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The Value of Segmentation

The intensely competitive health care marketplace demands that marketing evolve to a more discreet level.  For many hospitals, capacity issues are no longer a threat; they are, in fact, a reality.  A review of historical inpatient data for the U.S. from 1995 to 2000 indicates that as inpatient occupancy has increased, there has been a corresponding shift away from surgical cases (1.4% decrease in 1995 and 2000) in favor of less profitable medical cases (3.6% increase during the same time period).  Given the increased competition for profitable business and the steadily decreasing overall margins many hospitals now face, a simple focus on patient volume will no longer suffice as a strategy to improve or even maintain appropriate levels of profitability.  Rather, hospitals must take a proactive approach to managing their patient mix and filling beds with the “right” patients.

The ability to identify and target the “right” patients is dependent on the appropriate use of a segmentation system that accounts for the key drivers of consumers’ health care decisions.  Ten years ago, the introduction of SachsGroupsTM marked a new and unique approach to helping hospitals segment and understand the behavior and decision-making patterns of health care consumers.  Building on the success of SachsGroupsTM, Solucient now offers a segmentation system that has been updated for the new millennium.  By re-examining all available market data and identifying the most important and quantifiable factors that drive the consumer health care decision, Solucient was able to construct an enhanced household level and health care specific segmentation system called HouseholdView.  HouseholdView captures the essence of the consumer health care decision and is based on factors that are consistent and quantifiable from market to market.

Household Level Precision

Solucient has always maintained that in order for a segmentation system to accurately predict health care utilization it must be applicable at the household level and it must segment each household based on the best predictors of utilization.  HouseholdView does just this.  It is a unique, life-stage segmentation system built upon household-level analysis of the key drivers of health care utilization:

· Age (of head of household)

· Marital Status

· Gender (single households only)

· Presence or absence of children

· Household Income (market adjusted)

Solucient’s approach to segmentation varies significantly from that of any other system available today.  While there are many segmentation systems available to help businesses distinguish among the various types of consumers of their products, none can be as accurately applied to the health care industry as HouseholdView, which was designed specifically for health care.  For example, geodemographic systems such as PRIZM do a very good job of identifying neighborhoods with high concentrations of households of a certain demographic mix.  However, the PRIZM Methodology is based on the premise that all households in a particular neighborhood exhibit the same or similar purchasing patterns (i.e.,  “birds of a feather flock together”).

While the PRIZM approach would be considered an appropriate segmentation strategy for identifying new business opportunities in the retail and financial services industries, it falls well short of being able to accurately predict health care utilization.  Often, on a single block there is a broad mix of young, middle-aged and older households, married and single households, households with and without children, etc.  Any segmentation system that either ignores these factors or does not account for them at a household level will fail to provide the precision necessary to drive successful health care marketing strategies.

The Science of HouseholdView

Developing a health care specific segmentation system required a thorough analysis of all available data elements, and included the following four steps:

Step 1: Consideration of Available Data Elements
All household level demographic factors available from Solucient’s HealthPlus consumer market research, Claritas demographics, and Equifax mail list data were used in the initial analysis of available data elements.  These potential “predictor” variables included:

Predictor Variables
Potential Values

Children in Household
Yes
No








Household Income
<$15K
$15-19
$20-29
$30-39
$40-49
$50-74
$75-99
$100-149
$150+

Gender
Male
Female








Marital Status
Married
Not








Age
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+



Type of Dwelling
Single
Twnhs
Condo
Apart
Coop
Mobile
Other



Length of Residence
<6 mo.
6-12 mo.
1-2 yrs.
…
20+ yrs.





No. of Adults in Hhld
1
2
3
4+






Tenure
Own
Rent
Other







Home Value
<$50K
$50-74K
$75-99K
…
$500-999K
$1M+
Don’t Own

Education
< HS
HS Grad
Some College
College Grad+




Race
White
Black
Asian
Other
Hispanic (Yes or No)




Occupation
Exec/Prof/Tech
Sales/Admin Support
Blue Collar
Not Employed


Total Household Size
1
2
3
4+






Urbanization Code
Urban
Suburban/City/Town
Rural
(determined at census block group level)

MSA
(Used to attach MSA population and MSA population density)

Step 2: Identification of Best Predictors of Health Care Utilization
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Over 300 Chi-squared automatic interaction detector (CHAID) analyses were performed to determine which variables best predicted general health status, specific health conditions, utilization of health care services, health plan type and specific health plans.  CHAID is a statistical technique, which uses chi-square statistics to select predictors of categorical variables.  Below is a sample “tree” diagram of the first 3 levels of the analysis for “utilization of a fitness/wellness program in the past 12 months.”

In the example above, the strongest predictor of household use of a fitness/wellness program was Age.  After Age, the next strongest predictors were Gender and Household Income, depending upon the age group.
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Each “tree” was examined and the level(s) at which each predictor variable entered the model were tabulated. Summary scores and rankings were calculated for each set of target variables.  The following chart shows the rank order of variables in predicting utilization:

Step 3: Practical Analysis of Variables to be Included
The results of the predictor variable analysis in Step 2 tell a compelling story, but health care marketers require a segmentation system that is practical.  That is, the variables used in developing the system must be quantifiable and applicable from a tactical standpoint – for example, when purchasing mail lists from third parties or launching marketing campaigns. Thus, Solucient took the added step of analyzing each potential predictor variable to determine the feasibility of inclusion in the final HouseholdView segmentation system methodology.

Solucient found that many of the less predictive variables were not consistently available at a household level and, thus, excluded these variables from the HouseholdView methodology.  Among the more highly predictive variables dropped from the methodology were Occupation and Education Level.  Both were dropped due to lack of consistently available information at the household level.  It should be noted that while occupation was ranked overall as the second most predictive variable, examination of the cases where it is most important revealed that the distinction was most made often between employment status (employed/ unemployed) rather than among different occupation types.  Race and ethnicity, which are often thought to be key predictors of health care decision-making patterns, were found to be among the least predictive variables.

Below is a summary table of the most predictive (and quantifiable) variables with respect to health care decision-making patterns.  These are the predictor variables that were ultimately used to create the 56 HouseholdView segments:

Demographic Factor Ranking
Health Status
Health Care Services
Health Plan Type
Hospital Preference

Age
4
2
2
3

Gender
1
1
5
2

Marital Status
3
3
4
5

Presence/Absence of Children
5
4
3
3

Income Level
2
5
1
6

Number of Adults in Household
6
6
6
7

Location
7
7
7
1

It is should also be noted that while the last two indicators on the list above (Number of Adults in Household and Location) are not as highly predictive of health care utilization when examined individually, each plays an important role in determination of household income, which does play an important role in the HouseholdView segmentation system.

Generally, the purchasing power of a household will vary by location.  For this reason, the HouseholdView methodology assigns income level based on the county in which the household is located – in effect adjusting for variations in cost of living.  Every county in the United States was assigned to one of the following five clusters in order to account for household purchasing power:

MSA counties

1. Small to moderate urban areas, higher median incomes

2. Small to moderate urban areas, lower median incomes

3. Large, dense urban areas (e.g., Boston, New York, Atlanta).

Non-MSA counties (rural areas)

4. Higher median incomes

5. Lower median incomes

The variables used to create these clusters were: total household count; population density per square mile; and distribution of households by income category. The source for this information was Claritas, Inc.  K-means cluster analysis was applied to all MSA and non-MSA counties separately to derive the five clusters.  Income distribution quartiles were estimated by aggregating the household income distribution data for all counties in each cluster and then computing the quartiles by interpolation.

Step 4: Formation of Household Level Segments

After elimination of less predictive variables as well as those variables that could not be consistently quantified, the following household level predictor variables were available for use in constructing the final HouseholdView segments:

· Age Group:  18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65-74, and 75+
· Marital Status/Gender/Children: Single male; single female; single father; single mother; married with children; and married but no children
· Income Groupings: low, lower middle, upper middle, and upper

All combinations of the above variables yielded a total of 168 potential household segments.  These initial 168 segments were then regrouped into 98 larger segments based on similarity of household characteristics as well as the known distribution of each household type.  This was done to reduce the possibility of creating segments that would be too small to be useful from a strategic marketing standpoint (due to small sample sizes or lack of significant differentiation).

These 98 segments were then examined again using individual chi-square tests to determine where segments could be further collapsed without losing significant predictability.  The result was four HouseholdView MegaGroups and a total of 56 individual HouseholdView household level segments. Appendix A provides a summary description of the final 56 HouseholdView segments.

Accounting for Market Variability

One of the most important design specifications for the HouseholdView segmentation system was that it be uniformly applicable in any market in the country.  Developing a life-stage approach to segmentation of health care consumers was identified early in the creation process as the key to achieving stability across markets.

After final determination of the methodology and creation of the individual HouseholdView segments, Solucient's health care statisticians ran an analysis on every variable in our HealthPlus consumer research database.  The goal of this analysis was to determine what, if any, market variability existed with respect to the predictive nature of the life-stage variables that drive HouseholdView.

After examining responses to more than 300 HealthPlus consumer behavior questions for each of the 25 markets in which the study is conducted, Solucient was able to determine the following with respect to market variability:

· Structural Variance.  Within like household segments, there is some variation in utilization of services from market to market.  This variation is driven by several key factors including 1) market infrastructure – availability of and access to certain services, 2) local practice patterns, and 3) insurance coverage.  It should also be noted that healthcare advertising awareness varied widely from market to market based on the predominant marketing approach employed by local providers (television, radio, billboards, print, direct mail, newsletters, etc.)

· Behavioral Variance.  There is much less variance from market to market with respect to the underlying attitudes and behavior of health care consumers.  The variation that does exist can be primarily attributed to differences in the demographic distributions from market to market.  For example, while one market may have a greater percentage of single female parent households than another, the way in which these single mothers approach the health care system and make decisions does not vary significantly from market to market.

The results of this analysis of market variability confirmed that the HouseholdView segmentation methodology does a very good job of identifying the key factors that drive consumers’ health care behavior and decisions regardless of the market in which they are located.   The system, therefore, is stable across markets, and is one that health care marketers in any part of the country can use with confidence in supporting a broad range of health care planning and marketing activities.
HouseholdView Applications (Targeted Marketing and CRM)

HouseholdView segmentation plays a critical role in the targeted marketing and CRM processes.  It is used generally to help clients improve the response rate and ROI of their marketing initiatives with the ultimate goal of attracting the “right” patients and growing profitable revenue streams.  Using HouseholdView in conjunction with Solucient’s HealthPlus consumer research helps clients determine which customers and/or prospects are the best targets for specific marketing campaigns and what marketing message and approach is most likely to resonate with those targets.

There are several important ways in which HouseholdView is applied in the targeted marketing and CRM processes in order to help clients grow profitable revenue streams and enhance marketing ROI:

· Solucient can buy mail lists from a third-party vendor (Equifax) with HouseholdView segments attached to each record.  These lists can then be used to target the most appropriate household segments when implement marketing campaigns.

· Solucient can apply HouseholdView segments to any type of patient level file – such as an inpatient or outpatient clinical file or a call center file – to help clients understand what type of patients they attract and serve, who their best customers are, and which customer segments may be the best targets for retention, upsell and acquisition strategies.

· HouseholdView segments are embedded in Solucient’s HealthPlus consumer research.  Thus, clients are able to link this research directly to any customer or prospect database that has been processed and flagged with HouseholdView segments. In this way clients add valuable knowledge to their analyses of current and prospective customers and identify not only the best targets for their campaigns but also the most effective messaging and marketing tactics.

· HouseholdView segments are a key component of Solucient’s CRM offerings.  Solucient flags all master customer information files using HouseholdView to help clients understand their current client base, target their most profitable revenue growth opportunities, launch campaigns to specific segments, and measure marketing response and ROI by segment.

Below are several specific examples of how and when HouseholdView segments (in conjunction with Solucient’s HealthPlus consumer research) might be applied:

· To target the launch of a new service line such as alternative medicine, Lasik, sleep lab, etc.

· To promote disease-specific initiatives, for example heart disease among women

· To target and educate consumers about the benefits of urgent vs. emergent care

· To identify people who are most likely to attend a health fair, education talk, or free screening

· To encourage potential customers to use your physician referral line or call center

· To identify customers most likely to respond to mass media, direct mail, newsletters, etc.

Where to Go From Here

In order to achieve long-term success and sustainable profitability, hospitals will need to be able to target the right products and services to the right customer with the right message at the right time.  Questions about who to target and how to target them must now become the foundation of the strategic planning and marketing effort.  But it is only with a strong appreciation for the science of health care marketing and for the increasingly powerful role that consumers play in the health care decision-making process that will hospitals truly begin to create lasting and powerful relationships with consumers.  Using a health care specific consumer segmentation system like HouseholdView is an initial step toward the broader transformation required if hospitals are to achieve long term success.

HouseholdView MegaGroup
HouseholdView Segment
Age
Household Composition
Household Income
2001 % of Population

Starters




27.0%


01. Partying Pals
18-34
SM
L, LM
1.7%


02. Work Hard Play Hard
18-34
SM
UM, U
1.6%


03. Starting Off
18-34
SF
L
0.6%


04. Happily Single
18-34
SF
LM
0.7%


05. Off & Running
18-34
SF
UM, U
0.9%


06. Soccer Dads
18-54
SMK
All
3.2%


07. Carpool Moms
18-34
SFK
all 
4.6%


08. New Beginnings
18-24
M/MK
all
1.7%


09. Growing Up
25-34
MK
L
1.0%


10. Moving Up
25-34
MK
LM
2.6%


11. Combined Resources
25-34
MK
UM
3.9%


12. Great Expectations
25-34
MK
U
2.5%


13. Enjoy Your Time
25-34
M
L, LM
0.4%


14. Settling Down
25-34
M
UM, U
1.5%

Achievers




48.4%


15. Sports Corner
35-54
SM
L, LM
1.6%


16. Living Large
35-54
SM
UM, U
1.6%


17. Flying Solo
35-54
SF
L
0.9%


18. Day by Day
35-54
SF
LM
1.1%


19. On Her Own
35-54
SF
UM
0.9%


20. Made Her Way
35-54
SF
U
0.5%


21. Balancing Act
35-44
SFK
all
3.5%


22. Coupon Clippers
35-44
MK
L
1.2%


23. Up All Night
35-44
MK
LM
3.1%


24. Play Groups
35-44
MK
UM
6.1%


25. Big Success
35-44
MK
U
8.1%


26. Time Alone
35-44
M
L, LM
0.5%


27. Socialites
35-44
M
UM, U
1.8%


28. Calling the Shots
45-54
SFK
all
1.6%


29. No Frills
45-54
MK
L
0.6%


30. Standard Living
45-54
MK
LM
1.2%


31. Dinners Out
45-54
MK
UM
2.6%


32. Weekends Away
45-54
MK
U
5.1%


33. Simple Living
45-54
M
L, LM
1.1%


34. Empty Nesters
45-54
M
UM
1.9%


35. High Society
45-54
M
U
3.6%

Mids




11.0%


36. Tee Time
55-64
SM/SMK
all
1.1%


37. Penny Savers
55-64
SF/SFK
L
0.8%


38. Outlet Shoppers
55-64
SF/SFK
LM
0.6%


39. Salon Setters
55-64
SF/SFK
UM
0.5%


40. Spa Goers
55-64
SF/SFK
U
0.3%


41. Making Do
55-64
M/MK
L
0.9%


42. Sunsetters
55-64
M/MK
LM
1.4%


43. Cruise Wear
55-64
M/MK
UM
2.1%


44. Antiquers
55-64
M/MK
U
3.3%

Seniors




13.7%


45. On Your Own
65+
SM/SMK
all
1.5%


46. Playing Bingo
65+
SF/SFK
L
2.6%


47. Golden Girl
65+
SF/SFK
LM
1.0%


48. Afternoon Tea
65+
SF/SFK
UM
0.5%


49. Days of Leisure
65+
SF/SFK
U
0.3%


50. Happy Harbors
65-74
M/MK
L
1.0%


51. Touring the Country
65-74
M/MK
LM
1.7%


52. Enjoying Life
65-74
M/MK
UM
1.2%


53. Time to Travel
65-74
M/MK
U
1.1%


54. Monthly Checks
75+
M/MK
L
0.9%


55. Restful Retirement
75+
M/MK
LM
1.0%


56. Golden Years
75+
M/MK
UM, U
0.9%

Total




100.0%

Household Composition:

M = Married, MK = Married w/Kids, SM = Single Male, SF = Single Female, SFK = Single Mother, SMK = Single Father

Household Income:

L = Lower, LM = Lower Middle, UM = Upper Middle, U = Upper.  Income breaks determined by county of residence.
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_1085918429.xls
Chart 1

		Description		Gen- der		Mari- tal		Child- ren		Resp Age		Sps Age		HH Size		Num Adlts		Educ		Occup		Race		Hisp- anic		HH Inc		Type Dwll		Lngth Res		Own Rent		$Val Home		Urb Code		MSA Dens		Pop MSA

		Home health care services								3		2				1		3		2,3						2				3						3,4		3

		Visited emergency room						1		3		2		3,4		2,4		3,5								3				4,5		4

		Visited urgent care center				3		1		3		3				2		4		4						4				4		4				3

		Called health care info line		5				1		2,3		3,4				2												4		4								4		4,5

		Treatment for mental health		3,4				1		2						2,3		4								3						3								4

		Health education talk/program		2		2,3,4										3		1		3		4				4

		Called physician referral svc		4										2								1												3				3

		Birthing class				3,4				2		3		1,3,4						3		2								3								4

		(Etc. - total of 59 variables)

		Level 1 Frequency		4		11		14		6		2		3		3		2		6		1		0		1		0		1		2		0		0		0		0

		Level 2 Frequency		13		11		12		20		8		4		10		11		8		3		3		4		1		3		1		5		0		1		2

		Level 3 Frequency		15		9		6		21		12		6		11		12		21		1		1		12		1		5		6		4		3		5		6

		Level 4 Frequency		7		6		7		6		5		17		5		10		6		1		1		6		5		10		9		7		1		10		7

		Level 5 Frequency		6		2		2		3		3		6		1		7		3		0		0		4		1		3		3		4		6		4		2

		Level 6 Frequency		0		1		1		0		2		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		1		0		0		1

		Level 7 Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Level 8 Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Score		4.6		4.4		4.7		6.0		3.2		3.4		3.2		4.2		4.6		0.7		0.5		2.6		0.7		2.2		2.0		1.9		0.8		1.7		1.6

		Rank		3		5		2		1		9		7		8		6		3		18		19		10		17		11		12		13		16		14		15



&C&"Arial,Bold"Predictor Variable Rankings for Health Care Utilization (Household)



Chart 2

				Resp Age		Occup		Gender		Children		Educ		Marital		HH Inc		MSA Dens		Sps Age		Hm Val		Pop MSA		Num Adlt		HH Size		Lgth Res		Own Rent		Urb Code		Race		Hispanic		Type Dwll

		General Health Status

		Score		5.5		4.2		4.9		2.8		4.6		3.4		3.5		1.3		1.3		2.3		1.3		1.7		1.4		1.8		1.9		0.8		0.8		0.3		0.1

		Rank		1		4		2		7		3		6		5		13		13		8		13		11		12		10		9		16		16		18		19

		Health Care Utilization - Household

		Score		6.0		4.6		4.6		4.7		4.2		4.4		2.6		1.7		3.2		1.9		1.6		3.2		3.4		2.2		2.0		0.8		0.7		0.5		0.7

		Rank		1		3		3		2		6		5		10		14		9		13		15		8		7		11		12		16		18		19		17

		Health Care Utilization - Individual

		Score		6.1		4.1		5.8		4.8		3.7		4.1		2.4		1.6		2.1		1.6		1.6		1.4		1.6		1.3		2.1		1.1		1.0		0.0		0.7

		Rank		1		4		2		3		6		5		7		11		8		10		12		14		12		15		8		16		17		19		18

		Health Conditions - Household

		Score		5.6		4.3		4.6		5.6		4.0		4.0		2.5		1.6		4.4		1.4		0.7		5.1		4.0		2.3		1.8		0.7		0.4		1.0		0.0

		Rank		1		6		4		1		7		7		10		13		5		14		16		3		9		11		12		16		18		15		19

		Health Conditions - Individual

		Score		6.1		6.0		6.1		5.1		4.1		3.2		2.9		0.9		2.5		2.5		0.7		0.2		0.8		1.3		1.5		0.6		0.8		1.0		0.3

		Rank		1		3		2		4		5		6		7		13		9		8		16		19		15		11		10		17		14		12		18

		Health Plans - Household

		Score		2.0		2.3		1.0		0.6		0.8		0.7		1.1		2.4		1.0		1.4		2.4		0.7		0.9		0.5		0.6		0.3		0.0		0.2		0.0

		Rank		4		3		7		13		10		11		6		1		8		5		1		11		9		15		13		16		18		17		18

		Primary Health Plan - Individual

		Score		3.3		2.6		0.0		0.6		0.6		0.6		1.4		2.9		0.4		0.8		1.5		0.0		0.4		0.0		0.4		0.4		0.4		0.0		0.0

		Rank		1		3		15		8		7		8		5		2		12		6		4		15		12		15		10		10		12		15		15

		Plan Type - Individual

		Score		6.7		4.6		2.8		2.7		3.3		3.9		5.1		4.3		1.8		2.8		4.7		1.0		0.5		3.2		1.4		3.0		1.1		0.0		0.0

		Rank		1		4		10		12		7		6		2		5		13		10		3		16		17		8		14		9		15		18		18

		Overall

		Score		5.2		4.1		3.7		3.4		3.2		3.0		2.7		2.1		2.1		1.8		1.8		1.7		1.6		1.6		1.5		1.0		0.7		0.4		0.2

		Rank		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12		13		14		15		16		17		18		19
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Chart 3

				Description		Base		Age		Gender		Marital Status		Children		Disp Income		Number Adults		County

		General Health Status (Q01-Q08)

		Score						6.1		6.9		6.4		5.4		6.7		2.7

		Rank						4		1		3		5		2		6

		Pct of Qs				13		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		76.9%		100.0%		53.8%

		Miscellaneous (Q11, Q12, Q15, Q17, Q18, Q22, Q31, Q41, Q44-Q46, Q48)

		Score						7.1		5.9		5.4		5.0		5.4		2.6

		Rank						1		2		4		5		3		6

		Pct of Qs				40		97.5%		85.0%		80.0%		72.5%		80.0%		40.0%

		Health Care Utilization - Household (Q09a&b Net, Q10b1&b2 Net)

		Score						6.6		4.9		5.3		5.8		4.9		4.8

		Rank						1		4		3		2		5		6

		Pct of Qs				60		95.0%		76.7%		76.7%		83.3%		76.7%		78.3%

		Health Care Utilization - Individual (Q09a, Q10b1, Q21, Q25a)

		Score						6.6		6.6		5.4		5.2		4.3		1.6

		Rank						2		1		3		4		5		6

		Pct of Qs				61		95.1%		91.8%		83.6%		75.4%		68.9%		27.9%

		Health Conditions - Household (Q13a&b Net, Q14a&b Net)

		Score						6.6		5.4		5.3		6.7		5.0		6.4

		Rank						2		4		5		1		6		3

		Pct of Qs				23		100.0%		87.0%		82.6%		91.3%		78.3%		95.7%

		Health Conditions - Individual (Q13a, Q14a)

		Score						7.0		6.3		4.7		6.2		5.0		1.4

		Rank						1		2		5		3		4		6

		Pct of Qs				23		100.0%		91.3%		78.3%		91.3%		73.9%		26.1%

		Health Plans - Household (Q30a)

		Score						5.3		3.2		4.2		3.1		4.9		3.1

		Rank						1		4		3		5		2		5

		Pct of Qs				9		77.8%		55.6%		66.7%		44.4%		66.7%		44.4%

		Plan Type - Individual (Q32a)

		Score						5.4		3.4		4.7		5.3		7.1		1.1

		Rank						2		5		4		3		1		6

		Pct of Qs				10		80.0%		60.0%		70.0%		70.0%		100.0%		20.0%

		Overall (excluding Hospitals Q20)

		Mean Score						6.3		5.3		5.2		5.3		5.4		3.0

		Rank						1		4		5		3		2		6

		Mean Rank						1.8		2.9		3.8		3.5		3.5		5.5

		Rank						1		2		5		3		3		6

		Pct of Qs						95.4%		84.1%		80.3%		78.7%		77.0%		50.6%

		Hospital Preference (Q20)

		Score						1.0		1.1		0.9		1.0		0.8		0.1		8.0

		Rank						3		2		5		3		6		7		1

		Pct of Qs				245		3.7%		4.5%		3.7%		3.7%		3.3%		0.4%		29.8%
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Sheet3

		18-24 Single Male Inc1		35-44 Single Male Inc1		55-64 Single Male Inc1

		18-24 Single Male Inc2		35-44 Single Male Inc2		55-64 Single Male Inc2

		18-24 Single Male Inc3		35-44 Single Male Inc3		55-64 Single Male Inc3

		18-24 Single Male Inc4		35-44 Single Male Inc4		55-64 Single Male Inc4

		18-24 Single Female Inc1		35-44 Single Female Inc1		55-64 Single Female Inc1

		18-24 Single Female Inc2		35-44 Single Female Inc2		55-64 Single Female Inc2

		18-24 Single Female Inc3		35-44 Single Female Inc3		55-64 Single Female Inc3

		18-24 Single Female Inc4		35-44 Single Female Inc4		55-64 Single Female Inc4

		18-24 Married with Children TOTAL		35-44 Married with Children Inc1		55-64 Married Inc1

		18-24 Married without Children TOTAL		35-44 Married with Children Inc2		55-64 Married Inc2

		18-54 Single Male with Children TOTAL		35-44 Married with Children Inc3		55-64 Married Inc3

		18-34 Single Female with Children TOTAL		35-44 Married with Children Inc4		55-64 Married Inc4

		35-44 Single Female with Children TOTAL		35-44 Married without Children Inc1		65-74 Single Male Inc1

		45-54 Single Female with Children TOTAL		35-44 Married without Children Inc2		65-74 Single Male Inc2

		25-34 Single Male Inc1		35-44 Married without Children Inc3		65-74 Single Male Inc3

		25-34 Single Male Inc2		35-44 Married without Children Inc4		65-74 Single Male Inc4

		25-34 Single Male Inc3		45-54 Single Male Inc1		65-74 Single Female Inc1

		25-34 Single Male Inc4		45-54 Single Male Inc2		65-74 Single Female Inc2

		25-34 Single Female Inc1		45-54 Single Male Inc3		65-74 Single Female Inc3

		25-34 Single Female Inc2		45-54 Single Male Inc4		65-74 Single Female Inc4

		25-34 Single Female Inc3		45-54 Single Female Inc1		65-74 Married Inc1

		25-34 Single Female Inc4		45-54 Single Female Inc2		65-74 Married Inc2

		25-34 Married with Children Inc1		45-54 Single Female Inc3		65-74 Married Inc3

		25-34 Married with Children Inc2		45-54 Single Female Inc4		65-74 Married Inc4

		25-34 Married with Children Inc3		45-54 Married with Children Inc1		75+ Single Male Inc1

		25-34 Married with Children Inc4		45-54 Married with Children Inc2		75+ Single Male Inc2

		25-34 Married without Children Inc1		45-54 Married with Children Inc3		75+ Single Male Inc3

		25-34 Married without Children Inc2		45-54 Married with Children Inc4		75+ Single Male Inc4

		25-34 Married without Children Inc3		45-54 Married without Children Inc1		75+ Single Female Inc1

		25-34 Married without Children Inc4		45-54 Married without Children Inc2		75+ Single Female Inc2

				45-54 Married without Children Inc3		75+ Single Female Inc3

				45-54 Married without Children Inc4		75+ Single Female Inc4

						75+ Married Inc1

						75+ Married Inc2

						75+ Married Inc3

						75+ Married Inc4






