC cases the current address appears in two separate records (i.e., for two 
residence spells): (a) the first record has both a start and end date which are the month of the 
Wave 2 interview and (b) the second record has the start date equal to when the respondent 
actually moved to the current address.  The source of this error is unknown.  We have corrected 
the data ex post facto in the EHC residence history.  The CAPI program subsequently checked 
the number of records in the EHC residence history to determine if a respondent had any moves 
in the EHC.  This information was used to set up the questions in Section J of the Adult Module.  
As a result, the questions in Section J for those who did not move during the EHC calendar 
period were sometimes not asked when they should have been because panel respondents 
with no actual moves appeared to have moved.  The MOVSINCE (has a move in the EHC 
period) and MOVEDSINCE (current residence compared to Wave 1 residence—which is blank 
for non-panel respondents) flags created from the EHC by the CAPI program were incorrect for 
these cases.  We have revised the MOVSINCE and MOVEDSINCE flags to be consistent with 
the revised EHC data.  However, we have not revised the Adult Module variables AJ2–AJ3 
(which were based on the CAPI-generated MOVSINCE) and AJ10 (which was based on the 
CAPI-generated MOVEDSINCE) to be consistent with the revised EHC data. 
 
There are nine cases where MOVSINCE=1 (moved in EHC period) and MOVEDSINCE=1 (at 
Wave 1 address but no moves since Wave 1).  Three are cases where the person moved from 
one apartment unit to another at the same address (their HHID2 values are 14232A, 20214A, 
and 22292A).  In the other six cases, the start of their EHC calendar period was before their 
Wave 1 interview so the “move” recorded in the EHC was the move to the Wave 1 residence.  
These cases have HHID2 values of 17972A, 23172A, 26457A, 28328A, 30204A, and 23312A. 
 
Gaps in Histories 
 
The EHC program warned the interviewer if there were gaps in the EHC history—such as a 
spell covered by neither employment nor unemployment.  However, interviewers were permitted 
to dismiss the reminder and to continue with the interview, and there are consequently some 
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instances where gaps remain in the EHC.  Very short gaps are mainly due to respondents 
estimating dates rather than reporting exact dates.  Gaps of a month or more are rare in the 
EHC address and health insurance data, and affect less than 5 percent of the cases.  For the 
combined employment and unemployment histories, about 15 percent of the respondents have 
a gap of one month or more. 
 
In the EHC residential history there are cases in which the history is incomplete: the only record 
is for the current residence and the start date is the beginning of the month of interview.  There 
are 62 cases where this happened (50 are Panel and 12 are New Entrant).  These are not 
cases in which the person moved in the last few weeks and we are simply missing the earlier 
residences.  For the 36 panel respondents who were living at their Wave 1 address, one option 
is to use the start date from Wave 1 for the start date of the residence spell.  However, there is 
no way to know whether the respondent lived at the residence for the entire EHC period or left 
and then returned.  For five other cases, the start date year on the single EHC residence record 
that we have is less than six years before the interview year.  So these respondents also have 
incomplete residence histories.  Note that because of missing address records there are 
respondents with NADDR=1 (one EHC address record) and MOVSINCE=1 (has a move in the 
EHC period) because the panel respondent is not at the Wave 1 address or the respondent is a 
new entrant.  By definition, new entrants had to have moved to the Wave 2 residence after 
Wave 1.  There are about 30 new entrant adult respondents who have only one record in the 
EHC residence history but their start dates are after Wave 1. 
 
There is one complete-turnover household, 31050D, where the move-in date to the L.A.FANS 
address occurred when the original Wave 1 respondents still lived there.  Either the move-in 
date was misreported or it was incorrectly entered as May 2000 instead of May 2001. 
 
In the EHC employment/unemployment domains, there are about 37 respondents with 
incomplete histories.  These cases have only a single employment record, no unemployment 
record and the start date of the employment record is less than six years before interview date.  
Similarly, there are three cases that have a single unemployment record, no employment 
record, and the start of the unemployment period is less than six years before the interview 
date.  There may be other respondents who have a combination of employment/unemployment 
spells that do not fully cover the previous six years as well as those with other types of gaps in 
their histories. 
 
The incomplete EHC employment/unemployment histories may have had an effect on the Adult 
Module Section K questions that are based on respondent reports from the EHC about whether 
they are currently working or have had a job during the period covered by the EHC.  There are 
cases where respondents have neither a current employment record nor a current 
unemployment record.  It is difficult to tell in these cases if the current-status record is missing 
or if the interviewer did not mark the final job/unemployment spell as on-going.  We have 
flagged these cases to alert users to those that are: (1) most likely missing a current 
employment record (CUREMP_M=1), (2) most likely missing a current unemployment record 
(CURUNEMP_M=1), or (3) unclear as to whether it is a current employment or unemployment 
record that is missing (CUREMPUNEMP_M=1).  CURUNEMP_M flags respondents with RB4=5 
in the roster (did not work in the last month before the roster interview) and respondents whose 
last EHC job record is well before the roster interview.  CUREMPUNEMP_M flags respondents 
with RB4=1 (worked in last month before the roster interview) but who could either be currently 
working or have just lost their job—because the end date for the last employment record is very 
shortly before the interview date.  CUREMP_M flags respondents with RB4=1, meaning that 
there is no employment or unemployment record ending anywhere near the interview date.  In 
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these cases, most likely there is at least one missing employment record.  There are 44 cases 
with these flags. 
 
The EHC health insurance histories also have cases where there is no record for the current 
health insurance status for the respondent, or, in the case of the PCGs, for the RSC/SIB.  We 
have flagged cases with no record for the current health insurance status.  The variable 
CUR_HTLHINS_M=1 for the 17 adult respondents with no current health insurance information; 
CURHI_CH1_M and CURHI_CH2_M identify the five PCGs with children missing current health 
insurance information. 
 
Missing EHC records 
 
There are 21 adult respondents who have no EHC records at all.  Eighteen of them are partial 
completes so they broke off before or at the EHC.  However, three of them made it to Section M 
of the Adult Module, so they should have completed the EHC.  The household and person 
identifiers of the three cases missing all EHC records are: (11645A, 1), (28694A, 1), and 
(41724A, 1). 
 
There are also 104 respondents who have EHC residential history data but no 
employment/unemployment records.  These respondents clearly began the EHC.  Based on 
information in Adult Module Section K, 53 of them did not work during the EHC period: 33 said 
they have never worked for pay and 20 last worked before the EHC period.  Of those that 
provided a date when they last worked in Section K, 44 reported a date that fell in the EHC 
period and 27 of them reported the month of the Wave 2 interview.  This suggests that over a 
quarter of the 104 may have been currently working.  Data from Section HB of the Adult Module 
implies that 59 of these respondents completed the EHC Module and were asked to verify 
information from the employment/unemployment histories.  The AK2 variable in the ADULT2 file 
shows no EHC employment spells and the variable JOBEVER=0 (i.e., no jobs in the EHC).  It 
appears that employment and unemployment records for these cases may not have been 
output from the CAPI program and thus it would appear there were no jobs in the EHC and thus 
JOBEVER would be zero. 
 
Based on the gaps and the missing EHC records, users cannot solely rely on the EHC for 
determining employment/unemployment during the EHC calendar period.  Users should also 
check the Adult Module Section K data for respondents who do not have any EHC 
employment/unemployment records. 
 
There are 81 respondents who started the EHC, but have no health insurance records.  Based 
on data from Section HB of the Adult Module, 38 of them completed the EHC and hence should 
have had at least one health insurance record (e.g., indicating that they were uninsured or 
insured for the entire EHC period).  Among these 81 respondents, 46 have RB6=1 in the 
ROSTER2 file indicating that they were covered by health insurance at some point during the 
month before the Wave 2 interview.  For these cases, it appears their health insurance data was 
either not output by the CAPI program or was not collected by the interviewer. 
 
Missing Parent Module Records 
 
There are four children whose PCG completed the Parent Module (according to the fieldwork 
case management system) but for whom no record for the child was output from the CAPI 
program.  Thus there is no record in the PARENT2 file for these children.  There is no indication 
if this situation was due to a break-off or to a CAPI error.  These four children are: 
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14232A, 2: a 14-year old SIB_P 
30210D, 4: a 2-year old SIB_NE 
34210N, 3: a 10-year old SIB_NE 
48952A, 3: a 17-year old RSC_P 

 
There was an RSC_P (HHID2=16034B, CHILD_PID=4) for whom the roster did not list the 
person selected to be the PCG for Wave 2 as the primary caregiver for the child.  For this child, 
the mother, who was a part-time resident, was listed as the primary caregiver; however, she 
was not eligible to be the PCG respondent because she was a part-time resident and thus 
another person in the household was selected as the PCG respondent.  Because the PCGID 
field in the roster was wrong for this child, the child was not listed in the Parent Module of the 
selected PCG.  The SIB_P in the 16034B household, however, had the person selected as the 
PCG listed as the primary caregiver so that child was covered in the Parent Module. 
 
Non-Resident Parent in Parent Module 
 
For PCGs in households with two or more RSC/SIBs, PCGs were asked questions about each 
child.  For some siblings, both children’s circumstances and background were exactly the 
same—for example, some siblings shared the same father.  To reduce respondent burden, the 
questionnaire was structured in these cases to ask questions about shared characteristics or 
background (e.g., questions about the same father) only once.  A flag called FIRSTCHILD was 
created to identify whether this was the first child that the PCG was asked about, the second 
child, etc.  (Note that FIRSTCHILD is not an indicator of birth order.)  The flag did not always 
work exactly the way it should have.  In some cases with an error, the information was asked 
multiple times instead of just once.  In other cases with an error, the question was asked only 
when FIRSTCHILD=1 when it should also have been asked when FIRSTCHILD=2, 3, etc.  For 
example, in the section on non-resident parents (Section E of the Parent Module), if 
FIRSTCHILD=2 (i.e., the PCG has already answered these questions for another child) and the 
second child did not have the same father as the FIRSTCHILD=1 child and that father was not 
in the household, the CAPI program should have asked about the location of that father but did 
not. 
 
Status of Biological Parents in Section PE of the Parent Module 
 
The programming code to create PEX1A (for mothers) and PEX1H (for fathers) in the Parent 
Module had a logic error that resulted in skipping the question about whether the non-PCG 
resident parent of the child was truly the biological parent.  The non-PCG parent in the roster 
was to be coded as “4” (might be biological parent) and was to be asked PEX1B if a mother and 
PEX1J if a father to determine if they were a biological parent.  Because most women listed as 
the mother of the child in the roster were selected as the PCG, there were only a small number 
of cases that had PEX1A incorrectly assigned.  However, among fathers who were not PCGs 
(very few were PCGs) virtually all of them were incorrectly coded as “5” (other) and the question 
about whether they were the biological father was not asked. 
 
This problem led to the CAPI-generated variables BIOMOM_STAT and BIODAD_STAT being 
incorrectly coded for such cases, with hundreds of resident fathers being coded as “not in the 
household” (BIODAD_STAT=3) when in fact they were.  We cleaned the BIOMOM_STAT and 
BIODAD_STAT variables to correctly reflect whether the biological parent was in the household.  
For the few mother cases, we were able to determine the status from the “relationship to head” 
code because in most of these cases the mother was the household head.  For incorrectly 
coded fathers, we either used the relationship to the household head or, if the father was not the 
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head, we compared the surname of the child to that of the person listed as the father.  When 
they matched, we coded the father as the biological father.  We created a flag called 
FIXED_BIODADSTAT3 to identify those cases where we assigned bio-father status based on 
surname. 
 
We have not revised the PEX1A and PEX1H variables and have left them with their original 
values because these values determined the skips for the other PEX variables.  PEX1A and 
PEX1A should not be used for determining presence of biological parents; rather, the 
BIOMOM_STAT and BIODAD_STAT variables should be used for this purpose. 
 
There are some cases where errors in the roster variables indicating whether the bio/adoptive 
mother and bio/adoptive father were in the household produced conditions at odds with specific 
questions in PEX variables that asked about biological parents.  These errors resulted in the 
variable PE1 being miscoded by the CAPI program for ten cases.  The main problems were: (1) 
PE1 indicated that both parents were in the household because the same person was listed in 
both the mother and father identifier fields and actually there was only one parent in the 
household and (2) PE1 indicated there were no parents in the household when in fact there was 
one.  We did not revise PE1 but instead added a flag called PE1_MISCODED to identify these 
ten cases where PE1 is incorrect (and indicated why).  PE1_MISCODED indicates that the 
subsequent skips based on PE1 were wrong and that responses in PE3 to PE56 may not be 
correct for these cases. 
 
The problem with miscoded parent identifiers in the roster also affected the CAPI-generated 
variables PE58 and PE60.  The code of “3” in PE58 indicates that the Parent Module 
respondent was the father of the child.  However, 11 of the 42 cases with PE58=3 are female 
respondents.  This happened because the mother’s PID was incorrect in both the mother and 
father identifier fields in the roster.  We have not revised PE58 because it was used for 
subsequent skips.  PE60 was a CAPI-check on the relationship of the respondent to the child.  
For the 11 cases where PE58=3, PE60=2 indicates that the respondent is the child’s father 
when in fact the respondent is the mother.  Again, we did not correct PE60.  Thus, PE58 and 
PE60 should not be used for determining if the respondent is the mother or the father of 
the child.  The variable PA_RELCHLD in the PARENT2 file shows the correct relationship 
between the PCG and the given child. 
 
Child Age Used for Skips in Parent Module 
 
Due to a CAPI error, 51 children had one year added to their actual age when the “child age” 
field in CAPI was created.  This field was used for subsequent age-related skips.  Therefore, for 
some of these children, age-related questions may have been asked or skipped inappropriately.  
The flag AGEKID_ERR equals one for these cases.  The age used by CAPI in evaluating age-
related skips is found in the variable CHILDAGEYR_CAPI.  The actual age of the child is in the 
variables CHILDAGE and CHILDAGEMO (for children less than one year of age). 
 
Note that the RSC in household 23330A appears to have been age 11 years at the time of the 
roster but turned 12 years of age right before the Parent Module was completed.  This child has 
AGEKID_ERR=0. 
 
CAPI-Generated Variables 
 
CAPI-generated variables that used preloaded information were filled-in at the beginning of the 
CAPI program.  As a result, CAPI variables can sometimes have legitimate values (which were 
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pre-filled based on preloaded information) even in a section of the questionnaire that was 
subsequently skipped because of the respondent’s answers to earlier questions.  Therefore, 
users should not rely on CAPI-generated variables to determine if a specific set of questions 
was answered by the respondent.  CAPI-generated variables, in most cases, have the text 
“CAPI CHECK” in their variable labels. 
 
Spawning Interviews 
 
When a roster was completed, the CAPI program selected respondents and set up individual 
interview cases and assigned individual interview case identifiers.  This process was known as 
“spawning.”  In some cases, a panel respondent was listed in the Roster as a part-time resident 
(and, therefore, not eligible for an in-person interview) but subsequently returned to live in the 
household full-time between the time the Roster was completed and the time the individual 
interviews were begun.  In these cases, a new roster had to be generated in order to spawn an 
individual interview for the respondent.  As a result, two separate household IDs were generated 
for the same household.  This situation occurred most frequently in the case of RSC/SIBs who 
were away at college or boarding school when the panel household was first rostered.  Often 
these respondents were interviewed when they returned home, rather than at their college or 
boarding school.  In these cases, the responses regarding household residents and their 
characteristics were identical in the two Rosters.  To avoid confusion, we dropped the second 
roster and assigned the individual case identifier to all respondents in the household.  In these 
cases, users may notice that a part-time RSC/SIB has an individual case identifier that relates to 
the household in which they were originally listed as part-time (i.e., RA11=2).  In addition, 
because the panel respondent was originally reported to be part-time resident, location 
information for them may be in Section UB of the PANELUPDATE2 file.  
 
There are three instances, however, in which it appears that, prior to interview, the panel 
respondent moved in with members from the previously-rostered panel household and by that 
time the household changed, either in composition or in location.  In these instances, the that 
second household roster that was completed is included in the ROSTHH2 and ROSTER2 files 
and is treated as a separate household despite its similarities with the other earlier interviewed 
household.  The household identifiers for these cases are: 
 

16453A/16453B 
38825A/38825B 
49260A/49260C 

 
There are nine households that completed the Roster but for which the CAPI program failed to 
spawn an individual interview.  Households 11617A, 16034A, 16846B, 25629A, 30325A, and 
34080A had only a single resident—the PCG from Wave 1, who was not eligible for a Wave 2 
interview.  The Roster was completed in these cases to collect information on the non-resident 
Wave 1 respondents (i.e., the RSA_P, RSC_P, and SIB_P).  A roster was completed for 
household 49106A and it showed that the RSA was deceased and there were no other panel 
members in the household.  The two remaining households, 24505D and 24555D, were 
complete-turnover households eligible to have New Entrant respondents selected, but, for 
unknown reasons, none were selected. 
 
There was also a problem with spawning Household Module interviews for 18–24 year old 
RSC/SIBs.  According to L.A.FANS-2 rules, all RSC/SIBs aged 25 years and older were 
assumed to be independent of any co-resident parent and a Household Module should have 
been spawned for them.  For 18–24 year old RSC/SIBs with co-resident parents, the selection 
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routine was supposed to ask who know the most about finances—the RSC/SIB or one of the 
parents—and then randomly select among those who knew most (if more than one person was 
mentioned).  However, initially the program spawned a Household Module for all 18–24 year old 
RSC/SIB even if they were not reported to be the person most knowledgeable about finances.  
To correct this problem and avoid completing more than one Household Module for the same 
family, the CAPI code was revised.  Unfortunately, the revision was done incorrectly and 
resulted in no 18–24 year old RSC/SIBs completing Household Modules if the RSA_P was in 
the household, even when they should have because the RSA_P was not the parent of that 
RSC/SIB.  Thus, an 18–24 year old RSC/SIB who was either financially independent or lived 
with a parent who was not the RSA_P was not asked to complete a Household Module, even 
though they should have been asked.  Thus, Household Module data are not available for all 
18–24 year old RSC/SIBs. 
 
There are two households that started the Roster interview but broke off the interview before the 
list of household members could be generated and individual interviews spawned.  These two 
households are 14088A and 16868A and they only appear in the ROSTHH2 data. 
 
CATI Update Roster Section C 
 
In the telephone interview, the Update Roster section collecting information on deceased Wave 
1 respondents was to include a set of questions UC14 to UC19 that were not in the CAPI (i.e., 
in-person) interview.  These questions were to cover the education, children ever born, and 
marital status at the time of death.  However, due to a coding problem, only UC14 was asked 
and the other questions were skipped.  UC14 asked if the deceased was in school, working or 
neither at the time of death.  There were only two deceased cases. 
 
Other CAPI-Related Problems 
 
In the ADULT2 file, the type of other school for AD58_1 was not coded in CAPI.  AD58_S 
contains the year in the other school but not the type.  Also, Question AD58_1E was not coded 
in CAPI. 
 
In the PANELUPDATE2 file, the CAPI code inadvertently excluded choice 6 “lives with parent” 
for Question R_UB26.  Non-resident Wave 1 respondents currently living with a parent were, 
therefore, coded by the interviewer as living with other relatives. 
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8. DATA CLEANING 
 
Address Cleaning 
 
In Wave 2, we used a software product called QAS to verify respondent-reported addresses in 
an effort to reduce cleaning of addresses before geocoding.  We also checked reported 
intersections by city against a list of all Los Angeles County intersections, to verify that each 
intersection actually existed in the reported city.  The CAPI program also used map verification 
to confirm that an address reported by a respondent was valid and, if it was not, a map was 
used to help the respondent and interviewer locate the correct address.  These steps greatly 
improved the initial quality of the address reporting in Wave 2 and substantially reduced the 
amount of address cleaning required in Wave 2 compared to Wave 1. 
 
Some address cleaning was still required for places like grocery stores for which the respondent 
reported the store name, one of the streets it was near to, and the city—but not the exact 
address.  In these cases, we were able to determine the store’s address using the Internet. 
 
School Name Cleaning 
 
In Section F of the Parent Module, which covered children’s schooling, respondent-reported 
school names were checked immediately by the CAPI program against a list of all schools in 
Los Angeles County school districts.  As in the case of address verification described above, the 
advantage of this immediate cross-checking during the interview was that the interviewer could 
identify errors and have the respondent correct these errors.  If the school name appeared on 
the list, the CAPI program turned on a “flag” variable and no further information was collected 
about the location of the school.  The addresses of all schools on the list were known and, 
therefore, it appeared unnecessary to collect this information from the respondent.   
 
Unfortunately, interviewers did not always select the correct school.  The interviewer entered the 
school name into the computer by typing the first few letters of the name.  The program would 
assist the interviewer by moving down the list to the school starting with those initial letters.  If 
the interviewer was not paying close attention, he or she might have hit “return” when the 
computer reached the name of a school that was incorrect.  Some schools entered were 
actually schools not on the list.  In other cases, schools with a similar name were mistakenly 
selected.  For example, Franklin Middle School was selected instead of Franklin 
Comprehensive Elementary School.  As a result, a great deal of effort was required after 
fieldwork to search for errors and correct them so that the names could be matched with 
addresses and subsequently geocoded. 
 
Roster Cleaning 
 
We undertook extensive efforts to insure that relationship codes, ages, genders, spouse/partner 
identifiers, and other identification-related information from the Roster were consistent among 
family members. 
 
Note that cases exist where the current age reported by the roster respondent (CURRAGE) is 
inconsistent with the estimated Wave 2 age (W2_ESTAGE) that was based on the Wave 1 
roster reported age (W1_AGE).  We have not attempted to revise CURRAGE in these cases 
even though for most selected respondents there is a birthdate to determine the Wave 2 roster 
age.  In the ADULT2, HM_ADULT2, and HM_CHILD2 files, the variable AGE_BDATE is the 
current age of the respondent based on their reported birthdate; in the PARENT2 file, the 
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variable CHILDAGE is based on the reported birthdate of the child if it was available; in the 
CHILD2 file, the variable CORRECTED_AGE is the child-verified current age.  Users may want 
to examine these cases and decide for themselves how best to deal with this issue. 
 
“Other, Specify” Cleaning 
 
As in Wave 1, many questions allowed respondents to report “other” responses when their 
situation did not correspond to the precoded answers listed in the questionnaires.  Interviewers 
typed these textual responses into the CAPI instrument.  These textual responses were 
subsequently handcoded by L.A.FANS staff either into pre-existing categories or into new 
categories.  When new codes were assigned to “mark all that apply” questions, the indicator 
variable for “other, specify” response contains the new codes; thus that particular variable will 
not be a 0/1 indicator.  In a few cases, we did not code the “other, specify” responses and have 
left them for users to decide.  These are variables with only a limited number of text responses 
that generally do not fit existing categories. 
 
EHC Health Insurance Dates Cleaning 
 
For a small number of children, the start date for a given coverage period was more than a year 
before the birth date of the child.  In these cases, the date that the PCG’s coverage began was 
used as the date when the child’s coverage began.  We corrected these start dates to be the 
date of the child’s birth.  For another small number of children, the coverage start date is within 
a year of the child’s birth.  It is not clear in these cases if the respondent considered the child 
covered during some portion of the pregnancy or it there was an error in marking the child’s 
birth date.  We did not revise the start dates for these cases. 
 
CAPI Households Interviewed Outside Los Angeles County 
 
There were three panel households that resided outside Los Angeles County that were given 
the in-person interview (using the CAPI instrument) instead of the telephone interview (using the 
CATI instrument).  These households appear to be near the Los Angeles County border and 
were inadvertently treated as being in Los Angeles County.  Because respondents in these 
households would not receive weights, we decided to use the information collected in the CAPI 
interviews, including the Adult and Child interviews as well as the Roster interview, to create 
CATI data records.  These households (31364A, 37731A, and 43814A) and their resident panel 
respondents have the flag NOTLAC_CAPI=1 in the CROSTHH2, CPANELUPDATE2, and 
CROSTER2 data files.  These cases are no longer in any of the CAPI data files. 
 
Imputed Income and Wealth Data 
 
As in Wave 1, we created an imputed income and wealth file from the Household Module data, 
imputing values for missing data, “don’t know” responses, and refusals.  Details of the 
imputation process can be found in Appendix B of this document.  There are two versions of the 
imputed income data: a public use version and a restricted version.  These files are discussed in 
more detail in Chapter 9. 
 
The public use version, which is a subset of the household economy variables with imputations, 
contains topcoded values.  The topcoding method used in Wave 2 differs from that used in 
Wave 1.  In Wave 1, weighted means by race-ethnic group using the non-topcoded data 
replaced values above the topcoding cutoff.  In Wave 2, we did not have the necessary weights 
to compute the race-ethnic means.  Instead, we assigned observations above the topcoding 
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cutoff a value of “-3” so that users could easily identify these cases and decide for themselves 
how to deal with them.  The cutoff points in Wave 2 were set at the top 3 percent of the 
distribution, which was the basic rule used in Wave 1. 
 
The topcoded variables in the public use version and the topcoding cutoffs are shown in Table 
8.1. 
 

Table 8.1. Topcoded Variables in L.A.FANS-2 Public Use Data 
 

Variable Description 
Topcoding 

cutoff 
AIRWAGE Respondent earnings > $150,000 
AIPWAVE Spouse/partner earnings > $150,000 
FAMEARN Family earnings > $230,000 
FAMINC Family income minus asset income ≥ $310,000 
NONHASST Non-house assets > $1,590,000 
ALLTRAN Transfer income > $30,200 
ASTOTINC Asset income > $84,000 
AIRENT Monthly rent ≥ $2,050 
AIMORT Monthly mortgage ≥ $6,600 
AIHOUSE Current value of house if sold > $2,200,000 
AIHOUSEP Value of house when bought > $860,000 

 
Version 1 of the L.A.FANS-2 Restricted Data contains non-topcoded values for all of the 
imputed household economy variables. 
 
There are a number of cautions and caveats associated with using the imputed income data for 
L.A.FANS-2.  In particular, users should be careful in comparing imputed values in Wave 1 to 
imputed values in Wave 2 when examining income and asset changes between the two waves 
for a given family.
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9. FILE STRUCTURE AND DATA FORMAT 
 
This chapter describes the public use version and restricted versions of the L.A.FANS-2 data.  
The Restricted Data include detailed geographic location information and a few data items that 
are not available in the Public Use Data because of confidentiality concerns.  For example, 
variables that are topcoded and bottom-coded or modified for the public use version are 
generally left in their original form in the restricted version.  Below we note the differences 
between the public use version and the restricted version for each file. 
 
Most of variables that were recoded for the public use version of L.A.FANS-2 files are related to 
ethnicity and geographic locations.  Detailed ethnicity responses, which were reported in 15 
categories (see the questionnaires on www.lasurvey.rand.org), have been regrouped up into 13 
categories because of the small numbers of cases in some original ethnic categories.  Detailed 
information on ethnicity covering all 15 categories is available in the Restricted Data.  City 
names for locations mentioned in the L.A.FANS-2 survey are not available in the Public Use 
Data but will be available in Restricted Data Versions 2 and 3.  State and country names in the 
Public Use Data have been recoded into regions.  States in the United States other than 
California are assigned to U.S. Census Division codes.  States in Mexico and Central American 
countries are recoded to “MEXICO” and “CENTRAL AMERICA.”  All other states and countries 
are recoded into regions as defined by the World Bank.  State and country names are available 
in the Restricted Data.  The Public Use Data also include flag variables for whether the 
household is in one of the 65 L.A.FANS sample tracts, and whether a given location is in Los 
Angeles County, in one of the surrounding counties, elsewhere in California, or outside of 
California. 
 
In the Child and Adult files in the Public Use Data, a number of particularly sensitive variables 
have been excluded from the public use files to protect respondent confidentiality.  Questions 
related to drugs, sexual activity, and other sensitive topics will be available only in the Restricted 
Data. 
 
The L.A.FANS Wave 2 Public Use Data consists of 24 files, each representing a survey module 
or portion of a survey module, plus a file of individual weights for all respondents living in Los 
Angeles County and a file of imputed income and asset values.  The L.A.FANS Wave 2 
Restricted Data consist of 42 files: 14 files for Version 1, 8 files for Version 2, 8 files for Version 
2.5, and 12 files for Version 3.  Information from a single module can be linked to any other 
module through ID numbers.  Restricted Data can be linked with corresponding Public Use Data 
by ID numbers. 
 
Table 9.2 at the end of this chapter provides a list of the Public Use Data files, their ID numbers, 
and the number of records in each file; Table 9.3 covers the Restricted Use Data files.  
Codebooks for the individual files can be found in companion documents to this codebook.  
Users are cautioned that the number of records per household or individual respondent 
varies across these files.  For example, ROSTHH2 has one record for each household while 
ROSTER2 has one record for each full-time and part-time member of the current household and 
PANELUPDATE2 has one record for each Wave 1 household member.  EHCRESP2 includes 
one record with a few characteristics for each adult respondent that answered the Event History 
Calendar (EHC), while ADDRESS2 contains one record for each residence at which a 
respondent lived during the calendar period and UNEMP2 contains one record for each 
unemployment spell experienced by the respondent during the EHC calendar window.   
 

http://www.lasurvey.rand.org/
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IMPORTANT NOTE: Users should carefully read the documentation for the files they plan to 
use to determine their structure and the number of records each file contains per household or 
respondent, before attempting to merge files.  Users are also urged to review the section in 
Chapter 2 on file merging.  The general principles described for merging Wave 1 files also will 
be helpful for merging Wave 2 files. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: ID NUMBERS FOR LINKING PANEL RESPONDENTS ACROSS 
WAVES.  The L.A.FANS-2 data files contain identification variables that can be used to link 
back to Wave 1 data.  The variable W1_HHID is the Wave 1 HHID value and W1_PID is the 
Wave 1 PID value.  These are the key variables need to link back to Wave 1 data.  
 
Public Use Data File Descriptions 
 
Below we describe the contents and structure of each L.A.FANS-2 Public Use Data file. 
 
ROSTHH2: Household Respondent Selection and Household-Level Roster File 
 
ROSTHH2 contains one record per household, even if the household only partially completed 
the interview.  This file contains the household-level information collected in the Roster Module 
(mainly Section C) along with a summary of those individuals selected as respondents and 
general location information.  It also contains the Roster Module section timestamps and 
completion flags. 
 
PANELUPDATE2: Update Household Roster for Panel Households 
 
PANELUPDATE2 contains one record for each person who was listed in the Wave 1 household 
roster for a panel household.  No new household members or new entrant households are 
included in this file.  The order of household members follows that from the Wave 1 household 
roster.  Thus, PID2 and W1_PID will be the same for those who were Wave 1 household 
members.  This file contains the data from Sections UB–UD of the Roster Questionnaire that 
collects location information on Wave 1 respondents who are not currently living in the 
household at least half-time.  Although we asked whether a Wave 1 household member still 
lived in the household, we only asked detailed location and updated demographic 
characteristics for Wave 1 sampled respondents. 
 
There are five cases where the Wave 1 respondent was not a full-time resident of the household 
at the time the roster was completed, but had become a full-time resident by the time that 
person was located for an individual interview.  For these cases, R_UB3A=2 but in the 
ROSTER2 file RA11=1 for the person. 
 
There is one case (HHID2=28159A, PID2=3) where the RSC18+ was not in the household at 
the time the Roster was completed but had returned when she was administered the Adult 
interview.  This person has R_UB3=5 (not in current household) but is in the ROSTER2 file and 
thus will have data in PANELUPDATE2 about where they were and what they were doing 
(Section UB) before they returned to the household. 
 
ROSTER2: Current Household Roster Listing File 
 
ROSTER2 contains one record for each person listed in the household roster as a current 
household member (full- or part-time).  This includes everyone reported to be living or staying in 
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the household, those who spent the previous night in the household, and those who stayed in 
the household at any time during the past two weeks (see the Roster Questionnaire).  The 
Roster Module collected individual characteristics on each full- or part-time resident, including 
information on age, sex, race/ethnicity, marital status, educational attainment, and current 
employment.  The roster also identified the parents (or caregivers if parents were not present) 
for household residents under age 18 years and parents for those age 18–24 years.  For panel 
households, the roster also checked on new household members to see if they were eligible to 
be selected as new entrant respondents. 
 
In Panel households, the order of household members follows that from the Wave 1 household 
roster with new members being added to the end of the list.  Thus, PID2 and W1_PID will be the 
same for those who were Wave 1 household members.  New members will have not a value for 
W1_PID.  The roster respondent, identified in RR_ID, may not be the first person listed in panel 
households.  For virtually all New Entrant households, the roster respondent is PID2=1 as it was 
in Wave 1.  The variable HEAD_ID contains the person number of the household head (i.e., the 
person with RA7=0). 
 
The variable HHRF identifies the family unit to which an individual belongs.  Those roster 
members who do not belong to a family unit with an individual interview respondent will not have 
a value for HHRF.  The combination of HHID2 and HHRF can be used to link household module 
data to the individuals who belong to the corresponding family unit. 
 
HHLD2: Family Income and Assets File 
 
There is only one Household Module file in L.A.FANS-2, compared to the two files in Wave 1.8  
The HHLD2 file contains similar information as was collected in Wave 1, although rather than 
collecting information on each type of transfer for each individual, the Wave 2 questions 
collected information on most types of transfers across all individuals in the household.  See the 
Household Module for more information. 
 
The HHLD2 file contains one record for each family in the household that started the Household 
Module.  This file contains family-level income and asset information.  As the questions in the 
Household Module indicate, “family” is defined as the respondent, his/her spouse or coresident 
partner, and their coresident children under age 18 years. 
 
The variables HHID2 and HHRF together define each individual family within a given household.  
There are 18 households where two people from the same nuclear family were inadvertently 
administered the Household Module—i.e., there are two respondents with the same HHID2 and 
HHRF combination.  In four households, both the husband and wife were given the Household 
Module.  These cases have the variable COUPLE equal to one.  The other 14 cases are where 
the second Household Module respondent was an 18–24 year old RSC/SIB who was deemed 
to not be independent of the parent who did the other Household Module.  The variable 
HHRESP_2ND=1 for the record belonging to the dependent RSC/SIB; the variable 
PAR_HHRESP=1 for the parent of that dependent RSC/SIB. 
 
Income was reported for the calendar year prior to the interview year.  Because fieldwork 
spanned the years 2006 through 2008, income from the previous year reflects 2005 income for 

                                                
8 The Household Module was administered to up to three people in the household, as described in 
Chapter 3.  When more than one Household Module was completed in a household, there will be a 
separate record associated with each separate Household Module. 
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households interviewed in 2006, year 2006 income for those interviewed in 2007, and year 2007 
income for those interviewed in 2008.  The variable FILL_LSTYR contains the year relevant to 
the income reports.  To make comparisons across those interviewed in different years, users 
should consider converting nominal amounts to constant dollars. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: ID for Linking the Correct Household Module to Each Respondent.  
Unlike in the Wave 1 Household Module file where data for family 1 and family 2 were on the 
same data record, there are separate data records for each family that completed a Household 
Module.  Thus for a given HHID2 (household ID) value, there could be two or three records.  
The variable HHRF identifies the corresponding family unit within the household. 
 
In the Public Use Data, the only individual income values are for the respondent and his/her 
spouse (HA2 and HA5) and all children age 10-17 (HA13).  We have excluded most of the other 
income and asset amounts in order to protect confidentiality from the Public Use Data.  
However, the Public Use Data do include responses to “unfolding bracket” questions that were 
asked when respondents could not provide an amount.  Values for all items are available in the 
Restricted Data.  
 
Unlike in Wave 1 and in a preliminary release of the Wave 2 data, the final release HHLD2 file 
does not contain any aggregates of income or assets.  Those aggregates, such as family 
earnings, value of non-housing assets, and asset income, are found in the imputed income data 
file IMPINC2, which is the file most researchers will use. 
 
ADULT2: Adult Module File 
 
The ADULT2 file contains one record for each adult respondent who started the Adult Module.  
The Adult Module was given to adult panel respondents (RSAs, PCGs, and RSC/SIBs aged 18 
years and older), to New Entrant RSAs and PCGs, and to any Emancipated Minors.  The 
variable RESP_TYPE identifies the type of adult respondent. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: Users who have no previous experience with the Wave 1 Event History 
Calendar are urged to read the description of the Wave 1 EHC in 
www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.3-2.pdf, beginning on Page 102.  That section 
describes the EHC in detail and will help you understand how to use the data.  The Wave 2 
EHC is a modified version of the Wave 1 EHC. 
 
EHC Domain Files: ADDRESS2, EMPLOY2, UNEMP2, PUBASST2, HLTHINS2, LANDMARK2 
 
The EHC data in Wave 2 is presented in individual files for each domain—unlike the Wave 1 
Public Use Data.  In these files, the records represent individual spells within the domain.  The 
first spell for every domain is the current spell or most recent spell, and the remaining spells are 
organized in reverse chronological order so that the last spell in the file is the spell that started 
prior to the beginning of the calendar period.  The variable ORD_NUM contains the reverse 
chronological order number.  For Panel respondents, the start is the date of the Wave 1 
interview.  For New Entrants it is seven full years before the Wave 2 interview. 
 
For all current spells, the variable EYEAR=“cont” (meaning “continuing”).  The variables 
CSDATE and CEDATE are the beginning and end dates of the spells and are in the form 
“MM/DD/YYYY”.  The variables SDATE and EDATE are the beginning and ending dates in the 
form used in Wave 1 (“YYYY-MM-DD”).  The _ESTIMATE variables are flags indicating if a 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/2005/DRU2400.3-2.pdf
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given portion of a beginning or ending date was an estimate by the respondent.  The NOTES 
fields, which have been edited for privacy protection, may provide additional useful information 
about the given spell. 
 
Spells in the residence history file ADDRESS2 are periods of residence at a single location.  
Spells in the employment history file EMPLOY2 are periods when a respondent was employed 
in a particular job (e.g., with specific wages, hours, type of work, etc.) by a particular employer.  
Spells in the unemployment history file UNEMP2 are periods of not working at a job and 
includes periods when absent from a job due to vacation, maternity/paternity leave, disability, 
and temporary layoff.  Spells in the health insurance history file HLTHINS2 are periods of 
coverage and periods of non-coverage.  Spells in the public assistance history file are periods 
when the respondent received public assistance. 
 
EHC users who want to analyze person-level data will need to collapse the spell-level files for 
each person.  However, the spell-based files are directly useful for survival and related 
analyses. 
 
In the ADDRESS2 file, the variable CITY_LAC indicates if the city of residence was in Los 
Angeles County, the variable CITY_COUNTY notes if the city of residence was in Los Angeles, 
Orange, Ventura, San Bernardino, Riverside, or San Diego Counties, or another county in 
California.  The variable LAF_TRACT indicates if the residence was in any one of the 65 
L.A.FANS sample tracts. 
 
The variable CITY_NAME contains a pseudo city name.  The purpose of the pseudo city name 
is to allow users to determine whether a respondent lives in the same city during two spells or 
lives and works in the same city, while protecting respondents’ privacy by not providing the 
actual city name.  For example, for a given respondent, CITY_NAME has the same value for a 
city mentioned in either the residential history or the employment history.  Keep in mind, 
however, that we purposely changed the pseudo city name across respondents.  Thus, 
even if two respondents live in the same city as each other, they will have different 
pseudo city names.  Pseudo city names can, therefore, be used only to match different 
locations for the same respondent.  You cannot use pseudo CITY_NAME values to link 
across individuals. 
 
In the EMPLOY2 file, the variable EMPNUM identifies the employer during each of the 
respondent’s spells of employment.  Employers’ actual names have been removed and 
EMPNUM is a variable from 1 to N indicating each employer that the respondent included in the 
EHC.  We have used these code numbers so that analysts can determine departures from and 
returns to the same employers.  Note that EMPNUM represent a different set of employers 
for each respondent—i.e., if two EHC respondents have EMPNUM=1 for one of their 
spells of employment, it does not indicate that they were employed by the same 
employer.  If the respondent worked for an employer but then left to work for another employer 
and subsequently returned to the first employer, the EMPNUM will be the same for both spells 
and jobs worked for the same employer.  The variable JOBNUM represents a given job for the 
respondent.  By L.A.FANS’ definition, a change of employers results in a change of job.  The 
variable POSNUM represents a position, wage, and status within a job.  In general, interviewers 
were instructed to record each wage or position change as a separate spell.  For example, if a 
respondent held the position of Manager I for 5 years, but received two pay increases during 
this period, each period spent at a given pay level should have been recorded as a separate 
spell.  However, this did not always happen: a person may be recorded as holding a job for 
several years but have only one record for the JOBNUM value.  In some cases, the interviewers 
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entered the wage change information in the NOTES field—e.g., the interviewer may have noted 
that a respondent said “I got a three percent raise every year.”  The variable CITY_NAME is a 
pseudo city name (described above) that represents the same city that appears in the 
employment history and the residential history for a given respondent.  This variable allows data 
users to track the locations of residences and jobs during the calendar period without having to 
use the Restricted Data.  Keep in mind, however, that we purposely changed the pseudo 
city name across respondents.  Thus, even if two respondents live in the same city as 
each other, they will have different pseudo city names.  Pseudo city names can, 
therefore, be used only to match different locations for the same respondent.  You 
cannot use pseudo CITY_NAME values to link across individuals. 
 
In the UNEMP2 file, the character (string) variable UNEMPTYPE indicates if the spell is due to 
unemployment or an absence from a job.  The numeric version is called UNEMPTYPE_N.  The 
character variables REASON (why not working) and MONEY (did anything for money) have 
numeric versions as well called REASON_UNE_N, REASON_ABS_N, and MONEY_N.  There 
are two numeric “why not working” variables because the numeric code definitions vary 
depending on whether it is an unemployment spell or an absence spell. 
 
In the HLTHINS2 file, the health insurance coverage spells are for the adult respondent and, if 
the adult respondent was also the PCG, for child RSC/SIBs.  The PCG was asked for her own 
health insurance history and then asked for the health insurance history of the RSC and SIB.  
Note that a PCG in Wave 2 could be responsible for up to four child respondents.  The variables 
WHOSE_HLTHINS identifies the individual to whom the coverage spell pertains.  For children, 
the CHILD_PID variable contains their person ID, while the PID2 variable has the person ID of 
the adult respondent who answered the EHC health insurance questions about the child.  The 
character variable INSTYPE (INSTYPE_N is the numeric version) identifies the type of health 
insurance and the character variable WHYNOCOV (WHYNOCOV_N is the numeric version) 
gives the reason the respondent had no health insurance.  Note that there are five cases (three 
adults and two children) with two current health insurance records.  It is not clear if these 
represent two different kinds of current health insurance or if one of the records is really not 
current and an error was made by the interviewer. 
 
In the PUBASST2 file, the character variable ASSTTYPE indicates the type of public assistance 
represented by the spell.  The numeric version is ASSTYPE_N. 
 
In the LANDMARK2 file, the variable EVENT indicates the salient event (see the link to the EHC 
description above) that could be used to prompt the respondent’s memory of events in the other 
domains.  The EVENT field has been edited for privacy protection. 
 
The EHCRESP2 file has one record for each adult respondent who started the EHC module.  
The file includes the counts of spells in each domain for quick reference.  Note that there are 19 
adult respondents who started the EHC module but did not actually answer any questions and 
thus appear only in EHCRESP2.  Sixteen of those respondents are listed as partial completes 
for the Adult Module, but three are listed as completing the Adult Module.  These three 
respondents completed Section M of the Adult Module, suggesting there was a problem 
completing the EHC module for them.  The HHID2 and PID2 identifiers for these three cases 
are: (11645A, 1), (28694A, 1), and (41724A, 1). 
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PCG2: Primary Caregiver (PCG) Module File 
 
PCG2 has one record for each PCG respondent who started the PCG module.  The PCG 
module was entirely self-administered.  Respondents were given instructions and a quick test to 
insure that they could use the computer themselves before completing this module.  If the 
interviewer determined that the respondent was not capable of reading the questions and 
entering her or his own responses into the computer, or if the respondent did not want to use 
the computer, the interviewer then administered the PCG module to the respondent.  The 
variable PCGSAQ9 identifies respondents who had interviewer administer this module. 
 
PARENT2: Parent Module File 
 
PARENT2 has one record for each selected child (RSC/SIB) for whom a Parent Module was 
started.  The PCG completed separate Parent Modules for each RSC/SIB; thus there may be up 
to four records per PCG respondent.  The variable PID2 is the person number of the PCG.  The 
variable CHILD_PID is the person number of the child to whom the responses in the record 
pertain.  The character variable KIDTYPE indicates whether the record pertains to the RSC_P, 
RSC_NE, SIB_P or the SIB_NE. 
 
There is one instance where the Parent Module covered a child that was not an RSC/SIB, due 
to confusion over names and nicknames.  That household is HHID2=62184N, and 
KIDTYPE=‘OTH’ for that record.  Although the PCG reported on the wrong child in the Parent 
module, the correct child was interviewed for the Child module, the assessment module, and the 
health measures module. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: Users can link data from the CHILD2 file using HHID2 and KIDTYPE.  
Users can link data from the WJRCHILD2 file by renaming PID2 in the WJRCHILD2 file to 
CHILD_PID and merging to the PARENT2 file using HHID2 and CHILD_PID.  That same 
method can be used to link to the HM_CHILD2 file.  These child-level files are discussed below.  
Child health insurance data can be linked using HHID2 and CHILD_PID after collapsing the 
health insurance data to one record per child. 
 
CHILD2: Child Module File 
 
CHILD2 has one record for each selected child (RSC or SIB) aged 9–17 years who started the 
Child Module.  Children aged 9–11 years were asked a shorter set of questions (Section A) than 
those aged 12–17 years (Section B).  The variable AGECHECK identifies the age group to 
which the child belongs: 1 = 9–11 year olds and 2 = 12–17 year olds.  Section A questions are 
blank for children aged 12–17 years and Section B is blank for those aged 9–11 years.  The 
character variable KIDTYPE identifies whether the child is the RSC_P, RSC_NE, SIB_P, or the 
SIB_NE. 
 
The Child Module was self-administered.  Respondents were first tested on their ability to use 
the computer and to complete the questionnaire.  If the child was deemed unable to use the 
computer, or did not want to, the interviewer administered the questions.  All children were able 
to complete the module themselves without interviewer assistance. 
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WJRCHILD2, WJRADULT2: Woodcock-Johnson Assessment Modules 
 
WJRCHILD2 contains one record for each child respondent aged 3–17 years who was 
administered the Woodcock Johnson-Revised Test of Achievement. 
 
WJRADULT2 contains one record for each adult respondent who was given the test.  Adult 
respondents given the assessment were PCGs who did not complete the assessment at Wave 
1 and the RSC18+ and SIB18+. 
 
Children aged 3–5 years were given the Woodcock-Johnson Revised Letter-Word Identification 
test (Test 22) and the Woodcock-Johnson Revised Applied Problems test (Test 25); children 6–
17 years old, as well as the RSC18+ and SIB18+, were given those two tests and the 
Woodcock-Johnson Revised Passage Comprehension test (Test 23).  The PCG was only given 
the Passage Comprehension test. 
 
Standardized scores, percentile scores, and W-scores have been calculated from raw scores for 
users.  The specific variables and the process used to generate these scores are the same as 
those used in Wave 1.  See the L.A.FANS-1 Codebook for details.  The standardized scores are 
appropriate for cross-sectional analyses of children’s test scores while the W-scores are 
appropriate for examining trajectories in children’s test scores. 
 
HOF2: Household Observation File 
 
HOF2 contains one record for each household for which the interviewer completed the 
Household Observation Form.  The HOF was completed only in households with children.  This 
form asked the interviewer to note his or her observations about the physical environment of the 
home and the observed interpersonal dynamics of its inhabitants. 
 
The information was collected as a component of the Household Observation for Measurement 
of the Environment (HOME) scale.  The interviewer observations are used in conjunction with 
information from the PARENT2 module regarding the child’s home environment to develop the 
HOME score.  L.A.FANS used a modified version of HOME questions and observations.  See 
the questionnaires and Wave 1 documentation for more information. 
 
HM_CHILD2, HM_ADULT2: Health Measures Modules 
 
HM_CHILD2 contains one record for each child respondent aged two years and older who 
started the Child Health Module. 
 
HM_ADULT2 contains one record for each adult respondent who started the Adult Health 
Module. 
 
If the blood pressure measurements reached preset “alert levels,” the interviewer stopped the 
health assessment and advised the respondent to see a medical professional.  Thus those with 
the “BP alert” flag variables (AP30 for adults and PL33E for children) will not have the full set of 
health measurements. 
 
The L.A.FANS-2 health assessment included data collected by interviewers (blood pressure, 
anthropometry, and spirometry), assays of samples collected by phlebotomists (dried blood spot 
samples), and assays of samples collected by respondents from their children (saliva).  In the 
initial public release data, these files contain only blood pressure and anthropometry data.  
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Results of the spirometry, dried blood spot samples, and saliva samples will be included in a 
later data release. 
 
CROSTHH2, CROSTER2, CPANELUPDATE2: Telephone Interview Files 
 
Panel respondents residing outside of Los Angeles County were interviewed by telephone or 
had data collected on their characteristics from proxy respondents by telephone.  L.A.FANS-2 
attempted to contact by telephone all households outside Los Angeles County that were known 
or thought to contain at least one Wave 1 respondent.  When a household was successfully 
contacted, a single respondent provided information about himself or herself and all other panel 
respondents living in the household.  See the section on L.A.FANS-2 Panel Respondents above 
for more detail. 
 
A questionnaire based on the in-person Roster Module was used for telephone interviews.  
Thus, the Telephone Questionnaire files are very similar to those from the Roster Module of the 
in-person interview.  The main difference is that the CROSTER2 file and the CPANELUPDATE2 
file contain more information about the panel respondents living in interviewed households. 
 
The Telephone Interview was also used in a limited number of cases to interview panel 
respondents who lived in Los Angeles County but for whom an in-person interview could never 
be arranged.  The variables IN_FT_CAPIROSTER and CAPIHHID2 identify those individuals, 
because they were full-time residents in an in-person (or CAPI) interviewed household.  The 
variable CAPI_INTERVIEW identifies those listed in the CROSTER2 or CPANELUPDATE2 file 
who were interviewed in-person and thus appear in the in-person interview files.  The variable 
AT_CAPI_ADDRESS identifies those 17 households that were still at the address where the 
CAPI was done when the CATI interview for a full-time household member was done.  There 
were 12 other CAPI households where a CATI was done for a current household member but 
those households had moved from the CAPI address by the time the CATI was done. 
 
In a few other cases, the CATI respondent was living outside Los Angeles County when 
interviewed due to attending school but gave a current roster that was the CAPI-interviewed 
household of his/her parents, as opposed to the school residence where he/she lived.  Those in 
the CATI roster who appear in a CAPI-interview roster are flagged in the CATI data. 
 
As noted earlier, there are three panel households that were interviewed in CAPI but who were 
actually living outside Los Angeles County.  The data collected for those cases has been used 
to create CATI records that are included in the CATI data.  The NOTLAC_CAPI flag identifies 
those cases. 
 
INDIVWGTS2: Individual RSA and Child Respondent Sample Weights 
 
INDIVWGTS2 contains one record for each Wave 2 respondent eligible for a sample weight.  
Panel RSA and Child respondents residing in Los Angeles County have panel weights.  Panel 
respondents also can have up to two cross-sectional weights: one for residing in an L.A.FANS 
tract and one for residing in Los Angeles County.  If they do not live in an L.A.FANS tract, then 
they only have the one cross-sectional weight for Los Angeles County.  No panel weights were 
generated for PCGs included in both waves, because PCGs are not sampled respondents, as 
discussed in Chapter 3.  Panel PCGs do have cross-sectional weights. 
 
New entrants have only the two cross-sectional weights because, by definition, they live in one 
of the 65 L.A.FANS tracts and thus also live in Los Angeles County.  
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The PCGs alone and RSAs and PCGs together have cross-sectional weights (the ADULT 
weights).  Note that the weights for adult RSC/SIBs are in the RSCSIB weights, and that they 
have no value in the ADULT weights except for 3 cases where the adult RSC_P is also a 
PCG_NE (25825A, 4; 38818A, 4; 41594A, 5).  
 
The variables HHID2 and PID2 can be used to merge the weights data onto any individual-level 
data file.   
 
Table 9.1 lists the L.A.FANS-2 individual panel and cross-sectional weight variables. 
 

Table 9.1. Panel and Cross-Sectional Weights for L.A.FANS-2 
 

Weight Description 
Panel weights  
PWGT_RSA Panel RSAs living in L.A. County  
PWGT_RSCSIB Panel RSC/SIBs (includes those aged 18+ years) in L.A. County 
Cross-section weights  
L.A.FANS Tracts  
XWGT_RSA_LAF Panel and New Entrant RSAs 
XWGT_RSCSIB_LAF Panel and New Entrant RSC/SIBs (includes those aged 18+ years) 
XWGT_PCG_LAF PCGs of Panel and New Entrant child RSC/SIBs 
XWGT_ADULT_LAF RSAs, PCGs, and RSC/SIBS aged 18+ years 
Los Angeles County  
XWGT_RSA_LAC Panel and New Entrant RSAs 
XWGT_RSCSIB_LAC Panel and New Entrant RSC/SIBs (includes those aged 18+ years) 
XWGT_PCG_LAC PCGs of Panel and New Entrant child RSC/SIBs 
XWGT_ADULT_LAC RSAs, PCGs, and RSC/SIBS aged 18+ years 

 
Those Wave 2 respondents not eligible for a sample weight were those living outside Los 
Angeles County and panel respondents who did not have a sample weight in Wave 1.  A panel 
respondent in Wave 2 would not have a weight in Wave 1 if they had not completed the 
interview at Wave 1.  
 
IMPINC2: Imputed Income and Assets 
 
The IMPINC2 file has one record for each family within a household for which a Household 
Module was to be done.  As mentioned earlier, adult RSC/SIBs age 25 years and older were 
considered to be in separate families, even if they lived with their parents.  A family is identified 
by the variables HHID2 and HHRF, just as in the HHLD2 file.  A given HHID2 household may 
have up to 3 persons who could be given the Household Module; however, 90 percent of the 
households had only one Household Module to be administered (i.e., one family requiring that 
module).  IMPINC2 contains a subset of the variables provided in the restricted data IMPINC2R 
and contains topcoded values (see Chapter 8). 
 
Imputations were only done for missing values and refusals.  If the respondent reported a value 
for a given item, no imputation was done and the reported value was used.  Indicator variables 
exist to identify imputed values versus reported values. 
 
Using actual amount reports and imputed amounts, we created family aggregates for earnings, 
income, total assets, asset income, and transfer income.  There are indicators to identify those 
aggregates that include imputed components. 
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Note that no imputed income and assets record exists for households that only completed a 
Roster and had no other module completed or partially completed.  Records with 
NO_HHMOD=1 represent families for whom no Household Module was done but who had at 
least one individual interview done. 
 
Table 9.2 lists each of the L.A.FANS-2 public use data files and provides basic information 
about each file. 
 

Table 9.2. L.A.FANS Wave 2 Public Use Files and Sample Sizes 
 

File name File description 
Unit of 

observation 
IDs for linking Wave 2 data 

and to Wave 1 data 
Number of 

records 
ROSTHH2 Household 

respondents, 
household-level roster 
info 

Household Linking Wave 2 
HHID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID 

1,907 

ROSTER2 Household roster 
listing 

Individual Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

7,466 

PANELUPDATE2 Update information on 
non-resident panel 
members 

Individual Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

7,269 

HHLD2 Household income, 
assets, and transfers 

Family Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, HHRF 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID (no W1 family id on 
the file) 

1,719 

ADULT2 Adult Module Adult respondent Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

2,319 

EHCRESP2 EHC respondent 
information 

Adult respondent Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

2,317 

ADDRESS2 EHC residential 
history 

Residence spell Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2  
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

4,046 

EMPLOY2 EHC employment 
history 

Job spell Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

5,053 

UNEMP2 EHC unemployment 
history 

Unemployment/ 
absent from work 
spell 

Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2  
W1_HHID, W1_PID  

1,956 
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File name File description 
Unit of 

observation 
IDs for linking Wave 2 data 

and to Wave 1 data 
Number of 

records 
PUBASST2 EHC public assistance 

history 
Public assistance 
spell 

Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2  
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

534 

HLTHINS2 EHC health insurance 
history 

Health insurance 
spell (for Adult 
and Child 
respondents) 

Linking Wave 2 
For Adult spells: HHID2, PID2 
where CHILD_PID=. 
For Child spells: HHID2, 
CHILD_PID   
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID, 
CHILD_W1_PID 

4,746 

LANDMARK2 EHC landmark history Landmark events Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2  
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

7,364 

PCG2 Primary Caregiver 
Module 

Primary Caregiver Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

954 

PARENT2 Parent-Child Module Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, CHILD_PID 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_CHILD_PID 

1,382 

CHILD2 Child Module Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 (same as 
CHILD_PID in parent2 and 
hlthins2) 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

1,015 

WJRCHILD2 Woodcock-Johnson 
assessments for 
children 

Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 (same as 
CHILD_PID in parent2 and 
hlthins2) 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2  
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

1,336 

WJRADULT2 Woodcock-Johnson 
assessments for 
adults 

PCG, RSC/SIB 
18+ years 

Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

652 

HOF2 Household 
Observation Form 

Household Linking Wave 2 
HHID2 

937 

HM_CHILD2 Health Module for 
children 

Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 (same as 
CHILD_PID in parent2 and 
hlthins2) 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

1,264 
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File name File description 
Unit of 

observation 
IDs for linking Wave 2 data 

and to Wave 1 data 
Number of 

records 
HM_ADULT2 Health Module for 

adults 
Adult Linking Wave 2 

HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

2,061 

CROSTHH2 Telephone interview 
respondents, 
household-level info 

Household Linking Wave 2 
HHID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID 

193 

CROSTER2 Telephone Interview 
current household 
members 

Individual Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

701 

CPANELUPDATE2 Update information on 
non-resident panel 
respondents 

Individual Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID, W1_PID 

878 

INDIVWGTS2 Individual sample 
weights for those living 
in Los Angeles County 

RSA, Child, PCG 
 

Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 

3,793 

IMPINC2 Family income and 
assets including 
imputed values for 
missing (subset of 
IMPINC2R with 
topcoding) 

Family Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, HHRF 
Linking Wave 1 to Wave 2 
W1_HHID (no W1 family id on 
the file) 

2,054 

 
Restricted Data File Descriptions 
 
L.A.FANS Restricted Data consists of four levels, or versions, of restriction, each requiring a 
different level data safeguarding.  Data users who are approved to receive a particular version 
of L.A.FANS Restricted Data receive each of the less-restricted versions of the Restricted Data 
as well. 
 

• Version 1 Data contain variables describing sensitive behaviors and the original values 
for topcoded/recoded variables in the Public Use Data plus a pseudo census tract 
number for the Wave 2 residence and actual distances between the Wave 2 residence 
and other locations that the respondent reported (e.g., work place). 

• Version 2 Data contain the city names, ZIP codes, and actual Census tracts for the 
Wave 2 residence and other geocoded locations (if an intersection was reported, all the 
tracts that are adjacent to that intersection are included). 

• Version 2.5 Data contain Census blocks plus the names of schools and health providers 
and grocery stores. 

• Version 3 Data contain the longitude and latitude coordinates for locations plus the 
exact date of birth. 

Table 9.3 lists each of the L.A.FANS-2 restricted data files and provides basic information about 
each file. 
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Table 9.3. L.A.FANS Wave 2 Restricted Data Files and Sample Sizes 
 

File name File description 
Unit of 

observation 
IDs for linking to Wave 2 

public use 
Number of 

records 
RSTHV1_2 
RSTHV2_2 
RSTHV25_2 
RSTHV3_2 
 

V1: actual language, 
pseudo tract 
V2: actual tract 
V25: block 
V3: latitude/longitude 

Household Linking to ROSTHH2 
HHID2 

1,907 

PUPDTV1_2 
PUPDTV2_2 
PUPDTV25_2 
PUPDTV3_2 

V1: state/country 
names, distances 
V2: city/zip, tracts 
V25: block 
V3: birth/death day, 
latitude/longitude 

Individual Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 

7,269 

HHLDV1_2 V1: Actual amounts for 
income and assets 

Family Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, HHRF 

1,719 

ADLTV1_2 
ADLTV2_2 
ADLTV25_2 
ADLTV3_2 

V1: AYA section, 
race/ethnicity, 
state/county, 
languages, distances, 
spouse wage, a few 
text variables 
V2: city/zip, tract 
V25: school/medical 
provider, block 
V3: day of birth, 
latitude/longitude 

Adult Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 

2,319 

EHCRESPV3_2 V3: dates of birth Adult Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 

2,317 

EHCADDRV1_2 
EHCADDRV2_2 
EHCADDRV25_2 
EHCADDRV3_2 

V1: state/country, 
distances 
V2: city/zip, tract 
V25: block 
V3: latitude/longitude 

Residence Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2, REC_NUM 

4,046 

EHCEMPV1_2 
EHCEMPV2_2 
EHCEMPV25_2 
EHCEMPV3_2 

V1: salary, 
state/country, distance 
V2: city/zip, tract 
V25: block 
V3: latitude/longitude 

Job spell Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2, REC_NUM 
 

5,053 

EHCHLTHV3_2 V3: dates of birth that 
start spells 

Health insurance 
spell (for Adult 
and Child 
respondents) 

Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2, REC_NUM 

4,746 

PARV1_2 
PARV2_2 
PARV25_2 
PARV3_2 

V1: state/country, 
race/ethnicity, 
distances 
V2: city/zip, tracts 
V25: school/medical 
providers, blocks 
V3: date of birth, 
latitude/longitude 

Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, CHILD_PID 

1,382 
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File name File description 
Unit of 

observation 
IDs for linking to Wave 2 

public use 
Number of 

records 
CHLDV1_2 
CHLDV3_2 

V1: sensitive 
behaviors 
V3: date of birth 

Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 (same as 
CHILD_PID in parent2 and 
hlthins2) 

1,015 

WJRCHLDV3_2 V3: date of birth Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 (same as 
CHILD_PID in parent2 and 
hlthins2) 

1,336 

HMCHLDV1_2 V1: height/weight, BMI Child Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 (same as 
CHILD_PID in parent2 and 
hlthins2) 

1,264 

HMADLTV1_2 V1: height/weight, 
BMI, waist/hip 

Adult Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 

2,061 

CRSTHV1_2 
CRSTHV2_2 
CRSTHV25_2 
CRSTHV3_2 

V1: language, 
state/country 
V2: city/zip, tract 
V25: block 
V3: latitude/longitude 

Household Linking Wave 2 
HHID2 

193 

CRSTRV1_2 
CRSTRV2_2 
CRSTRV3_2 

V1: state/country 
V2: city of birth 
V3: date of birth 

Individual Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 

701 

CUPDTV1_2 
CUPDTV2_2 
CUPDTV25_2 
CUPDTV3_2 

V1: state/country, 
distance 
V2: city/zip, tract 
V25: block 
V3: death/birth day, 
latitude/longitude 

Individual Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, PID2 

878 

IMPINC2R V1: Family income 
and assets including 
imputed values for 
missing 

Family Linking Wave 2 
HHID2, HHRF 

2,054 

 
Data File Formats 
 
The L.A.FANS-2 data files are available in two formats: SAS and STATA.  The individual data 
file codebooks (the ….2_cdbk.txt files) were created using the STATA codebook command.  
They are text files that are provided for users’ convenience.  They show the values that each 
variable takes. 
 
SAS Files 
 
The SAS files are from Unix SAS but can be read by Windows SAS without being converted to 
transport or export files.  There is a set of format libraries available with a SAS program that 
shows how to convert the format libraries for use on any platform.  The SAS files were created 
with SAS Version 9.  
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STATA Files 
 
STATA data files end with the extension “.dta.”  The STATA files were created from the SAS 
files using Stat/Transfer, a commercially available data conversion program.  The STATA files 
were the processed to add value labels to the variables.
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10. DATA CONVENTIONS AND GENERATED VARIABLES 
 
In this chapter we cover a variety of topics that will help the user work with the L.A.FANS-2 data. 
 
Identifier Variables 
 
The main identifier variables in the L.A.FANS-2 are discussed below. 
 
HHID2: is a six-digit alpha-numeric character household identifier for a Wave 2 household.  For 
Panel households, the first five digits are the HHID for the originating household in Wave 1.  For 
New Entrant households, the first five digits are the household identifier from the Wave 1 listing 
file from which new households were drawn.  For New Entrant households that are complete 
turnovers at residences interviewed in Wave 1, the first five digits are the same as that of the 
Wave 1 household interviewed at that address since those five digits are tied to the listing file 
address record.  The sixth digit is a letter to help denote the type of household.  The letters “A,” 
“B,” and “C” were to be used for the original Wave 1 interviewed households which could have 
split into three separate households if the RSA, RSC, and SIB had all formed households of 
their own.  The letter “D” was to be used to denote complete turnover households at Wave 1 
interviewed residences.  The letter “N” was to be used for New Entrant residences in the 
L.A.FANS sampling area; these included new construction, Wave 1 refusal and Wave 1 vacant 
residences along with newly selected residences. 
 
Due to interviewer error, there are 18 instances where complete turnover households were 
given HHID2 values that ended in A, B or C and not the D that was intended.  Likewise, there 
are seven panel households that were given an HHID2 value that ended in D as opposed to A–
C.  The variable TURNOVER should be used to identify complete turnover households. 
 
PID2: is a two-digit numeric identifier that is the person number from the roster for each person 
in the household.  It is only unique within a household.  To uniquely identify a person across 
households, PID2 must be used in conjunction with HHID2.  In the individual interview modules, 
the PID2 always refers to the respondent for that module.  For Panel households, the roster 
from Wave 1 was used as the basis for the Wave 2 roster, with new household members being 
added to the end of the list.  Therefore, panel household members who were present at Wave 1 
will have a PID2 value that is the same as their Wave 1 PID value.  Wave 1 household 
members will have HHW1W2=1 in the roster and panel update files. 
 
KIDTYPE: a three-digit character variable indicating whether a record belongs to the RSC_P or 
SIB_P under age 18 years or to the RSC_NE or SIB_NE.  There is one case, HHID2=62184N, 
where the PCG completed a Parent Module for the wrong child and we set KIDTYPE=“OTH”.  
She had two children with the same first name but different last name (i.e., different fathers) in 
the household, one aged 17 years and one, the SIB_NE, aged 7 years.  When asked about the 
SIB_NE, only the first name was used and the PCG reported on the 17-year old instead of the 
SIB_NE who was age 7 years.  The numeric version of KIDTYPE is called KIDTYPE_N.  HHID2 
and KIDTYPE can be used to link data in the PARENT2 and CHILD2 files. 
 
CHILD_PID: a two-digit numeric identifier that is the Roster person number of the child to whom 
the Parent Module refers.  The CHILD_PID in the PARENT2 file will match the PID2 in the 
CHILD2 file and the PID2 in the ROSTER2 file for the given child.  The same is true for the 
CHILD_PID in the EHC Health Insurance history file (HLTHINS2).  Note that HHID2 and 
CHILD_PID must be used together to uniquely identify a child.  In linking the PARENT2 and 
CHILD2 files, one can use HHID2 and KIDTYPE instead of HHID2 and CHILD_PID, if desired. 
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Table 10.1 provides an example of how PID2, CHILD_PID, and KIDTYPE relate to one another 
as described above in files containing records for child respondents. 
 

Table 10.1. Illustrative Example of PID2, CHILD_PID, and KIDTYPE Variables  
for a Single L.A.FANS-2 New Entrant Household 

  
ROSTER2 Records for HHID2=99999N 

PID2 W2_RESPTYPE Description 
1 RSA_NE Spouse of PCG_NE 
2 PCG_NE Spouse of RSA_NE 
3 RSC_NE Age 11 years 
4 SIB_NE Age 6 years 

   
PARENT2 Records for HHID2=99999N 

PID2 KIDTYPE CHILD_PID 
2 RSC_NE 3 
2 SIB_NE 4 

   
HLTHINS2 Records for HHID2=99999N 

PID2 WHOSE_HLTHINS CHILD_PID 
2 PCG . 
2 CH1 3 
2 CH2 4 

   
CHILD2 Records for HHID2=99999N 

PID2 KIDTYPE Note 
3 RSC_NE  
. . SIB_NE too young for 

Child Module 
   

HM_CHILD2 Records for HHID2=99999N 
PID2 RESP_TYPE  

1 RSA_NE  
2 PCG_NE  
3 RSC_NE  
4 SIB_NE  

 
W2_RESPTYPE/RESP_TYPE: a seven-digit character variable describing which type of Wave 
2 respondent completed the module.  RESP_TYPE is found on all individual interview module 
data files.  W2_RESPTYPE is only found in the ROSTER2 file and has a value only for those 
current household members who were selected for interview in Wave 2.  The variables 
RESPTYPE_N and W2_RESPTYPE_N are the numeric versions. 
 
Note that case HHID2=23078A and PID2=1 should really have W2_RESPTYPE/RESP_TYPE = 
“RSA_P” and not “RSAPCGP” since the SIB_P in the household was actually an erroneous SIB 
from Wave 1—the child should not have been selected as a SIB as Wave 1 because the child 
was not a true sibling of the RSC.  That child (PID2=6) in the household is no longer flagged as 
a SIB_P.  This RSA_P has only RSA weights and no PCG weights in the INDIVWGTS2 file.  We 
did not change the W2_RESPTYPE/RESP_TYPE values as the CAPI program used them in 
various places.  We just wanted to alert users to this case. 
 
W1_HHID/W1_PID: numeric variables that contain the Wave 1 household identifier and the 
Wave 1 person number for those who were in the Wave 1 household.  These variables can be 
used to link to the HHID and PID in the Wave 1 data files for a given person. 
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W1_RESPTYPE: a five-digit character variable found in the ROSTER2/PANELUPDATE2 and 
CROSTER2/CPANELUPDATE2 files describing the type of Wave 1 respondent a Wave 1 
household member was.  Wave 1 household members will have HHW1W2=1 in the above files. 
 
AT_W1_ADDRESS: an indicator for whether the panel household is at the Wave 1 address (=1) 
or not (=5).  The variable is blank for New Entrant households that are not at interviewed Wave 
1 addresses.  Complete turnover households have a value of one since they are at an 
interviewed Wave 1 address. 
 
TURNOVER: an indicator for whether the household is a complete turnover over at an address 
that was interviewed in Wave 1 (=1) or not (=5).  A complete turnover household contains no 
household members who lived in the census tract at the time of Wave 1. 
 
LAFANHID: a nine-digit character variable that can be used as the longitudinal identifier for the 
household.  A household with a Wave 1 panel respondent will have the same LAFANHID value 
as the original household in the Wave 1 data.  Thus split-offs from a Wave 1 household will 
have the same LAFANHID value in Wave 2.  LAFANHID starts with “01” for households with 
members from an original Wave 1 household (PANEL_HH=1) and the remaining seven digits 
are SAMPLEID from Wave 1.  For New Entrant households, LAFANHID starts with “02” and the 
remaining seven digits are “0” followed by the HHID2 value.  LAFANHID, which exists in the 
Wave 1 data as well, is for linking households between the two waves and can be used instead 
of W1_HHID if desired.  LAFANHID should not be used to link household data within a 
given wave.  Note that in the ROSTER2 file, the LAFANHID value for new members to panel 
households (PANEL_HH=1 and HHW1W2=2) is that for the originating Wave 1 household, even 
though that individual was not in that household at Wave 1.  LAFANHID exists only on the 
ROSTHH2 and ROSTER2 files, and in the CROSTHH2 and CROSTER2 files.  It can be added 
to other Wave 2 data files using HHID2 as the merge variable. 
 
LAFANPID: an 11-digit character variable that can be used as the longitudinal identifier for each 
person in the ROSTER2 file and panel members in the CROSTER2 file (including those new 
members for whom Section RB was asked because they were the parent of a child who was a 
Panel RSC/SIB).  A person from Wave 1 (HHW1W2=1) will carry the same value of LAFANPID 
as in Wave 1, regardless of whether they have split off from the original household.  Their 
LAFANPID begins with “01,” the next seven are SAMPLEID from Wave 1, and the last two digits 
are the person number from Wave 1.  Those individuals in New Entrant households and those 
who later joined Panel households will have an LAFANPID that begins with “02” followed by “0,” 
the HHID2 value and then the PID2 value.  LAFANPID is for linking individuals between the two 
waves and is unique to the individual.  LAFANPID exists only on the ROSTER2 file and in the 
CROSTER2 file.  It can be added to other person-level Wave 2 data files using HHID2 and PID2 
as the merge variables. 
 
How HHID2 and PID2 Relate to Wave 1 HHID and PID 
 
In L.A.FANS-2, Panel respondents who lived together at Wave 1 may have split to form new 
households.  To be able to track those who came from the same originating Wave 1 household 
(HHID), the Wave 2 household identifier included the HHID with a different letter added to the 
end for each household with a Panel respondent from the given Wave 1 HHID household.  The 
Wave 2 person number, as mentioned above, is the line number from the Wave 1 Roster.  New 
members to a household with a panel respondent were added to the end of the Wave 1 list of 
household members. 
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Table 10.2 provides an example of how HHID2 and PID2 would be assigned based on the HHID 
and PID for Panel respondents and their Wave 2 household members.  In Wave 1, there were 
six residents of the household, four of whom were selected to be L.A.FANS respondents (an 
RSA, RSC, SIB, and PCG).  By the Wave 2 survey seven years later, the PCG had had another 
child, the RSA had moved out of his sister’s household to live by himself, and the RSC had 
married and also moved out.  This resulted in three Wave 2 households being generated from 
the original Wave 1 household.  Because the PCG and SIB were still at the Wave 1 residence 
and it was the first household interviewed, their Wave 2 household identifier was set to 12345A.  
The RSA’s Wave 2 household was assigned 12345B and the RSC’s was assigned 12345C.  
Panel respondents were assigned PID2 values based on their PID values from Wave 1, while 
new co-residents were assigned new values of PID2. 
 

Table 10.2. Example of Household and Person Identification Numbers for L.A.FANS-2 
 

 
Wave 1 

 
Wave 2 

 
PID for HHID=12345 

 
PID2 for HHID2=12345A 

 
PID2 for HHID2=12345B 

 
PID2 for HHID2=12345C 

 
1=Spouse of PCG, 

father of RSC & SIB 
1=Spouse of PCG_P 6=RSA_P 3=RSC_P 

2=PCG, mother of RSC 
& SIB 

2=PCG_P  7=Spouse of RSC_P 

3=RSC age 14 years 4=SIB_P  8=Child of RSC_P 
4=SIB age 8 years 5=Child of PCG_P   
5=Child age 6 years of 

PCG and spouse  
7=New child of PCG_P   

6=RSA, brother of PCG    
 
L.A.FANS-2 Variables 
 
Variable Naming Conventions 
 
With the exception of the EHC data, variable names for specific questions asked begin with a 
character prefix that identifies the questionnaire to which the variable belongs.  In the EHC data, 
the variable names have no prefixes.  The prefixes are listed in Table 10.3. 
 

Table 10.3. Prefixes for Variable Names in L.A.FANS-2 
 

Prefix Questionnaire 
A Adult, Adult Health Measures (AP)  
P Parent, Child Health Measures (PL) 
G Primary Caregiver 
C Child 
H Household  
R Roster (CAPI and CATI) 
HOF Household Observation form 

 
Variable names reflect question numbers—drop the prefix and you have the section code and 
question number from the relevant module.  The Adult Health Module was treated as if it was 
Section P of the Adult Module (and is therefore referred to as “AP”) and the Child Health Module 
was treated as Section L of the Parent Module (and therefore referred to as “PL”).  The EHC 
had no question numbers, hence variables have names that describe the information collected 



 80 

(e.g., HRSWK, SALARYR, and INSTYPE).  Variables generated by the CAPI or CATI programs 
do not have prefixes because they were given descriptive variable names.  Variables have 
variable labels to help users identify those with names not directly tied to a question number. 
 
Imputed Income/Assets Variables 
 
In the imputed income and assets files, IMPINC2 and IMPINC2R, a set of prefixes is used with 
each variable to denote the types of information it represents.  In Table 10.4 we list and 
describe each of the prefixes used in the imputed income and assets files. 
 

Table 10.4. Prefixes for Variable Names in L.A.FANS-2 Imputed Income/Assets Files 
 

Prefix Description 
d_ Flag for ownership of income/asset type 
di_ Flag for whether ownership was imputed 
c_ Bracket value (for unfolding brackets) 
cti Flag for whether bracket value was imputed 
ai Value amount of income/asset type 
ati Flag for whether value amount was imputed 

  
In Table 10.5, we illustrate the auxiliary variables that are available for the primary variable 
“chk,” which is the amount of money in checking, savings, and money market accounts (derived 
from variables HA70–HA74). 
 

Table 10.5. Illustration of Auxiliary Variables and their Values  
for an Imputed Income/Asset Variable 

 
Variable Value Description 
d_chk 0 R does not have a savings, checking, or money market account 
 1 R has a savings, checking, or money market account 
dichk 0 Ownership of savings, checking, or money market account was not imputed 
 1 Ownership of savings, checking, or money market account was imputed 
c_chk 1 Account value is $0–$1,000 
 2 Account value is $1,001–$4,000 
 3 Account value is $4,001–$12,000 
 4 Account value is $12,001–$90,000 
 5 Account value is more than $90,001 
ctichk  0 Bracket value for c_chk was not imputed or R did not have an account 
 1 Bracket value for c_chk was imputed 
aichk  $ Dollar amount in savings, checking, and money market accounts 
atichk  0 Amount in aichk was not imputed or R did not have an account 
 1 Amount in aichk was imputed 

 
Table 10.6 lists the imputed income/assets variables and the Household Module variables from 
which those imputations were derived.  The variable names in Column 1 of Table 10.6 should 
be used in conjunction with prefixes listed in Table 10.4 to determine the specific variable 
names—as shown in the illustration in Table 10.5. 
 
Unlike in Wave 1, we did not edit the response in the HA15-HA17 transfer items to be consistent 
with the maximum benefit level for a given family size.  If the amount is higher than the 
maximum, we did not make it missing and impute it as we did in Wave 1. 

Table 10.6. Imputed Income/Assets Variables in L.A.FANS-2 
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Variable Description Source 
rwage Respondent earnings from wages and salary HA1–HA2 
pwage Spouse/partner earnings from wages and salary HA4–HA5 
chd17 Earnings for children 10–17 years HA12–HA13 
chd18 Earnings for children 18–24 years HA1–HA2 for children incorrectly 

given a Household Module 
sup, unemp, 
wrker, scial, ssi, 
pub, engy, pen 

Components of transfer income HA15–HA17 

rent Rent HA18, HA20 
mort Mortgage payments by someone in the household HA18, HA22–HA23 
house Value of house if sold today HA25 
housep Value of house when purchased HA25a2 
prinleft Estimate of mortgage principal remaining Calculated from mortgage 

amount and time since purchase 
more Rent or mortgage paid by someone outside the 

house 
HA18, HA26, HA28 

prp Real estate holdings HA33–HA37 
prpin Income from real estate holdings HA38–HA42 
bus Own a business/self-employed HA43–HA47 
busin Income from business HA48–HA52 
ret Retirement assets HA53–HA57 
retin Annual income from retirement assets  HA58–HA59 
bon Stocks and bonds HA60–HA64 
bonin Income from stocks and bonds HA65–HA69 
chk Amount in savings/checking/money market accts HA70–HA74 
chkin Interest income from savings/checking/MM HA75–HA79 
veh Value of vehicles HA80–HA85 
sav Other assets HA87–HA91 
savin Income from other assets HA92 
oth Other income HA97–HA98 
othdebt Other debt HA98a2 
 
There are a number of variables that have zero as an allowed value.  These include the current 
value of certain assets (veh, prp, bus, bon, and sav) as well as rent (e.g., people who manage a 
building in return for not paying rent). 
 
There are 354 families with no HHLD module respondent.  The imputation of all HHLD and 
transfer components for these families relies only on information in the roster.  These cases 
have NO_HHMOD=1 and should be considered less reliable than other cases with less missing 
data. 
 
Income and Asset Composites 
 
We created imputed composite variables by summing relevant individual imputed components 
to simplify the use of income and asset measures in the imputed income data.  These 
composites are top-coded in the Public Use Data file IMPINC2 (see Chapter 8 for details).  
These composites represent the sum of reported and imputed values, including those based on 
brackets.  The five composites, which were created for each family that did or should have done 
a Household Module, are: 
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• FAMEARN: sum of the earnings of the respondent (HA2), the respondent’s 
spouse/partner (HA5) and the earnings of any co-resident children aged 10–17 years of 
the respondent and/or spouse/partner (HA13).  Note that the construction of FAMEARN 
differs from that in Wave 1 where there was no age restriction on children’s earnings.  
FAMEARN has not been cross-checked against the work histories in the EHC for 
Household Module respondents and their spouses who were given the EHC.  
FEARNIMP indicates if some component of the total was imputed. 

 
• ALLTRANS: sum of all transfer income in the HA15–HA17 section of the Household 

Module over all family members.  The types of transfer income are child support, 
unemployment compensation, workmen’s compensation, Social Security, Supplemental 
Security Income, Food Stamps, public assistance or foster care payments, 
housing/energy allowances, and pension/trust payments.  Public assistance reported in 
the HA15–HA17 section of the Household Module has not been cross-checked against 
the EHC public assistance domain for those Household Module respondents or spouses 
who were given the Adult Module.  TRANSIMP indicates if some component of the total 
was imputed. 

 
• ASTOTINC: sum of asset income received across all family members.  These asset 

income types are real estate income (HA39), business income (HA49), retirement 
income (HA59), interest income (HA76), dividend income (HA66), interest from 
checking/savings/money market accounts (HA76) and “other” income (HA98).  Since 
income from other assets (HA93) was not imputed, it is not included in ASTOTINC.  
ASINCIMP indicates if some component of the total was imputed. 

 
• NONHASST: sum of the value of all assets owned by family members.  These asset 

value types were real estate (HA34), businesses (HA44), retirement assets (HA54), 
savings/checking/money market accounts (HA71), stocks/bonds (HA61), vehicles 
(HA82), and other assets (HA88).  ASSETIMP indicates if some component of the total 
was imputed. 

 
• FAMINC: sum of family earnings (FAMEARN), transfer income (ALLTRANS), and asset 

income (ASTOTINC).  FINCIMP indicates if some component of the total was imputed. 
 

Non-Response Codes 
 
The L.A.FANS-2 CAPI/CATI programming mainly used the code “-1” for “Don’t know” responses 
and the code “-2” for “Refused.”  For a few variables, the L.A.FANS-1 codes were inadvertently 
used: “-8” for “Don’t know” and “-9” for “Refused.”  Character variables often used the “-1” and “-
2” codes, but in some cases used alphabetic codes like “D,” “DK,” “R,” “REF,” and so on.  We 
have not standardized the non-response codes for L.A.FANS.  Variable formats include the 
code values so users can easily tell when codes other than “-1” or “-2” are being used. 
 
For a few variables, the code of “-5” is used to denote cases where a question should have 
been asked but was not.  These mainly occur for variables that were created ex post facto and 
were not part of the original CAPI programming.  Likewise in such cases the code of “-7” was 
used to mean “not applicable.” 
 
In general, blank values mean that the question was not asked because of the skip pattern.  For 
respondents who broke-off the interview, all responses to questions following the break-off will 
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be blank.  There are section complete flags in each module that will help users determine where 
a break-off occurred. 
 
Date and Time Variables 
 
Full date variables, such as COMP_DATE (date the module was completed) are 10-digit 
character variables that are generally of the form MMDDYYY.  The date variables in the EHC 
have a slightly different format.  The CSDATE and CEDATE variables have the form of 
MM/DD/YYYY and the SDATE and EDATE variables are of the form YYYY-MM-DD. 
 
Time stamps for sections of a given questionnaire are 8-digit character variables of the form 
HH:MM:SS where hours are in military time.  For example, 20:15:15 is 15 seconds after 
8:15pm.  
 
When an interview was completed over two or more days and the end of a day’s session 
occurred during a section, there are sometimes problems with the time stamps that make it 
appear as if it took hundreds of minutes for a section to be completed.  Users should be wary of 
very long interview section times.  Unfortunately, there was no information output from the 
Blaise CAPI computer program that indicates when the interview was restarted so we could not 
revise section starting times in these cases.  In addition, the interview time started and time 
ended variables for cases that spanned more than one day reflect the time the interview started 
on the first day and the time it ended on the second day.  Thus calculations of the total minutes 
for the interview computed from those time variables will not be accurate.   
 
In the Adult module, for New Entrants and adult RSC/SIBs, the marital/cohabitation history 
portion of Section E collected details related to past relationships for the six years prior to the 
Wave 2 interview.  There are numerous checks on dates to see if the relationship existed in that 
six-year window.  If the start year for a relationship was reported as “don’t know” or “refused”, it 
was treated as a date more than six years ago and detailed questions about the event were 
skipped.  Panel RSA and PCG respondents were asked about relationships since the Wave 1 
interview so there was no date checking involved.   
 
Race/Ethnicity 
 
L.A.FANS asked about the race/ethnicity of respondents in two different ways.  In the Roster, 
responses were coded using seven categories (Latino, white, black, Asian, Pacific Islander, 
Native American/American Indian, and other).  Interviewers were asked to observe and record 
the respondent’s race/ethnicity at the beginning of the Adult and Child modules, before asking 
the respondent about his/her own race.  Interviewer-observed race/ethnicity was recorded using 
seven categories and the interviewer could record multiple categories.  Proxy-reported 
race/ethnicity in the Roster module (the ROBS prefix variables) and self-reported race/ethnicity 
in the Child module (CA33 and CB103) used the same categories and procedure.  The Adult 
Module (AC23, AC25, AF2A and AF3) and Parent Module (PEX1E, PEX1G, PEX1M, and 
PEX1P) race/ethnic questions included a more detailed list with 16 categories.  Again, 
respondents could report and interviewers record multiple race/ethnic groups.  In the Adult and 
Parent Modules, respondents reporting more than one race/ethnic group were also asked to 
report which single race/ethnic group best described them from the 16 categories. 
 
In the Public Use Data, we have collapsed the 16 categories into 13 by combining Hawaiian and 
Pacific Islander into one group and Native American and Eskimo/Aleut/Inuit into another.  The 
number of respondents in each of these groups was very small and they were combined to 
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protect respondent confidentiality.  These recoded variables have an “R” suffix after the 
question number in the variable name.  The variable labels also identify them as recoded.  The 
Restricted Data contains the original 16-category race/ethnic variables. 
 
Event History Calendar Data 
 
As in Wave 1, the Event History Calendar used different software than other L.A.FANS 
modules.  The EHC module appeared between Sections G and J in the Adult module. 
 
Length of EHC Window 
 
The EHC covers the roughly seven-year period between the Wave 1 and 2 interviews.  For 
Panel respondents, the EHC program used the date of the Wave 1 interview as the start of the 
EHC window.  Depending on when the panel respondent was interviewed in Wave 1 and Wave 
2, the EHC window could be longer or shorter than seven years.  For New Entrant respondents, 
the program used seven years (84 months) before the start date of the Adult Module to mark the 
start of the EHC window.  The interview date is used to mark the end of the EHC window.  
 
On-Going Spells 
 
Open spells, those that were ongoing at interview, have the value of “cont” (for “continuing”) in 
the “EYEAR” variable.  There can be more than one open spell at a time for some event types, 
most notably employment.  The end date for an open spell is the date of interview or the end of 
the month in which the interview occurred. 
 
Interviewers were instructed to mark the open intervals using “cont” but it appears that in some 
cases they did not.  This was most frequent in the employment/unemployment and health 
insurance domains where open intervals had to exist, by definition.  We have corrected cases 
where we could determine that a spell was actually on-going but the “EYEAR” variable did not 
originally have a value of “cont.”  There are, as noted in Chapter 7, cases where the “current” 
spell for an event is either missing or is mismarked due to date errors and a correction could not 
be made.  Cases where we believe an open spell is missing are discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
Order of Spells 
 
The EHC interviewing procedure required interviewers to asked about respondents’ current 
situation in each domain first and then move backward in time.  However, this did not always 
happen.  To assist users, we have reordered the spells within each domain so that the open or 
most recent spell is first and is followed by the next most recent and so on.  The variable 
ORD_NUM within a domain runs from 1 for the most recent to N for the earliest reported spell.  
The order within a domain is based on the descending values of the EDATE variable (end date 
of spell).  For spells within a domain that had the same EDATE value, those with the most 
recent SDATE value (start date of spell) come first.  The REC_NUM variable within each 
domain contains the original record number for the spell representing the order in which the 
spell was originally entered 
 
Transition Variables 
 
Information collected in the EHC was passed by the CAPI program to Sections J (residential 
history), K (employment), and L (welfare).  This information was used to determine skips in 
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those sections.  These “transition” variables are: MOVSINCE, MOVEDSINCE, JOBEVER, 
CURWORK, TANFEVER, and TANFCURR. 
 
As noted in Chapter 7, problems occasionally occurred in the process of passing information 
between the EHC and the second part of the Adult Module.  Thus there are instances where the 
original skips in Sections J, K, and L of the Adult Module were not consistent with the 
information collected in the EHC.  We have corrected the transition variables so they reflect 
what was collected in the EHC. 
 
Dates 
 
A spell’s start and end dates are provided in two formats.  The SDATE and EDATE variables 
are in the YYYY-MM-DD format, which mirrors that used in the Wave 1 EHC data.  The 
CSDATE and CEDATE variables use the format MM/DD/YYYY, which was the format used by 
the Wave 2 EHC program.  We include both formats because some users will find one format 
preferable to the other.  These date variables are based on the DAY, MONTH, and YEAR 
values from the calendar. 
 
The EHC program required that each spell have a complete start and end date; respondents 
could not give an “I don’t know” answer.  Interviewers were asked to obtain an estimate of the 
possible date by probing using events in the other domains, asking what time of year it might 
have been, what part of the month it might have been—depending on what part of the date the 
respondent was having trouble remembering.  Interviewers recorded whether the date was 
estimated and what portion was estimated.  These flag variables have the suffix “_ESTIMATE”.  
The STARTTIME_ESTIMATE and ENDTIME_ESTIMATE indicate that some portion of the date 
is an estimate.  There are some cases where these “TIME_ESTIMATE” flags are turned on but 
none of the flags for the year, month, third of the month, or day are turned on.  It is not clear 
what happened in these cases, but it appears that the date, at least at the day-level, is an 
estimate. 
 
It was common for people not to remember the specific day of the month that a spell began or 
ended.  If they could not remember the exact day, respondents were asked whether it was the 
beginning, the middle, or the end of the month.  This “third of the month” response was then 
used to impute a day value.  The “Y3RD” character variables contain the “FIRST,” “MIDDLE,” or 
“LAST” response regarding the third of the month in which a spell began or ended.  For the start 
of spells, responses of “first part of the month” were to be coded as Day 1, “middle” responses 
were to be coded as Day 11, and “last” responses were to be coded as Day 21 in the day field.  
For the end of spells, the values were to be 10, 20, and 28–31 depending on the month.  These 
were to be used to create the “SDATE” or “EDATE” values.  If the respondent could not 
remember the exact day, the “SDAY”/”EDAY” value should have been left blank.  In most cases, 
this is what occurred.  However, there are cases where the “DAY_ESTIMATE” flag is turned on 
but the “DAY” value for the given “third of the month” is not one of those that were supposed to 
be used.  It may be that an interviewer went back and changed the day value because it was 
supposed to be blank, or the interviewer incorrectly marked the response as an estimate. 
 
In the health insurance history, birthdates were used as the start of coverage spells that began 
at birth.  In the Public Use Data, we have changed all the “day” values to 15, keeping the month 
and year the same.  The birthdates for individuals covered by the health insurance history are in 
the Version 3 Restricted Data file EHCRESPV3_2. 
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Employment Definition 
 
Note that for the EHC, an employment event has a specific definition. “Employed” is defined as 
working for pay (including “in kind”) as a regular employee; working in a family farm or business; 
or working for one’s self (i.e., being self-employed).  The work must have been performed for 
pay for at least one hour per week for at least a month.  In the case of a family farm or business 
where the respondent is not paid, he/she must have worked for at least 15 hours a week.  Jobs 
of very short duration not fitting the above criteria were recorded in the unemployment domain. 
 
Geographic Variables 
 
Geographic Location Variables 
 
In the Public Use Data, geographic variables report state and country information recoded into 
U.S. Census divisions and World Bank regions.  California is the only state identified separately; 
other states are coded according to the appropriate U.S. Census division.  These divisions are: 
 

(1) New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and 
Vermont; 

(2) Middle Atlantic: New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania; 
(3) East North Central: Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin; 
(4) West North Central: Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and 

South Dakota; 
(5) South Atlantic: Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, North 

Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, and West Virginia; 
(6) East South Central: Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee. 
(7) West South Central: Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas; 
(8) Mountain: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico, Montana, Utah, Nevada, and 

Wyoming; and 
(9) Pacific: Alaska, Hawaii, Oregon, Washington (excludes California). 

 
Locations outside the U.S. are coded into the seven World Bank regions, with only Mexico and 
Central America identified separately.  Please check the World Bank web site for details on 
which countries are included in each region.  The World Bank regions are:  

(1) Europe and Central Asia; 
(2) Middle East and North Africa; 
(3) Sub-Saharan Africa; 
(4) South Asia; 
(5) East Asia and the Pacific; 
(6) Latin America and the Caribbean, (excluding Mexico and Central America); and 
(7) North America (excluding the U.S.). 

 
In the Public Use Data, for a number of location questions we have included an indicator for 
whether the location is in Los Angeles County.  These indicators have a suffix of “_LAC.”  We 
have also included variables identifying the location’s the county in Southern California.  These 
county variables have a suffix of “_COUNTY.” 
 
Actual state and country names are available in Version 1 of the Restricted Data.  City names 
are available in Version 2 and 3 of the Restricted Data.  We corrected and standardized the 
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spelling of city, state, and country names wherever possible.  However, in cases where the 
location was unclear or ambiguous, the text was not modified. 
 
Addresses collected in the L.A.FANS-2 were geocoded.  The longitude and latitude coordinates 
are available in the Version 3 Restricted Data.  If only a city was reported or if the street 
address/intersection could not be geocoded, then the coordinates for the city centroid were 
used.  Where possible, the centroids for subareas of Los Angeles city were used as opposed to 
that for the whole of the City of Los Angeles.  The geocode match quality flags discussed below 
identify such city-centroid assignments. 
 
Distance Variables 
 
In the Public Use Data, Euclidean distances (i.e., “as the crow flies” distances) from the 
respondent’s Wave 2 residence to various locations for which address information was collected 
are available in categorical form.  The distance categories vary by type of location and were 
designed to minimize the risk of indirect identification of respondents.  The distance category 
variable names end with a suffix of “_DG.” 
 
In Version 1 of the Restricted Data, actual (uncategorized) Euclidean distances are available. 
  
There are two complete-turnover households that moved after being selected but before being 
interviewed.  The interviews occurred a couple of days after the screening for one case 
(HHID2=21351D) but two months after the screening for the other case (HHID2=32526D).  The 
calculated distance variables for these two cases are based on the original location at the time 
of screening (rather than their location at the time of the interview).  The current location in the 
EHC residence history (EYEAR=“cont”) is the residence at the time of the interview.  These two 
cases are identified by the DIFF_HOME variable in the ROSTHH2 file. 
 
Census Tracts 
 
Census tract numbers of locations other than residences in the 65 L.A.FANS sample tracts were 
assigned using longitude and latitude coordinates generated by the geocoding process.  If an 
address could not be geocoded, no census tract number was assigned. 
 
No census tract variables are available in the Public Use Data.  The variable LAF_TRACT 
indicates if the residence or place of employment is in one of the 65 L.A.FANS tracts. 
 
In the Public Use Data, the Service Planning Area (SPA_ID) has been added to the ROSTHH2 
data file as another measure to indicate the general location of a Wave 2 household in Los 
Angeles County.  
 
In Version 1 of the Restricted Data, we have created a pseudo-tract variable (TRACTX) with 
randomly assigned values for tracts of 1–524.  The TRACTX values of 1–65 represent the 65 
L.A.FANS sample tracts and match the TRACTX values from Wave 1.  This variable can be 
used in analyses requiring information on which households were in the same tracts, such as 
multilevel analyses that include a tract-level random effect.  However, the pseudo-tract number 
cannot be used to link tract characteristics from other sources.   
 
We have assigned pseudo-tract numbers only for current residence, i.e., there are no pseudo-
tract numbers for other geographic locations reported in L.A.FANS.  Thus the TRACTX variable 
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is found only in the RSTHV1_2 and CRSTHV1_2 data files.  Users will need to merge this with 
other files as needed by the household identifier HHID2. 
 
Version 2 of the Restricted Data includes the actual census tract numbers from both the 1990 
and 2000 censuses.  These tract numbers can be used to merge in tract characteristics from 
other data sources.  Census tracts are included for the current residence and for other locations 
in the U.S.  Respondents who could not remember an exact address were permitted to report 
the approximate cross-streets at which a place was located.  Sometimes, the intersection 
reported could be assigned to more than one census tract because it was located on a 
boundary of two tracts or at the intersection of three or more tracts.  In these cases, we coded 
all the census tracts that bordered the intersection.  Therefore, for locations reported in the Adult 
and Parent Modules, there are four tract variables for 1990 codes and four variables for 2000 
codes for a given location question.  There is a flag to indicate if multiple tracts apply to a given 
location that has the suffix “_MULTTRACT.”  If the flag value is “0,” then there is only one tract 
reported and it is in the first tract field. 
 
Poverty Strata for Census Tracts 
 
The poverty strata of Los Angeles County census tracts were used in the sample selection 
process for Wave 1 of L.A.FANS.  The poverty strata associated with the Wave 1 residence of 
panel households is called POVCAT.  For New Entrant households in Wave 2, POVCAT will 
also have a value because the Wave 1 strata carried over into the Wave 2 selection.  The strata 
values (1=very poor, 2=poor, 3=not poor) are based on the 1990 Census tract definitions and 
data made available by the Los Angeles County government. 
 
Geocode Match Quality Flag 
 
A “match quality” variable was created to help users to assess the quality of geocoding.  These 
geocode quality flag variables have a suffix of “_FG.”  The variable values are: 
 

0 = Good quality match (match score 89–100) 
1 = Lower quality match (match score less than 89) 
2 = City-centroid geocoded 
3 = Unable to geocode 
 

The match score is from ArcView, the geographic information system that was used for the 
geocoding.  We did not consider a match to have been made if the score was less than 70.  A 
score of 100 is a perfect match and a score of 89–99 is a high-quality match.  Scores below 89 
might have found the right location, but there is some concern about the quality of the match.  If 
a required street direction was missing (e.g., N, S, E, W), the geocoded location may not be the 
correct especially if no zip code was available. 
 
Topcoding of Variables 
 
Topcoding of Household Module Variables in HHLD2 
 
In the HHLD2 file of the Public Use Data, most income and asset amounts were not included.  
Those that were included have been topcoded for confidentiality concerns.  Respondent 
earnings (HA2) and respondent spouse earnings were capped at $150,000.  Other income 
(HA98) was capped at $70,000.  Monthly rent (HA20) is capped at $1,700/month.  Monthly 
mortgage (HA23) is capped at $5,000/month.  The rent/mortgage paid by a non-family member 
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(HA28) is capped at $5,000/month.  Table 10.7 shows the distribution of those variables before 
topcoding was done.  Children income (HA13) was capped at $15,000 but there were only two 
cases above that cap (one at $25,000 and one at $30,000).  The other topcoded items are the 
number of bedrooms (HA29) capped at 5, and the number of bathrooms (HA30) and number of 
other rooms (HA31) both capped at 4. 
 

Table 10.7. Summary Statistics for Household Module Income and Rent/Mortgage Variables  
before Topcoding, for Nonzero Values, in Dollars 

 
 Variable 
 HA2 HA5 HA98 
N 1,164 746 56 
Mean  43,041.22 45,995.67 27,000.29 
Std. dev.  110,754.85 68,098.53 95,235.78 
Minimum 5 1 200 
10th percentile  7,000 10,000   1,000 
20th percentile 12,000 15,000   2,000 
30th percentile 15,000 20,000   3,000 
40th percentile 20,000 24,000   5,000 
50th percentile 25,000 28,000   6,000 
60th percentile 30,000 35,000   7,000 
70th percentile 40,000 42,000  10,000 
80th percentile 50,000 60,000  30,000 
90th percentile 80,000 87,000  50,000 
Maximum 2,200,000 800,000 710,000 
    
 HA20 HA23 HA28 
N 897 536 6 
Mean 962.86 2,477.81 1,331.00 
Std. dev.  644.35 3,362.17  877.08 
Minimum 42   160 1 
10th percentile   500   800 1 
20th percentile   600  1,129  675 
30th percentile   700  1,400  675 
40th percentile   786  1,666 1,350 
50th percentile   850  1,851 1,425 
60th percentile   950  2,130 1,500 
70th percentile  1,050  2,500 2,200 
80th percentile  1,244  3,000 2,200 
90th percentile  1,500  3,700 2,260 
Maximum 12,000 43,531 2,260 

 
Topcoding of Wage/Income Variables in the EHC and Adult Modules 
 
The wage/salary reports in the employment domain of the EHC and the spouse wage/salary 
reports in the Adult Module were topcoded at $150,000/year.  Respondents who reported 
wage/salary in units of other than a year were topcoded at the following values to approximate 
the $150,000/year cap: 
 

Monthly: $12,500 
Weekly: $2,400 
Hourly: $50 
 

Reports of wages/salaries above the cap were assigned the cap value.  All wage/salary values, 
topcoded or not, were rounded to the following: annual and monthly values were rounded to 
nearest $10, weekly reports to the nearest $1, and hourly reports to the nearest $0.10. 
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Table 10.8 shows the distributions of wages/salary before capping for the first 3 jobs in the EHC 
employment history. 
 

Table 10.8. Summary Statistics for Salary/Wage Income from EHC before Topcoding 
for Nonzero Values, in Dollars 

 
 SALARY1 
 Hourly Weekly Monthly Annual 
N 1,059 222 151 341 
Mean 12.82 465.38 3,291.40  77,437.18 
Std. dev.   9.14 367.63 2,668.37 132,733.61 
Minimum   1.00   30   240 2,000 
10th percentile   7.25  200   900   21,000 
20th percentile   8.00  250  1,500   30,000 
30th percentile   8.25  300  2,000   40,000 
40th percentile   9.00  300  2,400   45,000 
50th percentile  10.00  350  2,800   52,000 
60th percentile  11.12  400  3,100   60,000 
70th percentile  13.00  450  3,650   75,000 
80th percentile  15.50  600  4,500   96,000 
90th percentile  20.75  988  6,000  125,000 
Maximum 150.00 2,400 24,000 2,200,000 
     
 SALARY2 
 Hourly Weekly Monthly Annual 
N 548 68 57 112 
Mean 11.60 538.37 2,648.76 63,797.32 
Std. dev.  10.57 564.48 4,090.69 62,907.27 
Minimum   4.25  150 56   6,000 
10th percentile   6.75  200   250  20,000 
20th percentile   7.00  250   600  30,000 
30th percentile   7.60  300  1,000  36,000 
40th percentile   8.25  320  1,200  40,000 
50th percentile   9.00  380  1,800  46,500 
60th percentile  10.00  420  2,200  50,000 
70th percentile  11.50  500  2,500  65,000 
80th percentile  14.00  650  3,500  89,000 
90th percentile  18.20  950  5,200 100,000 
Maximum 200.00 3,600 30,000 400,000 
     
 SALARY3 
 Hourly Weekly Monthly Annual 
N 254 30 19 48 
Mean 10.73 440.03 2,991.05 66,210.42 
Std. dev.   5.82 409.66 2,620.45 56,632.43 
Minimum  4.25   36   500   6,000 
10th percentile  6.75  100  1,000  25,000 
20th percentile  7.25  200  1,200  30,000 
30th percentile  7.74  225  1,200  36,000 
40th percentile  8.00  277  1,800  40,000 
50th percentile  9.00  325  2,000  48,000 
60th percentile 10.00  380  2,100  58,000 
70th percentile 11.00  425  3,900  66,100 
80th percentile 13.00  595  5,000  95,000 
90th percentile 17.00  925  8,500 132,000 
Maximum 65.00 2,000 10,000 300,000 
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In the Adult Module, the reported family income, the spouse earnings, and the reported 
profit/loss for self-employed spouse are topcoded at the 97th percentile: family income (AD90) at 
$200,000, spouse earnings at $150,000, and spouse profit/loss (AF10A) at $200,000. 
 
The Version 1 Restricted Data have the non-topcoded values for these wage and income 
variables. 
 
Topcoding of Height and Weight Measures 
 
Adult height and weight, both self-reported and measured, are topcoded at the 90th percentile 
and bottom-coded at the 10th percentile for each gender, as are the waist and hip 
measurements, waist/hip ratio and BMI for adults. 
 
In the Health Measures data, children whose height, weight, or BMI is too high or too low for 
their age based on national standards have that measure coded with “-777” denoting it is an 
extreme value.  There are flags that tell the user if the height, weight, or BMI was too high or too 
low. 
 
In the CHILD2 file, the reported height and weight values given by the child respondent have not 
been topcoded or bottom-coded.  The values are those entered by the child. 
 
Generated Scales and Indexes 
 
Composite International Diagnostic Interview-Short Form (CIDI-SF) 
 
In Wave 2 the CIDI-SF questions measuring depressive symptoms were asked of all Adult 
respondents.  In Wave 1, only PCGs completed the CIDI in the PCG Module.  The CIDI 
questions are in Section M of the Adult Module and are the questions whose names begin with 
AMGA.  The CIDI variables and CIDI measures are in the ADULT2 data file. 
 
The CIDI questions for depression asked in Wave 2 were identical to those in Wave 1 and the 
same measures were created from those questions.  Please see the L.A.FANS-1 
documentation for a detailed discussion of the CIDI. 
 
Behavior Problems Index (BPI) 
 
The BPI questions in Wave 2 were identical to those in Wave 1 and the same measures were 
created from those questions.  Please see the L.A.FANS-1 documentation for a detailed 
discussion of the BPI. 
 
Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Achievement Test 
 
The Woodcock-Johnson achievement tests were identical to those used in Wave 1.  The tests 
were administered to PCGs who had not previously taken the test at Wave 1 and to both child 
and adult RSC/SIBs, whether or not they have previously been tested at Wave 1.  The PCGs 
were only administered Test 23 (Passage Comprehension).  The RSC/SIBs aged 3–5 years 
were administered two tests (Letter-Word Identification and Applied Problems).  RSC/SIBs aged 
6 years and older were administered all three tests (Letter-Word Identification, Passage 
Comprehension, and Applied Problems).  The data for PCGs and the adult RSC/SIBs are in the 
WJRADULT2 file; the data for child RSC/SIBs are in the WJRCHILD2 file. 
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Standardized test scores, W-scores, and percentile ranks have been created as they were in 
Wave 1. 
 
Please see the L.A.FANS-1 documentation for a detailed discussion of the Woodcock-Johnson 
achievement tests. 
 
HOME (Home Observation of the Environment) 
 
L.A.FANS-2 again collected information that can be used to generate HOME scales.  The 
questions in Wave 2 are identical to those in Wave 1.  As in Wave 1, the L.A.FANS has left 
scale creation to the discretion of its users.  Please see the L.A.FANS-1 documentation for a 
detailed discussion of the HOME items. 
 
Blood Pressure and Body Mass Index Categories 
 
The average systolic and diastolic blood pressure readings obtained in the Health Measures 
Module were reported to respondents in categorical form.  These categories are presented in 
the variable BP_CAT found in the HM_ADULT2 and HM_CHILD2 data files.  The schemes for 
classifying values for BP_CAT are described in Appendix A. 
 
The Body Mass Index was computed from the measured height and weight obtained in the 
Health Measures Module and was also reported to respondents in categorical form.  These 
categories are presented in the variable BMI_CAT in the HM_ADULT and HM_CHILD2 data 
files.  The values for BMI_CAT are also described in Appendix A.



 93 

11. IDENTIFYING HOUSEHOLDS AND INDIVIDUALS 
 
This chapter discusses how to identify various types of household and individuals in the 
L.A.FANS-2 sample. 
 
Households 
 
In Wave 2, the main household identifier is HHID2, a six-digit character variable.  Panel 
households have a variable called W1_HHID that is the five-digit numeric Wave 1 household 
identifier—which also corresponds to the first five-digits of HHID2.  W1_HHID can be used to 
link to HHID in the Wave 1 L.A.FANS data. 
 
Panel Households vs. New Entrant Households 
 
The variable PANEL_HH=1 for Panel households; the variable NE_HH=1 for New Entrant 
households.  The variable TURNOVER=1 for New Entrant households that are complete 
turnovers at a residence that was interviewed in Wave 1. 
 
CAPI vs. CATI Households 
 
CAPI households are those eligible for completing an in-person (vs. telephone) interview.  The 
HHID2 variable ends in A, B, C, D, or N for CAPI households.  CATI households are those 
eligible for a telephone interview, and their HHID2 variable ends in K, L, or M.  CATI households 
appear in the CATI-generated files CROSTHH2, CPANELUPDATE2, and CROSTER2.  
Households in Los Angeles County generally completed CAPI interviews; however, a few CAPI 
households also show up in the CATI data files because they had a member interviewed by 
telephone instead of in-person due to scheduling problems.  In the CATI files 
CPANELUPDATE2, and CROSTER2, the variable CAPIHHID2 is the CAPI household identifier 
for individuals who appear also as full-time residents in the CAPI. 
 
There are three households outside Los Angeles County that completed an in-person interview.  
The data for these three households were removed from the CAPI-generated data and put into 
the CATI-generated data files.  The variables NOTLAC_CAPI=1 for these cases and their 
HHID2 variable ends in “A” since it was originally a CAPI household identifier. 
 
Households at a Wave 1 Residence 
 
The variable AT_W1_ADDRESS=1 for those Panel households (PANEL_HH=1) whose Wave 2 
Roster address was the same street address where they were interviewed in Wave 1.  
AT_W1_ADDRESS is blank for New Entrant households (NE_HH=1) at addresses that were 
not interviewed in Wave 1.  Note that AT_W1_ADDRESS=1 for complete turnovers 
(TURNOVER=1) as those New Entrant households are at a location where a Wave 1 interview 
had been done (although not with the current household).  
 
There are three cases where the EHC current address for one adult respondent in the 
household is not the same as the other adult respondent in the household that may be due to an 
error in the EHC address field.  The three cases are as follows: 
 

1. The PCG_P in 31821A shows the Wave 2 roster address (which differs in street number 
but not street name from the Wave 1 address) as the EHC current address, yet the 
start/end dates imply that the PCG did not move since Wave 1.  The RSA_P’s EHC 
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current address is the Wave 1 street address and his start/end dates, which match the 
PCG’s, show no move either since Wave 1.  For 31821A, then, AT_W1_ADDRESS=5 
and LAF_TRACT=0 because the roster address did not match the Wave 1 address.  
However, the RSA_P has LAF_TRACT=1 for the EHC current address because he 
shows the Wave 1 street number.  It is not clear where the error occurred, so we left the 
addresses as they are. 

 
2. The PCG_P in 34042A shows a move from the Wave 1 address to the Wave 2 roster 

address, which has the same street name but to the house next door based on the 
house number.  The RSA_P does not show a move since Wave 1 but his EHC current 
address is the Wave 2 roster address.  Here it appears that the RSA may be missing the 
move from the Wave 1 house to the house next door.  Because the Wave 2 roster 
residence is not the Wave 1 residence, AT_W1_ADDRESS=5 on the RSA’s EHC 
records. 

 
3. In 42571A, neither the RSA_P nor the PCG_P show any moves since Wave 1.  

However, the Wave 2 roster address and the EHC current address have the same 
house number as the Wave 1 residence, but the street name is slightly different (e.g., 
589th St vs. 586th St).  Because the Wave 2 roster residence differs from the Wave 1 
residence, AT_W1_ADDRESS=5.  It is not clear whether a move is missing or there was 
a typo and they are actually at the Wave 1 address. 
 

There are two other cases where the Panel household’s Wave 2 roster address is the Wave 1 
residence but the EHC suggests that they did not move to the Wave 1 address until after the 
Wave 1 interview.  The two cases are as follows: 
 

1. The PCG_P in 38182A appears to have returned to her home country shortly after the 
Wave 1 interview, and then returned to the Wave 1 address a few years later.  The EHC 
residence history does not show the short-term move to the United States at the time of 
the Wave 1 interview.  It only shows living outside the United States and then moving to 
the Wave 2 residence address. 

 
2. The PCG_P and RSC18+ in 48198A also appear to have been temporarily at the Wave 

1 address at the Wave 1 interview and did not permanently move there till a year or so 
later based on dates given in the Wave 2 EHC residence history.  The PCG did not do 
the EHC in Wave 1 so we cannot tell if she mentioned the other address listed as prior to 
the Wave 1 address.  Since the PCG and RSC did not complete interviews at Wave 1, it 
may be that they were not truly permanent household members at Wave 1.   

 
Households That Moved after Screening 
 
Two New Entrant households that had moved into residences where interviews were done in 
Wave 1 (i.e., complete turnovers) left those residences after being selected for Wave 2 but 
before being interviewed.  These households (HHID2=21351D and HHID2=32526D) are 
identified by the DIFF_HOME variable in the ROSTHH2 file.  The residential location of these 
two households at the time of the Wave 2 interview can be found in the EHC residence history 
(the ADDRESS2 record with EYEAR=“cont”).  The residential location in the ROSTHH2 file is 
from the screener.  For weighting purposes, these households are treated as being in an 
L.A.FANS tract because that is where they were selected.  As noted earlier under the 
discussion of distance variables, the distances related to these cases are based on the address 
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at the time they were screened and not at the time of interview (which was only a short time 
later). 
 
Households with Data From Different Modules 
 
In the ROSTHH2 file, the variable NO_INT_MOD=0 for households where no interview modules 
other than the roster were started or completed.  The file also contains counts of the number of 
the different interview modules that were completed or partially completed by individual 
respondents in the household.  These counts, which have the prefix N_ and end with the suffix 
MOD (e.g., N_ADULTMOD), provide users with a quick way to identify households with 
respondents who were administered specific modules of interest.  These variables will save 
users the time of checking individual modules themselves.  The variables with the suffix _INT 
show the status for whether the relevant RSAs, RSC/SIBs, and PCGs have each of the three 
main interviews: individual, health measures, and (where relevant) Woodcock-Johnson 
assessments. 
 
Individuals 
 
The variable PID2 is the person number from the Wave 2 rosters for an individual.  For Panel 
households, a person who was in the Wave 1 roster will have a value in W1_PID.  W1_PID links 
to variable PID in the Wave 1 L.A.FANS data.  Because the Wave 2 roster for Panel households 
used the Wave 1 roster as a preloaded list, the PID2 value is the same as the Wave 1 PID 
value. 
 
An individual is uniquely defined by the combination of HHID2 and PID2 in Wave 2.  For people 
appearing in Wave 1 data, W1_HHID and W1_PID together provide the Wave 1 unique person 
identifiers in the Wave 2 data. 
 
Household Head 
 
The variables RA7=0 for the “household head.”  All relationships of the other household 
members found in RA7 are relative to the person with RA7=0. 
 
The household head was selected based on the response to question RA6 (who rents/owns the 
residence) in the ROSTER module.  If only one person in the household was listed, then that 
individual was designated the household head.  If more than one person was listed in RA6, then 
one of those individuals was selected at random by the programming code and designated the 
household head.   
 
In Wave 2, all household heads are age 18 years or older, and four of them are less than full-
time residents. 
 
Respondents 
 
Below we describe several methods for identifying each type of L.A.FANS respondent. 
 
Randomly Selected Adults (RSAs) 
 
In the roster files: 
 

• Respondents with RSA_P=1 are Panel RSAs (i.e., those selected at Wave 1). 
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• Respondents with RSA_NE=1 are New Entrant RSAs (i.e., those selected at Wave 2). 
• The variables W2_RESPTYPE/W2_RESPTYPE_N in the roster files relate to those who 

are Wave 2 respondents. 
o The numeric variable W2_RESPTYPE_N will have values of 1–4 for RSAs 

(1=RSA_P only, 2=RSA_NE only, 3=RSA_P&PCG_P, 4= RSA_NE&PCG_NE).  
• The W1_RESPTYPE character variable relates to Wave 1 respondents, and will have a 

value of “RSA_P” for Panel RSAs. 
 
In the individual interview modules (all modules except the Roster): 
 

• The variables RESP_TYPE/RESPTYPE_N can be used to identify the RSAs.  Like 
W2_RESPTYPE_N above in the roster data, the numeric variable RESPTYPE_N will 
have values of 1–4 for RSAs. 

 
Randomly Selected Children (RSCs) 
 
In the roster files: 
 

• Respondents with RSC_P=1 are Panel RSCs and those with RSC_NE=1 are New 
Entrant RSCs, regardless of age. 

• The numeric variable W2_RESPTYPE_N will have values of 8, 10 and 12 (8=RSC_P 
age 18+ years, 10=RSC_P under 18 years of age, 12=RSC_NE).   

• The W1_RESPTYPE character variable relates to Wave 1 respondents and will have a 
value of “RSC_P” for Panel RSCs. 

 
In the adult and child interview modules: 
 

• The variables RESP_TYPE/RESPTYPE_N can be used to identify RSCs.  The numeric 
RESPTYPE_N will have values of 8, 10, and 12 for RSCs. 

• In the Parent Module, the variables KIDTYPE/KIDTYPE_N relate to the child while 
RESP_TYPE/RESPTYPE_N relate to the PCG who is the respondent for the Parent 
Module.  The numeric variable KIDTYPE_N will have values of 1 and 3 for RSCs 
(1=RSC_P, 3=RSC_NE). 

 
Primary Caregiver (PCG) 
 
In the roster files, there are a variety of Primary Caregiver indicators: 
 

• W1_PCGW1 equals 1 if the person was the Wave1 PCG. 
• PCG_P equals 1 if the person is the PCG for a Panel RSC/SIB.  This includes Panel 

RSC/SIBs who are now over age 17 years.  There are 17 cases where PCG_P=1 but 
W1_PCGW1=0 because the Wave 1 PCG was no longer in the household with the 
Panel RSC/SIB who was still under age 18 years and a new PCG was selected for them. 

• PCG_P2 flags the one case (HHID2=16034B) where a new PCG was picked for a Panel 
RSC because the Wave 1 PCG was only a part-time resident in the household. 

• PCG_NE=1 if the person is the PCG for a New Entrant RSC/SIB.  A PCG_P may also 
have PCG_NE=1 if she is the PCG for the RSC_NE. 

• PCGID is the roster line number of the PCG for a given child. 
• PCGONLY=1 if the PCG is not also an RSA. 
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• PCGP_INELIG=1 if the person is the resident Wave 1 PCG but was not eligible for a 
Wave 2 interview because there was no full-time RSC/SIB under age 18 years in the 
household or because the person was a part-time resident.  This is only in the 
ROSTER2 file. 

• PCGP_NR_INELIG=1 if the person is a nonresident Wave 1 PCG and was not eligible to 
be given a Wave 2 interview if located because there was no nonresident RSC/SIB 
under age 18 years.  This is only in the PANELUPDATE2 file. 

 
In the adult interview files: 
 

• The RESP_TYPE/RESPTYPE_N variables identify those respondents who are PCGs.  
The numeric variable RESPTYPE_N will have values of 3–7 for PCGs 
(3=RSA_P&PCG_P, 4=RSA_NE&PCG_NE, 5=PCG_P only, 6=PCG_P2 only, 
7=PCG_NE only). 

• There are nine cases where the RSA_P was not a PCG in Wave 1 but became a PCG in 
Wave 2, either because: 

o She/he now had an eligible child who was selected as the RSC_NE (3 cases) or  
o The PCG from Wave 1 was no longer in the household of an RSC_P or SIB_P 

under age 18 years (6 cases).  In these situations, the RSA_P is treated as a 
Panel RSA and also as a PCG with RESP_TYPE=“RSAPCGP” in the Wave 2 
data. 

 
Sibling of RSC (SIBs) 
 
In the roster files: 
 

• Those with SIB_P=1 are Panel SIBs and those with SIB_NE=1 are New Entrant SIBs, 
regardless of age. 

• The numeric variable W2_RESPTYPE_N has values of 9, 11, and 13 (9=SIB_P age 18+ 
years, 11=SIB_P under age 18 years, 13=SIB_NE).  

• The W1_RESPTYPE character variable relates to Wave 1 respondents and has a value 
of “SIB_P” for Panel SIBs. 

 
In the adult and child interview modules: 
 

• The variables RESP_TYPE/RESPTYPE_N can be used to identify SIBs.  The numeric 
RESPTYPE_N will have values of 9, 11, and 13 for SIBs.  

• In the Parent Module, the variables KIDTYPE/KIDTYPE_N relate to the child while 
RESP_TYPE/RESPTYPE_N relate to the PCG who is the respondent for the Parent 
Module. 

• The numeric variable KIDTYPE_N will have values of 2 and 4 for SIBs (2=SIB_P, 
4=SIB_NE). 

 
RSC_NE and SIB_NE 
 
The SIB_P is the sibling of the RSC_P and the SIB_NE is the sibling of the RSC_NE.  In eligible 
Panel households that were still in an L.A.FANS census tract, an RSC_NE might have been 
selected who could be a sibling of the Panel RSC (and thus a sibling of the Panel SIB); 
however, such RSC_NE were not selected based on their relationship to the RSC_P as the 
SIB_P were. 
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Household Module Respondents 
 
Household Module respondents were the adults in CAPI households most knowledgeable about 
family finances.  A Household Module was to be done for each RSA, each RSC_P and SIB_P 
age 25 years and older, each RSC_P and SIB_P age 18–24 years if living independently, and 
for each child RSC/SIB. 
 
In cases where the RSA and child RSC were members of two separate families living in 
the same household, two separate Household Module respondents were selected for 
interview. 
 
Adult RSC_P and SIB_P who were age 25 years and older were treated as a separate family 
even if living with their parents and thus were given a Household Module.  Adult RSC_P and 
SIB_P aged 18–24 years living with their parents, as discussed earlier under respondent 
selection problems in Chapter 7, were to be given the Household Module if they were deemed 
to be independent from their parents. 
 
In the ROSTER2 file: 
 

• The indicator variables HH_P1, HH_P2, HH_P3, HH_NE1 and HH_NE2 variables 
identify those selected as Household Module respondents.  The _Px denotes Household 
Module respondents in Panel families; the _NEx denotes those in New Entrant families. 

• Those individuals who were only selected as Household Module respondents and were 
not also an RSA, RSC, SIB, or PCG, will have values of 20–23 in the numeric 
W2_RESPTYPE_N variable (20=HH_P1, 21=HH_P2, 22=HH_P3, 23=HH_NE1). 

 
In the HHLD2 file: 
 

• The HH_RESP_TYPE/HHRESPTYPE_N denotes which type of Household Module 
respondent this person is (e.g., HH_P1, HH_P2, etc.).   

• The HH_P1 respondents are mainly those for families with an RSA_P, the HH_P2 are 
those for families with just an RSC_P or the RSC_P is a different family from the 
RSA_P, and the HH_P3 are those for families with just a SIB_P or the SIB_P is from a 
different family from the RSA_P (no child RSC_P in the household).  

• The HH_NE1 are New Entrant families of the RSA_NE, and HH_NE2 are for RSC_NE 
who are in a different family from the RSA_NE. 

 
Roster Respondents 
 

• In the ROSTER2 and CROSTER2 files, the Roster respondent is the person with a PID2 
value that is the same as that in the variable RR_ID.   

• In the ROSTHH2 and CROSTHH2 files, the variable RESP_PID is the roster line 
number of the Roster respondent. 

 
Emancipated Minors 
 
In Wave 2, there were one RSC_P and two SIB_Ps under the age of 18 years who did not have 
an adult in the household who was responsible for them.  These children are termed 
“Emancipated Minors” and have the variable EM=1 for them in the ROSTER2 file.  Emancipated 
minors were treated as adults and were given the Adult interview. 
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CAPI Respondents in the CATI Data Files 
 
There were cases where a household that had been interviewed in-person (i.e., using the CAPI 
instrument) later had a household member who was interviewed by telephone (i.e., using the 
CATI instrument).  In these cases, there are household roster members in the CATI 
CROSTER2 file who are also listed as full-time residents in the CAPI ROSTER2 file.  There are 
48 such individuals and they have the CROSTER2 file variable IN_FT_CAPIROSTER=1.  Some 
of those individuals (29 of them) are Wave 1 respondents who completed the in-person Adult or 
Child interviews so they have detailed data in the in-person interview data files ADULT2, 
PARENT2, CHILD2, etc.  Those interviewed individuals have the CROSTER2 file variable 
CAPI_INTERVIEW=1.  The CROSTER2 file variable CAPIHHID2 contains the HHID2 value for 
the CAPI-version of the household.  The PID2 value is the same as that in CAPI for these 
“cross-over” cases. 
 
The three households outside of Los Angeles County that inadvertently completed CAPI instead 
of CATI interviews are only found in the CATI data, i.e., the CROSTHH2, CPANELUPDATE2 
and CROSTER2 files.  These cases have the variable NOTLAC_CAPI=1.  We dropped these 
from the in-person interview data files because they were eligible only to complete the CATI 
interview. 
 
Panel vs. New Entrant Respondents 
 
In the individual interview data: 
 

• RESP_TYPE/RESPTYPE_N and KIDTYPE/KIDTYPE_N can be used to distinguish 
Panel respondents from New Entrants. 

 
In the roster files: 
 

• W2_RESPTYPE/W2_RESPTYPE_N can be used to identify Panel respondents from 
New Entrant respondents. 

 
In the ADULT2 file: 
 

• The variable PANEL=1 for Panel adult respondents and is =0 for New Entrant 
respondents. 

 
The variables PANEL_HH and NE_HH found in all Wave 2 data files refer to households.  Any 
respondent with NE_HH=1 is always a New Entrant respondent.  However, not every 
respondent with PANEL_HH=1 is a Panel respondent because in eligible Panel households, a 
New Entrant RSA and RSC could be selected. 
 
Who Completed which Interview Modules 
 
In the ROSTER2 data file, the variables that end with _MOD will equal 1 if the given person 
completed a given Wave 2 interview module and will equal 2 if the person partially completed 
that module.  The _DATE variables contain the date that the person completed the given 
interview module. 
 
The W2_RESPTYPE/W2_RESPTYPE_N variables indicate what type of Wave 2 respondent a 
given household member is. 
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In the ROSTHH2 data file, the variables that end in _INT provide a quick summary of the basic 
modules completed (either completed or partially completed) by the Wave 2 respondents (i.e., 
RSAs, RSC/SIBs, and PCGs).  For adult respondents (RSAs, PCGs, adult RSC/SIBs), the 
codes show the status of the combination of the adult interview, the health measures interview, 
and the Woodcock-Johnson cognitive assessment.  All adult RSC/SIBs were to complete the 
Woodcock-Johnson assessments as were PCGs who had completed the assessments at Wave 
1.  RSAs who were not PCGs and Panel PCGs who did the test at Wave 1 were not eligible for 
the assessments at Wave 2.  For child respondents, the codes show the status of the 
combination of the Parent Module of the adult interview of the relevant PCG, the child interview, 
the health measures interview, and the assessments.  Child respondents under age nine years 
are only covered in the Parent Module and were not administered the Child Module.  Children 
less than two years of age were not administered the health measures and children less than 
three years of age were not given the assessments. 
 
Other Individuals (Not Respondents) 
 
Below we discuss how to identify other types on individuals of interest. 
 
Spouses/Partners of Respondents 
 
In the ROSTER2 file: 
 

• The variable SPOUSEID identifies the spouse or partner of a given roster member.  
SPOUSEID was created ex post facto from information in the Roster, mainly RA10, 
RA10A, RA10BID, and RA7.  There are a few cases where the roster respondent 
reported one half of the couple as having a partner and the other half as not.  While we 
filled in SPOUSEID based on the information about the person said to have a partner, 
we did not change the original RA10, RA10A, and RA10BID values for the person said 
not to have a partner.  The households where this occurred are 24250A, 27948A, 
30926A, and 35214B.  

• SPOUSEID also exists in the CATI roster file CROSTER2.  There were no cases here 
where the roster respondent gave conflicting RA10 (marital status) information for those 
who appeared to be couples. 

 
Parents/Children of Respondents 
 
The CAPI roster (i.e., ROSTER2 data file) asked if the biological/adoptive parent of a full-time 
resident child under age 18 years of age was in the household or not, which was recorded in 
variables RA20 (mother in household) and RA24 (father in household).  If the parent was in the 
household, the roster line number of the parent was recorded (variables RA21ID and RA25ID).  
For full-time household members aged 18–24 years, the CAPI roster also asked if their 
biological/adoptive or step-parent lived full-time in the household (variables RA11A_MOM and 
RA11A_DAD) and, if so, recorded the roster line number of the parent (variables 
RA11A_MOMID and RA11A_DADID).  The RA21ID and RA11A_MOMID were combined to 
form MOMID and RA25ID and RA11A_DADID were combined to form DADID.  Note that for 
those aged 18–24 years, MOMID and DADID can include step-parents.  The RA11A questions 
were asked mainly so they could be used in selecting household module respondents for 
RSC/SIBs aged 18–24 years.  For those aged 0–17 years, the MOMID and DADID reflect only 
those reported as the biological/adoptive parent. 
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Where possible, we filled in MOMID and DADID for part-time household members aged 0–24 
years for symmetry.  We used the variable RA7, relationship to household head, plus 
information from Wave 1 for Panel individuals to determine parental identifiers for those part-
time household members.  Because they were part-time, the RA11A and RA20/RA24 questions 
were not asked about them. 
  
The CATI roster (i.e., CROSTER2 data file) asked if the biological/adoptive or step-parent of a 
full time household member aged 0–24 years was in the household (variables RA11A_MOM 
and RA11A_DAD).  If the parent was full-time in the household, we then asked if the parent was 
biological, adoptive, or step (variables RA11A_BIOMOMFT and RA11A_BIODADFT).  If the 
parent was not a full-time resident, we asked if they were a part-time resident (variables 
RA11A_BIOMOMPT and RA11A_BIODADPT) but did not ask what type of parent they were.  
The roster line numbers of full-time and part-time resident parents were recorded (variables 
RA11A_MOMID and RA11A_DADID).  For symmetry to the CAPI data, the variables MOMID 
and DADID were also created from the RA11A identifier variables.  To identify 
biological/adoptive parents in the CAPI roster, one has to check the RA11A_BIOMOMFT and 
RA11A_BIODADFT variables. 
 
As we did with the CAPI roster, we also filled in MOMID and DADID in the CATI roster where 
possible for part-time household members aged 0–24 years using the relationship to head 
information. 
 
A respondent’s children are roster members for which the mother or father identifier is equal to 
the person number of the respondent.  The parents of a person aged 0–25 years are individuals 
with person numbers listed in the mother/father identifier variables. 
 
For individuals aged 25 years and older, the variable RA7 (relationship to head) can be used to 
identify parents who are the head of household.  For individuals who are not children of the 
household head, the relationship codes may provide an indication of who the parent (or child) of 
an individual may be.  For example, if the brother of the household head lives in the household 
and the brother has a wife in the household, then any child listed as the nephew/niece of the 
household head is likely the child of the brother of the head. 
 
In the Wave 1 roster data (i.e., the ROSTER1 file), the MOMID and DADID fields included 
mother and father figures (i.e., adults who are not the child’s biological or adoptive parents but 
act in that role) in addition to biological/adoptive parents for full-time resident children aged 0–17 
years.  In the Wave 2 roster data (i.e., the ROSTER2 file), however, for children aged 0–17 
years, MOMID and DADID only represent biological/adoptive parents for full-time resident 
children, and, where known, for part-time residence children.  In the CATI roster (i.e., the 
CROSTER2 file), unlike in the CAPI ROSTER2 file, MOMID and DADID for children age 0–17 
years include step-parents, so users need to check RA11A_BIOMOMFT and 
RA11A_BIODADFT to determine if the person is a biological/adoptive parent. 
 
In the Wave 2 Parent Module, we added a new set of questions to help better identify the 
biological parents of the child from the adoptive parents.  Using that information we created in 
the PARENT2 data file the BIOMOMID and BIODADID variables that have the roster line 
numbers of the biological parents.  The variables HHMOMID and HHDADID in the PARENT2 
data have the roster line numbers of the mother and father figures, i.e., the biological, adoptive, 
step, or foster parents).  The variables MOMFIG and DADFIG identify the type of parent listed in 
HHMOMID and HHDADID, respectively. 
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Siblings of Child Respondents 
 
Children in the Roster who have the same parents as the RSC/SIBs are their siblings.  Unlike in 
Wave 1, we did not ask roster respondents to give us the names of siblings for each child and 
thus there are no sibling identifier variables. 
 
In the Adult Module, each respondent was asked about her/his own fertility history.  The children 
mentioned in that section are siblings of the RSC/SIB if the respondent was a parent of the 
RSC/SIB.  The fertility history for each individual adult is the main source of information on non-
resident siblings or deceased siblings of the RSC/SIB.  For panel cases, users should link back 
to the Wave 1 Adult Module fertility history data for more details about siblings born before the 
Wave 1 interview.  The Wave 2 Adult Module fertility questions for panel respondents were 
primarily concerned with births after Wave 1 for panel respondents. 
 
Family Members of Household Module Respondent 
 
The Household Module covers the nuclear family of the Household Module’s respondent.  The 
combination of HHID2 and HHRF defines the family of that respondent.  In the ROSTER2 file, 
each individual has the variable HHRF that can be used with HHID2 to identify individuals in the 
family to be covered by each Household Module.  The nuclear family in this instance is the 
Household Module respondent, the respondent’s resident spouse, resident children aged 0–17 
years, and resident children aged 18–24 years who are single and deemed to still be dependent 
on the Household Module respondent. 
 
Household Members Who Joined After Wave 1 
 

• In Panel household rosters, the variable HHW1W2=1 for those household members who 
were in the Wave 1 household roster; HHW1W2=2 for those household members who 
joined after the Wave 1 interview. 

• In New Entrant household rosters, all household members have HHW1W2=2 by 
definition. 

 
Household Members/Wave 1 Respondents Who Left After Wave 1 
 
The panel Update Rosters (PANELUPDATE2 and CPANELUPDATE2) include only individuals 
who were in the Wave 1 household.  The variable R_UB3 describes what happened to these 
individuals.  R_UB3=5 for those still alive but living elsewhere; R_UB3=9 for those who died; 
and R_UB3=6 if the Wave 2 roster respondent does not know who they are. 
 
For Wave 1 respondents who were alive but no longer in the current household, we asked a 
variety of questions in the panel update rosters to ascertain their location and when they left the 
Wave 1 residence plus some current characteristics in case we could not subsequently find 
them.  Some of those Wave 1 respondents were subsequently interviewed and appear as a 
current household member under a different HHID2 in the current roster files (ROSTER2 and 
CROSTER2).  W1_HHID and W1_PID variables can be used to link individuals in the panel 
update rosters with R_UB3=5 to current roster data if they were subsequently found for 
interview. 
 
For Wave 1 respondents who died before Wave 2, the panel update rosters ask questions about 
the date or age of death and where the person died plus some characteristics at the time of 
death. 
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For Wave 1 household members who were not sampled respondents (i.e., not RSAs or 
RSC/SIBs) in Wave 1, the questionnaire asked only whether they were still in the household 
(R_UB3).
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12. LINKING L.A.FANS DATA WITHIN WAVE 2 AND WITH WAVE 1 
 
This chapter covers strategies for linking data files both within the Wave 2 data and between 
Waves 1 and 2. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: Users who are not familiar with the basic principles of merging L.A.FANS 
modules should read “Merging Modules to Create Analytic Data Sets in L.A.FANS” in Chapter 2 
before reading this chapter. 
 
Much of the information on appropriate IDs to use for linkage described in this chapter is 
summarized in Tables 9.2 and 9.3 of Chapter 9. 
 
Linking Household-Level Data 
 
Linking Household-Level Data within Wave 2 
 
To add household-level information (e.g., from the roster) to individual-level data files (e.g., adult 
or child modules) simply merge the two data sets using the household ID variable HHID2.  This 
is the most common type of merging that users will conduct between household and individual 
level files and will produce a file with one record per individual.  In this case, it does not matter 
how many individuals of a given type (e.g., adult) there are in each household.  Merging 
household data to each individual record will produce a file with one record per individual. 
 
However, sometimes users want to link individual with household data in order to produce a file 
with one record per household.  In this case, users have to keep in mind that some individual-
level files that can have more than one respondent per household, such as the ADULT2, 
PARENT2, and CHILD2 files.  To link these files to a household-level file and end up with a 
household record, users need to collapse the individual information into a single household-level 
record (or to select one record per household).  For example, if the user just wants to add 
RSA_P information from the ADULT2 file (RESPTYPE_N=1 or 3) to a household-level file, then 
the user can simply select the RSA_P’s record from the ADULT2 file and merge by the 
household identifier HHID2.  However, if the user needs the information from all adult 
respondents in a household, then the user must collapse the ADULT2 data into a single 
household-level record with the desired information.  For example, a user might determine the 
average years of schooling completed by adult respondents in a household and attach that 
variable to the household file.  Most users of L.A.FANS data will conduct analyses using 
individuals rather than households as observations. 
 
Linking Household-Level Data between Waves 1 and 2 
 
The variable W1_HHID in the Wave 2 data is the Wave 1 household identifier.  It is the same as 
the HHID variable in the Wave 1 data.  After renaming one variable to match the other, one can 
use this variable to link household-level information (e.g., from the rosters) between the two 
waves. 
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Linking Individual-Level Data 
 
Linking Individual-Level Data within Wave 2 
 
In most cases, individual-level data for a respondent can be linked across individual-level files 
by using the combination of HHID2 and PID2.  The exception is when a user wants to add the 
child information from the CHILD2 file to the PARENT2 file or vice versa.   
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: in the PARENT2 file, PID2 refers to the PCG while in the CHILD2 file PID2 
refers to the child.  To link data between the PARENT2 and CHILD2 files, use HHID2 and 
KIDTYPE instead in each file.  Users can also link the child’s IDs (HHID2/PID2) from the 
CHILD2 file with the child’s IDs (HHID2/CHILD_PID) in the PARENT2 file. 
 
Linking Individual-Level Data between Waves 1 and 2 
 
The variables W1_HHID and W1_PID found on the Wave 2 individual-level files are the Wave 1 
household and person identifiers.  They link directly to HHID and PID in the Wave 1 data.  In the 
PARENT2 file, the W1_CHILD_PID is the counterpart to CHILDID in the PARENT1 file.  After 
renaming one variable to match the other, one can link household-level information between the 
two waves. 
 
Note that KIDTYPE in Wave 2 is not identical in values to KIDTYPE in Wave 1, so you 
cannot use W1_HHID and KIDTYPE to link back to HHID and KIDTYPE in the Wave 1 data.  
Users should use W1_HHID and W1_CHILD_PID in the PARENT2 data to link to HHID and 
CHILDID in the PARENT1 data or to the HHID and PID in the CHILD1 data. 
 
Linking Spouses/Partners 
 
Linking Spouses/Partners within Wave 2 
 
The variable SPOUSEID, which is the person identifier of the respondent’s spouse/partner, is on 
the ROSTER2 file and has also been added to the ADULT2 file.  Users can merge 
spouse/partner roster data onto the Adult data using HHID2 and SPOUSEID.  For cases where 
both spouse/partners have been interviewed, such as when the RSA and PCG are 
spouse/partners, merging can be done in several ways depending on the programming software 
used and the user’s programming skills.  For example in SAS, SQL procedures provide a 
simpler matching procedure than the alternative of renaming PID2 in one file to SPOUSEID 
(along with renaming variables to be added) and merging by HHID2 and SPOUSEID.  Please 
refer to the manual for the software you are using for specifics about how to merge files. 
 
Linking Spouses/Partners between Waves 1 and 2 
 
Because the roster line numbers for panel household members present at Wave 1 did not 
change, if the Wave 1 spouse is still in the household at Wave 2, the W1_HHID and SPOUSEID 
from the ROSTER2 file can be linked to the HHID and PID in the ROSTER1 file to find that 
spouse’s record in the Wave 1 data.  Likewise, the HHID and SPOUS_ID in the ROSTER1 file 
can be linked to the W1_HHID and W1_PID in the Wave 2 roster files (e.g., ROSTER2, 
PANELUPDATE2, CROSTER2, CPANELUPDATE2) to get the Wave 1 spouse’s record in the 
Wave 2 data. 
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Linking Parents and Children 
 
Linking Parents and Children within Wave 2 
 
For child-based analyses, a common task will be to link information about the parents to each 
child’s record.  If the analysis focuses on biological/adoptive parents, we have already added 
the variables BIOMOMID9 and BIODADID to relevant child files which have the person IDs of 
the biological or adoptive mother and father that were found in the ROSTER2 variables RA21ID 
and RA25ID.   
 
If the analysis uses mother and father figures, the child’s ROSTER2 variables 
MOMID/MOMFIGID can be combined to make a single mother-figure person identifier and 
DADID/DADFIGID can be combined to make a single father-figure person identifier.  We have 
not added these IDs to any child file.  Users can add them to the child’s CHILD2 file record or to 
the child’s HM_CHILD2 file record using HHID2 and PID2.  To add these ID numbers to the 
child’s PARENT2 file record, the user must use CHILD_PID on the PARENT2 record as the ID 
to link to the child’s roster record.  CHILD_PID is the roster person number of the child in the 
PARENT2 file.  Alternatively, one could rename PID2 to CHILD_PID in the data from the 
ROSTER2 file, sort the ROSTER21 extract by HHID2 and CHILD_PID, sort the PARENT2 data 
by HHID2 and CHILD_PID, and then merge the files. 
 
In the PARENT2 file, the variables HHMOMID and HHDADID refer to biological, adoptive, step, 
or foster parents as do the MOM_INHH and DAD_INHH indicator variables.  The MOMFIG and 
DADFIG variables describe who the mother and father figures are for the child, i.e., biological 
parent, adoptive parent, step-parent, grandparent, sibling, etc.  The variables BIOMOM_STAT 
and BIODAD_STAT in the PARENT2 file can also be used to isolate the biological (as opposed 
to biological and adoptive) parents.  The biological-only mother’s roster id number is the 
HHMOMID value when BIOMOM_STAT has values of 1 or 2, or MOMFIG=1; the biological-only 
father’s roster ID number is the HHDADID value when BIODAD_STAT is 1 or 2, or DADFIG=2. 
 
Child respondents who only appear in the CHILD2 file only have the BIOMOMID and BIODADID 
variables available as do those who only appear in the HM_CHILD2 file. 
 
After adding the appropriate parental identifiers to the child’s record from the PARENT2, 
CHILD2 and/or HM_CHILD2 data, users can then link in parental data from the Roster or the 
Adult Modules.  For example, a user could link those ID numbers to the PID2 of the parent 
within a given HHID2 household identifier.  The linking process will need to be done once for the 
mother and a second time for the father if data from both parents is needed.  Refer to the 
documentation for the software you are using or local programming help for further details. 
 
Most L.A.FANS analyses will be based on files with one record per child because the child will 
be the unit of analysis.  However, occasionally, users may want to carry out parent-based 
analyses in which dependent variables are measured at the parent (or mother) level.  For 
parent-based analyses, users will add information from the child’s record to the parent’s data.  
Here too, users should add the parental ID numbers to the child’s data and follow the same 
process except that children’s data are now added to the parents’ data.  The key item to 
remember is that in the CHILD2 file, the PARENT2 file, and the HM_CHILD2 file there may be 
more than one child per household.  Therefore, the data for each child must be merged in 
separately if both children are being included in the analysis.  Alternatively, the data can be 
                                                
9 Despite the variables names, BIOMOMID and BIODADID include both biological and adoptive parents. 
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collapsed across children to produce average variables which are then merged into parent 
records. 
 
Linking Parents and Children between Waves 1 and 2 
 
Using the appropriate parental identifiers, users can then use W1_HHID and W1_PID for the 
parent from the ROSTER2 file (or if interviewed from the ADULT2 file) to link back to the 
parent’s Wave 1 data.  For children who had a parent interviewed in Wave 1 but not in Wave 2, 
users need to go back to the Wave 1 data to determine who the parent was and then extract the 
relevant Wave 1 data.  In the ROSTER2 file, the MOMID, DADID, MOMFIGID, and DADFIGID 
only use the roster IDs of those in the current Wave 2 household. 
 
Linking EHC Health Insurance Information 
 
Linking EHC Health Insurance Information to Children 
 
In the EHC, the PCG respondents were asked about the health insurance coverage for 
themselves and for RSC/SIBs.  The EHC health insurance file HLTHINS2 has the data for each 
person for whom a health insurance history was collected.  The variable WHOSE_HLTHINS 
identifies the type of person to whom each health insurance history record belongs.  The 
variable CHILD_PID only has values for those records belonging to children (i.e., those with 
WHOSE_HLTHINS=“CH1”, “CH2”, “CH3” or “CH4”) so HHID2 and CHILD_PID together identify 
a given child’s health insurance records.  Data about the child can be linked in using HHID2 and 
CHILD_PID or the health insurance records for the child can be aggregated and information 
linked to the PARENT2, CHILD2, and/or HM_CHILD2 (CHILD_PID is the same as PID2 in the 
HM_CHILD2 file) data files. 
 
To link roster data about the child with the child’s EHC health insurance record, users need to 
match HHID2 and CHILD_PID to HHID2 and PID2.  For example, a user could extract variables 
from the roster data, rename PID2 to CHILD_PID and merge the roster data onto the health 
insurance data. 
 
Linking EHC Health Insurance Information to Adults 
 
For adult respondents, the WHOSE_HLTHINS variable has values of “RSA,” “PCG,” “RSC18,” 
and “SIB18.”  For those records, the HHID2 and PID2 combination can be used to link other 
data about the adult (e.g., from the ADULT2 or HM_ADULT2 or ROSTER2 data files) to the 
EHC health insurance data or vice versa. 
 
Linking Data from Waves 1 and 2 
 
Households  
 
The variable W1_HHID is the Wave 1 household identifier.  It links to the HHID household 
identifier variable in Wave 1.  The variable LAFANHID can also be used to link back to Wave 1 
household.  It is found only in the ROSTHH2/CROSTHH2 and ROSTER2/CROSTER2 files in 
Wave 2 and is in the ROSTHH1 and ROSTER1 files of Wave 1. 
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Individuals 
 
The combination of W1_HHID and W1_PID serves as the Wave 1 person identifier in the Wave 
2 data.  Together they link to HHID and PID in the Wave 1 data.  Note that W1_HHID and 
W1_PID exist only for individuals who were listed in the Wave 1 household roster.  Anyone who 
joined the panel household after Wave 1 will have blank values for W1_HHID and W1_PID as 
well as those in new entrant households. 
 
The variable LAFANPID, found only in the ROSTER2/CROSTER2 files, can also be used to link 
back to Wave 1.  LAFANPID is in the ROSTER1 file of wave one.  If one wants to create a file 
that pools Wave 1 and Wave 2 records for a respondent (i.e., has one record for Wave 1 data 
and one record for Wave 2 data), LAFANPID can be used to have a unique respondent 
identifier across the two waves of the survey. 
 
Children Included in Wave 1 Adult Section E Fertility History 
 
In Wave 1, adult respondents we asked about all their live-born children and all adopted 
children.  The list of these children was preloaded into the Wave 2 CAPI program and panel 
respondents who had children at Wave 1 were asked to update some information on those 
children.  The order of children in Adult Module questions AE202–AE209 is the list of live-born 
children in the order they were reported in Wave 1 followed by any adopted children (also in the 
order in which they were reported).  Children born or adopted after Wave 1 are covered in 
questions AE210–AE230 in the Wave 2 Adult Module. 
 
The variables W1_NOWNKID and W1_NADOPT in the ADULT2 file come from the Wave 1 
ADULT1 data file.  These variables provide the number of live-born and number of ever-adopted 
as reported at the time of Wave 1.  These can be used to distinguish biological from adopted 
children in AE202–AE209. 
 
To match the Wave 1 report to the Wave 2 report for live-born children, there is a one-to-one 
match for the first W1_NOWNKID number of children in the AE202–AE209 variables to the 
number of children as of Wave 1 represented by the AE82–AE89 variables in the ADULT1 file.  
For adopted children, users need to look at those children listed in the AE202–AE209 variables 
that come after the list of biological children in the string of AE202–AE209 variables.  For 
example, if the respondent had W1_NOWNKID=3 and W1_NADOPT=1, the first child in the 
AE202–AE209 variables would be the first child in the Wave 1 AE82–AE89 variables, the 
second child in AE202–AE209 would be the second child in Wave 1 AE82–AE89, and the third 
child in AE202–Ae209 would be the third child in Wave 1 AE82–AE89.  The fourth child in 
AD202–AE209 would be the first adopted child and would be the first child represented by the 
Wave 1 adopted child AE72–AE73 variables.  If the Wave 1 respondent only had adopted 
children, they would be the only ones listed in the AE202–AE209 variables. 
 
In the Wave 2 ADULT2 file, the variables that start with W1_KIDAGE and W1_KIDLOC are the 
Wave 1 ages and locations for the children in AE202–AE209.  As mentioned in Chapter 7, 
errors in preloading the Wave 1 information for a few cases led to children listed in the 
W1_KIDAGE and W1_KIDLOC fields not being asked about in AE202–AE209 so those 
variables are blank even though W1_KIDAGE and W1_KIDLOC are not (i.e., the 
AE200_MISCODED=1 cases). 
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APPENDIX A.  ANTHROPOMETRY AND BLOOD PRESSURE  
RESULTS CLASSIFICATION SCHEME 

 
This appendix outlines the blood pressure and anthropometry results classification scheme and 
includes details on determining the categories from the basic measurements.  These 
classifications were used to determine alert values for blood pressure and in letters to 
respondents reporting on their results.  
 
Children Age 17 Years and Younger 
 
Child Height 
 
L.A.FANS-2 measured the standing height of all children two years of age and older who were 
able to stand unassisted.  The result categories for child height are based on the child’s height-
for-age z-score.  The child’s height-for-age z-score can be calculated from either look-up tables 
or formulas available in Kuczmarski et al. (2002).10  CDC provides SAS programming code to 
calculate height-for-age z-scores,11 based on: 
 

• Child’s age in months; 

• Child’s sex; and 

• Measured height 
 

Based on the calculated z-scores, we classified children’s height according to the following two 
categories: 

 
1. Normal: height-for-age z-score ≥ 5th percentile; and 

2. Short stature: height-for-age z-score < 5th percentile. 
 
Child Weight 
 
L.A.FANS-2 collected weight measurements from all respondents, age two years and older, 
who were capable of standing unassisted.  The result categories for child weight are based on 
the child’s BMI-for-age z-score for children two years of age or older. 
 
The child’s BMI-for-age z-score can be calculated from either look-up tables or formulas 
available in the publication by Kuczmarski et al. (2004).  Again, there is CDC-provided SAS 
programming code to calculate BMI-for-age z-scores (see Footnote 8). 
 
Based on the calculated z-scores, we classified children’s weight according to the following four 
categories: 
 

1. Underweight: BMI-for-age z-score < 5th percentile; 

2. Normal: BMI-for-age z-score ≥ 5th percentile and < 85th percentile; 

3. At risk of overweight: BMI-for-age z-score ≥ 85th percentile and < 95th percentile; and 
                                                
10 Kuczmarski, R.J., C.L. Ogden, S.S. Guo, et al. (2002). 2000 CDC Growth Charts for the United States: 
Methods and Development.  National Center for Health Statistics.  Vital Health Stat 11(246).  (Available 
on-line at http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/series/sr_11/sr11_246.pdf.) 
11 See http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpa/growthcharts/resources/sas.htm. 

http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/series/sr_11/sr11_246.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpa/growthcharts/resources/sas.htm
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4. Overweight: BMI-for-age z-score ≥ 95th percentile. 
 
Child Blood Pressure 
 
L.A.FANS-2 field interviewers measure blood pressure for all sampled respondents five years of 
age or older.  The result categories for child blood pressure are based on the child’s blood 
pressure percentile score calculated based on a recent NHLBI report,12 using the following 
information: 
 

• Height-for-age percentile; 

• Systolic blood pressure; 

• Diastolic blood pressure; 

• Child’s sex; and 

• Child’s age. 
 
Tables from the NHLBI report were used to determine the blood pressure percentile score.  
Interviewers obtained three separate blood pressure readings.  The specific values to be used 
in calculating the blood pressure percentile score are based on the number of separate 
measures that were successfully obtained according to guidelines provided in Table A.1. 
 

Table A.1. Summary Measure of Blood Pressure Used for the Percentile Score 
 

Number of blood 
pressure readings 

Summary blood pressure 
measure to be used 

3 Mean of second and third measurements  
(drop first measurement) 

2 Second measurement  
(drop first measurement) 

1 Single available  
measurement 

 
Based on the calculated percentile scores for blood pressure, we classified children’s blood 
pressure results according to the following four categories: 
 

1. Acceptable: Higher of systolic blood pressure (SBP) or diastolic blood pressure (DBP) 
percentile < 90th percentile 

2. Slightly above acceptable: Higher of SBP or DBP percentile ≥ 90th percentile and < 95th 
percentile or BP exceeds 120/80 even if < 90th percentile up to 95th percentile for 
children > 11 years of age for SBP and > 15 years of age for DBP 

3. Higher than acceptable: Higher of SBP or DBP percentile ≥ 95th percentile and < (99th 
percentile + 5 mmHg) 

4. Quite high: Higher of SBP or DBP percentile ≥ (99th percentile + 5 mmHg) 

                                                
12 Fourth Report on the Diagnosis, Evaluation and Treatment of High Blood Pressure in Children and 
Adolescents, National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute, National Institutes of Health.  NIH Publication No. 
05-5267, 2005.  (Available on-line at http://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/health/prof/heart/hbp/hbp_ped.pdf and also 
published in Pediatrics 2004, 114: 555–576.) 

http://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/health/prof/heart/hbp/hbp_ped.pdf
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Interviewers needed to determine whether a child had extremely high blood pressure (“quite 
high” according to the categories above).  If a child did have extremely high blood pressure, the 
protocol was to refer them to their doctor or health care provider for a visit the same day or the 
next day.  The calculation of blood pressure percentile scores was too cumbersome to be done 
in the field, especially for health technicians who did not have access to a laptop.  Hence, we 
constructed a simple look-up table to classify extremely high values based on children’s age 
and sex that draws on the detailed look-up tables in the NHLBI report.  This table identifies the 
cut-off 5 mmHg above the 99th percentile for children of median height by single year of age, 
separately for boys and girls (see Tables A.2 and A.3).  Each table has two columns, for systolic 
and diastolic blood pressure.  If two out of the three readings exceeded the values in the table, 
the interviewer or health technician followed the protocol for dealing with extremely high blood 
pressure. 
 

Table A.2. Values for Identifying Extremely High Blood Pressure: Boys by Single Year of Age 
 

Age 
Systolic BP 

 (mmHg) 
Diastolic BP 

(mmHg) 
5 125 85 
6 126 87 
7 127 89 
8 128 91 
9 130 92 
10 132 93 
11 134 93 
12 136 94 
13 138 94 
14 141 95 
15 143 96 
16 146 97 
17 148 99 

 
Table A.3. Values for Identifying Extremely High Blood Pressure: Girls by Single Year of Age 

 

Age 
Systolic BP  

(mmHg) 
Diastolic BP 

(mmHg) 
5 122 84 
6 124 86 
7 125 87 
8 127 88 
9 129 89 
10 131 91 
11 133 92 
12 135 93 
13 137 94 
14 138 95 
15 139 96 
16 140 96 
17 141 96 
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Adults 
 
Adult Body Mass Index (BMI) 
 
L.A.FANS-2 measured the height and weight of all adults.  The measurements are used to 
calculate the adult body mass index (BMI), which describes the relative height for weight.  
BMI is defined as weight (kg) / height squared (m2).13 
 
Based on the BMI, adults were classified in one of the following four categories:14 
 

1. Underweight: BMI < 18.5. 

2. Normal: 18.5 ≤ BMI < 25. 

3. Overweight: 25 ≤ BMI < 30. 

4. Obesity: 30 ≤ BMI 
 
Adult Blood Pressure 
  
L.A.FANS-2 field interviewers measured blood pressure for all adult respondents who 
participated in the health assessment.  Interviewers tried to obtain three separate blood 
pressure readings for each respondent.  The specific readings used in calculating a summary 
measure of blood pressure for each respondent were based on the number of separate 
readings that were obtained, as shown in Table A.4. 
 

Table A.4. Summary Measure of Blood Pressure Used for the Percentile Score 
 

Number of blood 
pressure readings 

Summary blood pressure  
measure to be used 

3 Mean of second and third measurements 
(drop first measurement) 

2 Second measurement  
(drop first measurement) 

1 Single available 
measurement 

 
The results categories reported to respondents were based on the average score, using a 
classification developed by the Joint National Committee on Prevention, Detection, Evaluation, 
and Treatment of High Blood Pressure,15 and shown below.  “SPB” stands for systolic blood 
pressure and “DBP” stands for diastolic blood pressure. 
 

1. Normal: SBP < 120 and DBP < 80; 

2. Prehypertension: 120 ≤ SBP < 140 or 80 ≤ DBP < 90; 

                                                
13 To estimate BMI using pounds and inches, use (weight (pounds) / height (inches2)) × 703. 
14 Categories are taken from the 1998 Clinical Guidelines on the Identification, Evaluation and Treatment 
of Overweight and Obesity in Adults. NIH publication No. 98-4083. 
15 Seventh Report of the Joint National Committee on Prevention, Detection, Evaluation, and Treatment 
of High Blood Pressure. 2003 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, NIH Publication No. 03-
5231. 
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3. Higher than acceptable: (“Stage 1 hypertension”) 140 ≤ SBP < 160 or 90 ≤ DBP < 100; 
and 

4. Severely high: (“Stage 2 hypertension”) SBP ≥ 160 or DBP ≥ 100. 
 
Respondents who had an average systolic blood pressure equal to or greater than 180 mm Hg 
and/or a diastolic blood pressure equal to or greater than 110 mm Hg were classified as “alerts.”  
In these cases, interviewers stopped the health assessment and recommended to the 
respondent that he/she seek medical advice immediately.
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APPENDIX B. IMPUTED INCOME/ASSETS DATA FOR L.A.FANS-2 
 
This appendix describes the imputation process for the family income and asset measures and 
the contents of the public use and restricted data versions of the imputed income/assets file for 
Wave 2.  The imputations were done by Jesse Gregory at the University of Michigan, Marianne 
Bitler at UC Irvine, and Christine Peterson at RAND. 
 
The starting point for these imputations was the imputation process that was used for Wave 1.  
The procedure adheres closely to the RAND Health and Retirement Survey (HRS) imputation 
approach.16 
 
This appendix begins by laying out the unit of observation used in the imputations.  Next, it 
discusses briefly the RAND HRS methodology and mentions any differences between the 
implementation of these methods for Wave 1 and Wave 2.  The document then lists the key 
controls used to predict values. 
 
We recommend the use of imputation flags in models that include as explanatory variables any 
of the imputed variables for income, assets, and liabilities. 
 
Unit of Observation for Imputations 
 
As in Wave 1, we chose to impute income for family units.  Most family units are nuclear 
families, but with some exceptions (e.g., unmarried adults age 25 and over are treated as 
separate family units even if they live with their parents).  The variable HHRF denotes to which 
family unit within the household (HHID2) the given imputed income/assets record belongs. 
 
We only imputed income and asset variables for households where another module besides the 
ROSTER was completed.  Family units where there was no HHLD module respondent are 
denoted with the flag NO_HHMOD.  The flag, NO_HHMOD, is equal to “0” if someone in the 
family unit completed the HHLD module and is equal to “1” if no one did.  There were 354 family 
units with no HHLD module. 
 
Each household had a maximum of three persons who went through the household module, 
although most households only had one such person.  When more than one report on the same 
income variable was available from respondents in the same family (e.g., the husband and the 
wife both completed a household module), we used the report of the RSA when available.  The 
only exception was spouse/partner’s earnings, for which we used the report of the second 
respondent.  If the RSA did not report a type of income/asset and the second family respondent 
did, we used the second respondent’s report.  We treated the amount of assets and income 
similarly, using the amounts reported by the second family respondent to fill-in missing data for 
the first respondent. 
 
For the transfer income components (HA16 and HA17 series), we have followed the Wave 1 
approach and imputed the sum of payments across family members for each income type 
instead of imputing separate values for individual family members. 
 
Several changes to the survey instrument between Waves 1 and 2 affected the collection of 
income and asset variables for various family members.  In Wave 1, information about the 
                                                
16 St. Clair, Patricia, et al. 2011. RAND HRS Data Documentation, Version K. Santa Monica, CA: RAND 
Corporation. 
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income of adult children living in the home was collected from the parent through the Household 
Module.  The Wave 2 Household Module only asks about the income of children under 18 years 
of age.  When assembling Wave 2 asset and income data, we obtained information on the 
earnings of adult children from event history calendar (EHC).  For RSC/SIBs, RSAs, and PCGs 
aged 18–24 years who are the children of a Household Module respondent, we obtained 
income information from the EHC when valid responses to the appropriate questions were 
provided.  For children aged 18–24 years not selected as RSC/SIBs, RSAs, or PCGs—or those 
for whom EHC income data is unavailable—we performed imputations using the valid EHC 
income reports as donors.  The variable chd18 for a family is then computed as the sum of 
these reported and/or imputed values. 
 
Imputation Methodology 
 
The L.A.FANS Wave 2 imputation procedure follows the methodology used for the RAND HRS 
income and wealth imputations.17  This methodology uses a common set of predictor variables 
to construct principal components.  These principal components are used to first construct 
indicators for owning a particular asset (e.g., having a particular type of income).  This is 
modeled using a probit regression.  The predicted probability of ownership is compared to a 
random draw from the uniform distribution, and ownership is imputed as “yes” if the predicted 
probability is greater than the random draw and “no” otherwise. 
 
In cases where the respondent either refused or did not know an exact amount for the asset or 
income, they went through a set of brackets to determine the approximate value (e.g., less than 
$10,000; $10,000–$50,000; more than $50,000).  The RAND HRS imputation scheme uses the 
set of persons who completed the full brackets to impute categories for the partial or no bracket 
respondents who have been imputed to own the asset.  This is done with the set of principal 
components described above along with an indicator for the respondent having refused to 
answer the amount (the assumption is that refusers have systematically different income than 
persons who answer “don’t know”).  Categories are imputed using an ordered logit regression 
model, and the cumulative probability of being in each category is calculated for each 
observation.  The category is imputed to be the one where a random draw is less than the 
cumulative probability of being in that category, and the same random draw is greater than or 
equal to the cumulative probability of being in the preceding category. 
  
After categories have been imputed, values are imputed as follows.  Values are transformed to 
the inverse hyperbolic sine.  The transformed variable is then regressed on the principal 
components, and the observation within the same bracket with the closest fitted value to the 
fitted value for observations needing imputation, is the donor value for the observations needing 
imputation. 
 
When there are very few donors, the RAND HRS imputations use alternate methods.  For 
example, if fewer than 50 persons report owning an asset, ownership is imputed by comparing 
the probability of ownership for all those who answered the ownership question to a random 
draw.  For categories, if all complete brackets are in the same bracket, then amount imputation 
is performed without brackets.  For categories, if there are fewer than 50 bracket reporters, then 
the full sample probabilities for the brackets are converted to cumulative density functions and 
compared to the model’s fitted estimates.  For amounts, if there are fewer than 50 continuous 
reporters, hotdecking within a bracket is used.  For amounts in the highest brackets, a Tobit 
                                                
17 For information on the RAND HRS income and wealth imputations, see the following web page: 
http://www.rand.org/labor/aging/dataprod/income-wealth-imputation.html. 

http://www.rand.org/labor/aging/dataprod/income-wealth-imputation.html
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regression model is used.  For amounts, if there is only one continuous reporter with a bracket, 
again a Tobit regression model is used.  See the RAND HRS documentation for more 
information.  
 
The bracket follow-up questions in Wave 2 allow the respondent to indicate that an 
income/asset value falls near a bracket boundary.  The bracket follow-up questions are of the 
form, “Was (that amount) more than $X, less than $X, or what?” and accept answers of the form 
“MORE THAN $X,” “LESS THAN $X,” and “ABOUT $X.”  The option to indicate “ABOUT $X” 
was not provided in Wave 1 and is not provided on the HRS.  In these cases, we have imputed 
continuous values using the following expression: 
 
 imputed = ($X) * exp[N(0,0.05)], 
 
where N(0,.05) is a normally distributed random variable with a mean of zero and a standard 
deviation of .05.  In words, the imputed value is set to $X plus a random disturbance with a 
standard deviation that is approximately 5 percent of $X. 
 
Additional Changes in Variables from Wave 1 to Wave 2 
 
There have been a number of significant changes to L.A.FANS imputation procedures between 
Waves 1 and 2.  Users should be careful when using variables whose imputation process has 
changed substantially.  Users should include variables in their models to control both for 
whether the variable was imputed and for the wave from which the value is obtained when 
imputed variables are included as independent variables.  Users should be especially cautious 
about using imputed variables as dependent variables. 
 
For the Wave 1 imputations, three variables were imputed using methods that were somewhat 
different than those described above.  These included the variable for the categorical housing 
value variable (c_house), the amount of the mortgage loan left (prinleft), and an indicator for 
whether there was other asset income (d_savin).  Because the Wave 1 housing value question 
only asked for a categorical response, a continuous variable for housing value was not created 
in Wave 1.  The variable that described the amount of the loan’s principal remaining was 
imputed using the date of the home’s purchase and the home’s purchase price, assuming a 
standard 30 year mortgage.  No continuous variable was imputed for other asset income 
because only five respondents completed the bracket follow-up questions and just one 
respondent provided a continuous value. 
 
In Wave 2, we have imputed continuous values for each of these outcomes.  For housing values 
and mortgage principal, this was possible because of a change in the survey instrument.  
Respondents were asked to report the actual housing value, and the bracketed follow-up 
questions were asked only after a non-response to the continuous question.  Similarly, the 
instrument included a question about mortgage principal remaining on the loan for the house.  
Finally, six Wave 2 respondents reported continuous values for other asset income, allowing us 
to use the HRS methodology to impute missing values for this variable. 
 
We performed Wave 2 imputations for child support payments and labor earnings of children 
under 18 years of age similarly to Wave 1 even though the underlying survey questions 
changed.  In Wave 1, the Household Module asked about child support payments made to 
individual family members and about the labor earnings of individual children under 18 years of 
age.  In Wave 2, the household module asked directly about total child support payments to all 
family members and asked about total labor earnings of children under 18 years of age.  In both 
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waves, we imputed the sum of family members’ child support payments and the sum of minor-
children’s labor wages.  In Wave 1, we summed the individual components before performing 
imputations, while in Wave 2 we have performed imputations using responses to the relevant 
questions directly. 
 
The Wave 2 procedure for constructing the variable chd18 differs from the Wave 1 procedure 
for constructing that variable.  In Wave 1, information about the income of adult children living in 
the home was collected from the parent on the Household Module.  The Wave 2 Household 
Module only asked about the income of children under 18 years of age.  In Wave 2, we obtained 
information on the earnings of adult children from event history calendar (EHC) when possible.  
EHC earnings information is available for many RSC/SIBs, RSAs, and PCGs aged 18–24 years 
who are the children of a household respondent.  For the household respondent’s children aged 
18–24 years who were not selected as RSC/SIBs, RSAs, or PCGs, or for whom EHC income 
data are unavailable, we performed imputations using the valid EHC income reports as donors.  
The variable chd18 for a family was then computed as the sum of these reported and/or 
imputed values. 
 
Control Variables for Imputation  
 
We have followed the Wave 1 covariate groupings for the most part, with several differences.  
We describe here the key differences from Wave 1. 
 
First, several variables used in the Wave 1 imputations were derived from questions that were 
not asked in Wave 2.  These variables are rprof, sprof, rprofms sprofms, rdisab, sdisab, rdisms, 
and sdisms, which denote occupation for the respondent and spouse and diasability status of 
the respondent and spouse.  These questions were not asked in Wave 2 and have been omitted 
from the Wave 2 imputations procedures. 
 
Second, we found that the Wave 1 approach for including Household Module variables as 
explanatory variables in the imputation models to be problematic in Wave 2.  In Wave 1, a 
single imputation model was used to impute households who did and did not complete a 
Household Module.  The imputation models included Household Module variables as 
explanatory variables and included missing data dummies to accommodate records for which 
Household Module data was not available.  Because of a higher share of survey items 
completed by the respondents in Wave 2, several Household Module variables are missing for 
very few donor observations.  As a result, imputed values for cases that do not have a 
completed Household Module often behaved erratically, because these predictions are sensitive 
to the coefficients on the missing data dummy variables and those coefficients are estimated 
imprecisely.  For that reason, we computed the imputations for Household Module respondents 
using the full set of covariates, and we computed the imputations for non-Household Module 
respondents using only covariates that are not derived from Household Module responses. 
 
Finally, for panel households, we leverage the information from Wave 1, including several 
variables from Wave 1 as covariates in the Wave 2 imputation models.  Because of changes in 
household composition, there are several possible ways that one might have imagined 
incorporating information from Wave 1.  We chose to include variables that described average 
outcomes across the families in the Wave 2 respondent’s Wave 1 household.  Specifically, we 
computed the log of average household Wave 1 family earnings (famearn), the log of average 
household Wave 1 non-housing assets (nonhasst), the log of average household Wave 1 total 
asset income (astotinc), and the log of average household Wave 1 family income (faminc), 
setting these logged variables to be zero when the underlying variable from Wave 1 was 
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negative.  We also included dummy variables indicating that the following variables were 
positive: average household Wave 1 family earnings (famearn), household Wave 1 non-housing 
assets (nonhasst), average household Wave 1 total asset income (astotinc), and average 
household Wave 1 family income (faminc).  Finally, we computed the minimum of the indicator 
for some family in the Wave 1 household renting (d_rent) across the families in the respondent’s 
Wave 1 household. 
 
For each outcome, we estimated four imputation models depending on which covariates were 
available.  For cases with a completed Household Module and a corresponding Wave 1 record, 
we included the full set of covariates in the imputation model.  For cases with no Household 
Module, we excluded the covariates that were derived from the Household Module.  For new 
entrants, we excluded the covariates that are derived from Wave 1 variables.  We used the 
same rule for selecting the appropriate number of principal components as in Wave 1—that is, 
we selected principal components that had eigenvalues of at least one. 
 
Using this approach, we found that the retirement income variable (retin) behaved quite 
erratically and often generated very high predicted values.  We determined that two issues were 
responsible for the problem with this imputation.  First, the distribution of donors was extremely 
right-skewed (even with logged-values).  Second, there were just 54 donors, only slightly higher 
than the threshold of 50 used to determine whether or not control variables should be used in 
the imputations.  Both of these issues contributed to the erratic behavior of the Tobit model used 
to impute the highest bracket.  The highly-skewed distribution of log-retirement income was 
poorly fit by the Tobit regression model which assumes a normally-distributed error.  The large 
number of predictors relative to the number of donor observations appeared to result in the 
estimated imputation model being over-fit. 
 
We decided to make two modifications to the imputation procedure for the retirement income 
variable alone to address these issues.  First, we excluded two high outliers from the set of 
donors used to estimate the imputation Tobit regression model.  Second, we implemented a 
forward stepwise procedure for selecting covariates that only kept components with p-values 
less than 0.1. 
 
To further assess the plausibility of the variables, we compared some categories’ values to 
those reported in the American Community Survey (ACS) for Los Angeles County in years 2006 
and 2007, and compared values across the two waves.  We found that along several 
dimensions, the L.A.FANS data line up well with the ACS comparison sample.  Most notably, we 
found close agreement regarding the fraction of families with zero income, the mean log-income 
among families with positive income, and the dispersion of log-income among families with 
positive income.  We found the degree of persistence from Wave 1 to Wave 2 in the ownership 
of the various income and asset variables to be plausible. 
 
Variables used to construct the principal components that were used to impute most of the 
variables are listed in Table B.1. 
 

Table B.1. Variables Used to Construct Principal Components for the Imputation Models 
 

Variable Description 
rsa HHLD respondent is the RSA 
pcg HHLD respondent is the PCG 
hhr1 First HHLD respondent 
onefam Only one family unit in the household 
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Variable Description 
onlyadul Only adult in the family unit 
marr Married 
agedm1–5 HHLD R age in years: 1=0–19, 2=20–29, 3=30–34, 4=35–39, 5=40–44, 6=45+ 
dpout HHLD R is a high school dropout or education missing 
hsgrad HHLD R is a high school graduate, no college 
somcol HHLD R has some college education 
latino HHLD R is Latino/Latina 
black HHLD R is black 
white HHLD R is white 
rsaf An RSA family 
pcgf A PCG family 
male HHLD R is male 
agemiss HHLD R age is missing 
racemiss HHLD R race is missing 
educmiss HHLD R education is missing 
usat14 HHLD R lived in the U.S. at age 14 years 
mexat14 HHLD R lived in Mexico at age 14 years 
elseat14 HHLD R lived outside the U.S. and Mexico at age 14 years 
usge5yr HHLD R lived in the U.S. for at least 5 years 
natcit HHLD R is a naturalized citizen 
legimm HHLD R is a legal immigrant 
Illegim HHLD R is an undocumented immigrant 
noadmod No ADULT module 
noehc No EHC module 
nadlt Number of adults in family 
nch0_10 Number of children 0–10 years of age in family 
nch11_17 Number of children 11–17 years of age in family 
ha12_f Any child earnings in family 
ha16a_f Any child support income in family 
ha16d_f Any Social Security income in family 
ha16e_f Any Supplemental Security Income in family 
ha16f_f Any Food Stamp receipt in family 
ha16g_f Any public assistance in family 
ha16k_f Any pension income in family 
multigen Multi-generational family, HHLD module done by parent/other 
sp_rsa Spouse/partner of RSA 
sp_pcg Spouse/partner of PCG 
sagedm1–6 Spouse/partner age dummies 
sdpout Spouse/partner is a high school dropout 
ssomcol Spouse/partner has some college education 
sgecoll Spouse/partner has at least a college degree 
slatino Spouse/partner is Latino/Latina 
sblack Spouse/partner is black 
swhite Spouse/partner is white 
spagems Spouse/partner’s age is missing 
spracems Spouse/partner’s race is missing 
speducms Spouse/partner’s education is missing 
mar_nosp Married, spouse not in HH 
hlangsp Interviewed in Spanish 
povcat1 Census tract very poor (bottom 10th percent of distribution) 
povcat2 Census tract poor  (10th–40th percent of distribution) 
rfairpr R’s self-reported health fair or poor 
sfairpr Spouse/partner self-reported health is fair or poor 
rhlthms R’s health report is missing 
shlthms Spouse/partner’s health report is missing 
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Variable Description 
Rwork R worked last year (HA1=1) 
rwrkms HA1 is missing 
swork Spouse/partner worked last year (HA4=1) 
swrkms HA4 is missing 
renter R is a renter (HA18_1=1) 
owner R or someone in HH owns the dwelling (HA18_1==2) 
dkownren HA18_1 is missing 
tenure Years since moved into house 
dktenur Years since moved into house is missing 
no_w1_match No matching household record in Wave 1 (non-panel households and 13 

households who in Wave 1 only had a roster) 
w1_d_rent All families within the household were renters in Wave 1 
any_w1_famearn Average family earnings among household families >$0 in Wave 1 
any_w1_nonhasst Average family non-housing assets among household families >$0 in Wave 1 
any_w1_astotinc Average family other asset income among household families >$0 in Wave 1 
any_w1_faminc Average family income among household families >$0 in Wave 1 
lnw1_famearn Log of average family earnings among household families in Wave 1; 0 if 

underlying value ≤$0 
lnw1_nonhasst Log of average non-housing assets among household families in Wave 1; 0 if 

underlying value ≤$0 
lnw1_astotinc Log of average family other asset income among household families in Wave 

1; 0 if underlying value ≤$0 
lnw1_faminc Log of average family income among household families in Wave 1; 0 if 

underlying value ≤$0 
 
The variables listed in Table B.2 were included in the imputation of mortgage and rent payments 
(mort, rent, and more), home values and mortgage principal remaining (house and housep), 
earnings of the adults and children (rwage, pwage, chd17, and chd18), other income (oth), and 
value of the vehicles (veh) as well as the components of transfers (csup, unemp, wrker, scial, 
ssi, food, pub, engy, fster, veter, pen, and alimn). 
 

Table B.2. Additional Variables Used in Imputation Models 
 

Variable Description 
retass Have pension (HA53) 
dkretass HA53 missing 
stock Have stocks or bonds (HA60) 
dkstock HA60 missing 
bank Have checking savings, or money market accounts (HA70)  
dkbank HA70 missing 

 
The main assets and income imputations (for prp, prpin, bus, busin, ret, retin, bon, bonin, chk, 
and chkin) excluded the variables retass, dkretass, stock, dkstock, bank, and dkbank. 
 

Table B.3. EHC Variables used in Imputation Models for Earnings 
 

Variable Description 
rhrwage Hourly wage for R for last job in the relevant year from EHC 
shrwage Hourly wage for spouse/partner for last job in the relevant year from EHC 
rhrwagr R hourly wage refused 
shrwagr Spouse/partner hourly wage refused 
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Imputations for earnings (rwage and pwage) did not include the variables rwork, swork, rwrkms, 
or sworkms.  The earnings imputations also included the reported hourly wage for respondents 
and their spouse/partner from the EHC (listed in Table B.3) if the EHC was the only source of 
this information. 
 
Child earnings (chd17 and chd18) and the components of transfers (csup, unemp, wrker, scial, 
ssi, food, pub, engy, fster, veter, pen, and alimn) excluded the variables ha12_f, ha16a_f, 
ha16b_d_f, ha16e_f, ha16f_f, ha16g_f, and ha16k_f) from the principal components.  The 
current value of the home was imputed with all of the above variables in the principal 
components except for owner, dkownren, and renter.  Additional variables used in the principal 
components for imputation of the current home values are listed in Table B.4.  
 

Table B.4. Additional Variables used in Imputation Models for Home Values 
 

Variable Description 
bedrm Number of bedrooms (HA29) 
dkbedrm HA29 missing 
bathrm Number of bathrooms (HA30) 
dkbathrm HA30 missing 
othrm Number of other rooms (HA31) 
dkothrm HA31 missing 
patio House has a patio (HA32) 
dkpatio HA32 missing 
txinm Taxes or insurance in mortgage (HA24) 
dktxinm HA24 missing 
d_mort Imputed value for whether the house is paid-off 

 
The rent, mortgage payments, and outside the household rent and mortgage payment variables 
(rent, mort, and more) also included bedrm, dkbedrm, bathrm, dkbathrm, otherm, dkothrm, 
patio, and dkpatio, and excluded owner, dkownren, and renter. 
 
Imputations were sometimes dependent on previous imputations.  For example, if the family 
was imputed not to own a business, they are automatically imputed not to have business 
income.  Another example is whether respondents own the house in which they lived.  The 
value of owned homes is imputed after rent and mortgage payments.  The imputation of rent 
and mortgage determines the variable d_house. 
 
Table B.5 lists variables that are the sum of imputed variables. 
 

Table B.5. Imputed Variables Constructed as Sums of Other Imputed Variables 
 

Variable Description 
famearn Sum of R and spouse/partner earnings, earnings for children aged 10–17 years, 

and earnings for RSA/PCGs aged 18–24 years (airwage, aipwage, aichd17, and 
aichd18) 

alltrans Sum of transfers from HA15 and HA16 (aicsup, aiunemp, aiwrker, aiscial, aissi, 
aifood, aipub, aiengy, aifster, aiveter, aipen, and aialimn) 

astotinc Sum of asset income (minus other asset income which could not be imputed) plus 
“other” income (aiprpin, aibusin, aibonin, airetin, aichkin, and aioth) 

nonhasst Sum of non-housing assets (aiprp, aibus, airet, aibon, aichk, aiveh, and aisav) 
Faminc Sum of famearn, alltrans, and astotinc 
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The new “other debt” variable in these calculations, and components that were not separately 
asked about in Wave 2 were dropped. 
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