











Work with TANF and DSHS to ensure families are receiving needed work-supports
such as child care and transportations. Educate families about how small wage gains can
impact benefits.

Encourage the vocational and job training sector to create programs and opportunities
that will lead families to higher paying jobs in areas where the demand is high or
growing.

System-Level Strategies to Make Work Pay for Very Low -Income Families

In Living at the Edge (2003), Cauthen and Lu outline what is needed at the systems level to help
support low-income families in low-paying jobs:

Protect and expand the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) to help low-income workers
keep more of their money and reward their work efforts. This alone is not enough, as the
increased tax burden can erode the gains made. Educate families about how the EITC
works and how changes in earnings can affect the tax credit, often many months after
earnings have increased.

Decrease the payroll tax burden on low -wage earners. Unlike income taxes, in which a
certain percentage of income is exempt from taxes, payroll taxes are paid the very first
dollar earned.

Raise the minimum wage . Washington state has among the highest minimum wages in
the country at $8.07/hour, but it is still far below a self-sufficiency wage for a family of
four.

Ensure that working parents have health insurance . Policy changes in recent years
have expanded health insurance to cover many more low-income children, but their
parents have been largely left without coverage. Support universal healthcare coverage
so that as wages increase families do not lose this coverage.

Help working low -income parents to afford child care.Even with the expansion of
child care subsidies in the 1990s, many families are still not receiving help, especially
those just above the federal poverty line. Support universal early childhood education.
Reinforce unemployment insurance for unemployed low -wage earners. The current
structure of the unemployment insurance program works is unfair to low-wage earners,
especially those working only part time or new to the workforce. Some states have
begun to increase access to unemployment insurance to improve access to these groups,
but others have not.
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APPENDIX D

The Place of Transitional Housing in Ending Family Homelessness

Over the last several decades, increases in poverty combined with decreases in affordable
housing have contributed to a growing number of families with children becoming homeless.
By the early 1990s, children made up the largest and fastest growing segment of the homeless
population. An episode of homelessness can have serious and long-lasting impacts on the
children who experience it. Current welfare reform measures, along with decreasing support
and funding of social programs for families, have exacerbated the need for a continuum of
homeless services and housing options. There has recently been a growing interest in rapid re-
housing and permanent supportive housing strategies to address family homelessness. At the
same time, transitional housing has been criticized as an expensive approach in the effort to end
family homelessness.

Complicating the debate over transitional housing is the wide variation across the country in
what is considered “transitional housing.” Models vary in the types and intensity of services
provided, the time limits imposed, and costs. Models also differ in how they help families
secure permanent housing and how noncompliance with services is handled. In Sound Families
programs, participants were typically able to receive services for 12 to 24 months; a family’s
housing typically depended on compliance with the service component. Case managers had an
average of 12 families per case manager, and typically referred out specialized services such as
those for chemical dependency or mental health issues. The median cost for one year of services
was $5,362 per family, with a range of $1,500 to $16,000 depending on the services provided and
the targeted client population.

Criticism #1: Highest need families do not get served

Transitional housing has been criticized for not serving those families most in need of support.
Indeed, screening processes and eligibility requirements for transitional housing programs can
exclude families with more challenging issues such as chemical dependency, mental illness, and
criminal background histories. Yet, given the level of services available and training, education,
and experience levels of case managers in most programs, effectively serving families with
severe mental health issues or active chemical dependency is often not feasible, and arguably
puts other families in recovery at risk of relapse. Also, these higher-need families are least likely
to comply with services and therefore should be in programs in which housing is not
dependent on sobriety or service compliance.

By the time a family enters a transitional housing unit, they have often had to pass screenings
by the program, property manager, and the local housing authority which can cause a family to
either drop out due to a somewhat lengthy and complicated process or be screened out due a
lack of fit between the services available through the program or not meeting some of the
eligibility requirements. Faced with a homeless family, case managers across the homeless
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services system are limited by the number of slots available and resources in which to work
with these families. To better utilize scarce resources, program staff primarily take in the
moderate-need families they believe are more likely to be successful in their program. In this
way, they are not helping those most in need but those most likely to benefit from the program
and then, hopefully, less likely to re-experience homelessness. The Sound Families evaluation
observed that for the majority of families, screening processes adequately identified families
with actual social service needs (i.e. needing more than economic supports to secure housing)
yet not such high needs that they were likely to be asked to leave or evicted. When higher need
families were accepted into programs without the capacity to serve them well, the end result
was often eviction or a request to leave the program.

Criticism #2: Mandatory services

A second criticism is the mandatory nature of services. The most telling counterpoint comes
from the families themselves: A majority of those successfully completing transitional programs
described both the utility and the less tangible benefits of having intensive case management
and mandatory services. Many who were initially reluctant to engage in classes, trainings, or
other services—or saw them as unnecessary —by the end were touting the benefits and saying
they wanted to continue receiving many such services after exit. They described the assets they
gained and skills and insights attained. Many homeless families, including those entering
Sound Families programs, lack basic life skills such as money management and conflict
resolution, are socially isolated, have depleted support networks, and need support to recover
from trauma such as domestic violence, substance abuse, and homelessness. Many caregivers
recognized the importance of building individual assets so as to prevent future homelessness.
Program shortcomings noted by the families also reflected gaps in the existing service system,
particularly the lack of emphasis on supporting families in receiving further education that will
lead to better employment opportunities over time.

A roof over one’s head, while absolutely essential, does not fulfill the psychological or
emotional needs described by so many homeless families. Furthermore, addressing these areas,
one would hope, leads to a decreased likelihood of future episodes of homelessness for the
families, or a better, more stable future for their children. An ideal study would ascertain the
lasting effects of this service component, but without that, we are left with the families” self-
reports one, two, and three years after transitional housing about the positive impacts and
influences the services had on them and on the lives of their children.

Transitional housing also provides a window of opportunity to positively impact the lives of the
children served by these programs. Children who have experienced homelessness are at greater
risk for developing health problems, developmental delays, and psychological issues and to
suffer academically than their non-homeless peers (Rafferty, Shinn and Weitzman, 2004).
Homeless families are much more likely to be involved with the child welfare system at great
cost emotionally and fiscally (Culhane, Webb, Grim, Metraux & Culhane, 2003). Through case
management, counseling, and connection to activities and resources in addition to housing
stability, transitional housing programs can help to improve and soften some of the impact of
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the homeless experience on children. This evaluation has noted a sharp decrease in the number
of schools attended by children and positive changes in children’s behavior reported by parents.

So many gains emanating from the mandatory service component were described that it is
critical not to dismiss this model. It has a place on the continuum —for families who need more
than economic supports to afford housing, yet do not need permanent supportive housing.
These are families for whom time-limited service provision benefits them and their children and
who are motivated to engage in services—if well matched to their needs and goals—by linking
services to housing. It is, of course, even more motivating if the end result is help in securing
permanent housing, or increasing their own incomes so as to afford permanent housing
independently. Many families praised the expectations of the programs, and the case managers
in particular, as helping them to believe in themselves and to define a future in which they are
more active actors in their own lives.

Criticism #3: No guarantee of permanent housing

A third criticism of the transitional model is that for most families there is no guarantee of
permanent housing following services. The majority of Sound Families programs were able to
successfully connect families who needed support in doing so to permanent housing, typically
through Section 8 vouchers or public housing slots in collaboration with local public housing
authorities, transition-in-place models (though these too relied on the availability of Section 8
vouchers for families to assume the rents), or relationships with local landlords. The fact is that
even if one argued that permanent housing should be a guarantee upon exit from services,
affordable housing is so scarce in the Puget Sound region that it is simply not feasible to
provide it to all families who need it.

More options are needed, not fewer

To effectively address family homelessness, our system needs more options for families—more
service models, not fewer, and more creative solutions that work for families with different
needs and strengths and different trajectories. The continuum should span homelessness
prevention, such as eviction prevention or rent assistance, to permanent supportive housing
with services available but not mandatory to maintain housing. Even within a transitional
housing model (if there were such a singular thing), a multiplicity of strategies should be
available—a range of intensity and length of services and links to permanent housing
afterwards. The latter could be effected through traditional Section 8 vouchers or more flexible,
shallow, time-limited subsidies, links to public housing, and relationships with landlords who
can provide safe, affordable housing to families able to raise their incomes sufficiently. The goal
of homeless services should, after all, be more than simply creating another housed family
living in poverty and feeling that there is no way out.
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APPENDIX E:

Race/Ethnicity of Primary Caregivers by County

For the most part, race and ethnicity of primary caregivers served in Sound Families units
(see first table) mirrored the race/ethnicity of the broader homeless populations in the three
counties as reported in One-Night Count data (see second table). However, there are
significant disparities when considering the race/ethnicity of homeless families and
individuals compared to the general population in each county (see third table).
Homelessness disproportionately affects communities of color throughout the region.

Race/Ethnicity of Primary Caregivers in Sound Families Programs by County

Race/Ethnicity of Primary Caregivers Pierce County King County Snohomish
County
Caucasian 53% 38% 70%
Black/African American 26% 37% 12%
Hispanic/Latino 6% 6% 5%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 4% 3% 5%
Asian/Asian American 3% 3% 2%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 4% 3% 1%
Biracial/Multiracial/Other 5% 11% 5%
Number of Primary Caregivers 391 692 390
Source: Sound Families evaluation data on families served through June 2007
Race/Ethnicity of Homeless Individuals by County
Race/Ethnicity of Homeless Individuals  Pierce County King County Snohomish
County
Caucasian 53% 38% 64%
Black/African American 26% 35% 14%
Hispanic/Latino Not Reported 10% 8%
American Indian 3% 3% 9%
Asian/Pacific Islander 7% 4% 1%
Biracial/Multiracial/Other/Unknown 11% 11% 3%

Sources: Pierce and King counties One-Night Counts (2007), Snohomish County Human Services (2006)

Race/Ethnicity of All Individuals by County

Race/Ethnicity of All Individuals Pierce County King County Snohomish
County

Caucasian 76.5% 73.9% 83.8%
Black/African American 6.8% 5.5% 1.7%
Hispanic/Latino 5.5% 5.5% 4.7%
American Indian 1.3% 0.8% 1.3%
Asian/Pacific Islander 5.9% 11.5% 6.1%
Biracial/Multiracial 3.9% 2.8% 2.4%

Source: U.S Census Data (2000)
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APPENDIX F: Study Methods Detail

Case Study Selection Criteria

The 10 case study programs are distributed across the three counties and represent nine
separate service providers. The case study sites began serving families between November 2001
and December 2003. They were largely selected to represent the range of housing and service
models as well as geographic distribution. It was also necessary to select programs that were
funded in early grant rounds and those that would be operational as soon as possible to allow
ample follow-up data to be collected from families after they exited. The range of characteristics
considered in selecting case study sites included the following:

Site location (e.g., rural or urban)

Scattered site units, entirely transitional units, or mixed-income complex
Faith-based or community-based

Special populations such as teen mothers, veterans, victims of domestic violence
Varied practice approaches to support recovery from chemical dependency
Option to transition in place

Large units

Shared units

Low-capacity, smaller, and younger service providers vs. high-capacity, larger, and
older service providers

Multiple service providers

¢ Partnerships between housing developers (private or housing authorities) and
service providers vs. one agency acting as both property owner and service
provider

® & & & 6 6 O o o

*

Interview Process

Shortly after entering a transitional housing program, the case manager invited each family in a
transitional unit to participate in the evaluation. If the family agreed, the case manager
reviewed the consent form and the evaluation process with the family. In two-parent families,
one caregiver was identified as the primary caregiver who was interviewed. Once the consent
form was signed, an intake form was completed by the case manager. Clients were then
interviewed by evaluators after six months in the program and at exit. Follow-up interviews
were conducted at six months and at one, two, and three years following exit. (See Figure Al.)
Interviews were typically conducted in the family’s home or a location convenient to the
interviewee. Before the initial interview began, the interviewers reviewed the consent process to
ensure that each client understood what they signed. Clients were compensated for their time
with gift cards in increasing amounts. Clients could choose gift cards from several different
stores. Families had the same interviewer for the duration of their participation in the study.
This consistency helped maintain connections with the families and enhanced the study’s
retention rate.
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Figure 1

Client data collection points in case study programs

Program Intake

+ Evaluation explained to client; consent
for participation signed.

+ Intake form completed by program
case manager.

6 months Exit < 6 months:
Complete exit interview

In-Program Interview

+All participating clients will be interviewed by
evaluation staff.

* A sample of clients may be selected for interviews
in the larger programs.

*Clients will be compensated $20 for participation.

6 months to 2 years

Exit Interview

» All participating clients will be interviewed by
evaluation staff at or just prior to exiting the program.
Clients will be compensated $30 for participation.

¢ In the event of a rapid or unplanned exit, program
staff will be asked to complete as much of the exit
form as possible with or without the client.

l 6 months

Follow-Up Interview

» All participating clients will be interviewed

¢ Client contact information (including
friends and family) will be collected at intake
and exit.

* Clients will be compensated $40.

by evaluation staff 6 months after exiting. —p

Additional
Follow-Up
Interviews

At1year and
2years (when
possible) after
exiting the
program.
Clients will be
compensated.
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Retention of Families in the Study

Upon enrolling a family in the study and completing the intake form, case managers asked the
primary caregiver to provide personal contact information, which was used by the evaluators to
contact families for their first interview after six months in the program. Families were
encouraged by their case manager to also identify one or two other contact persons who would
likely know where the family is living in the future, in the event that a telephone becomes
disconnected or the family exits the program before having had contact with an interviewer.

At each interview, evaluators reserved time to review current contact information as well as
contacts for family or friends who may serve as resources for contact information. Twice a year,
evaluators mailed cards to each family marking special occasions such as Thanksgiving,
Mother’s Day, and Father’s Day. These mailings served as a reminder that they remain involved
in the study and help verify current addresses. Participant families were provided with an
abridged version of several major reports and twice received a feedback form on which they
could provide comments on the reports. Evaluators also gave participants small items such as
refrigerator magnets and bookmarks printed with the interviewer’s contact information and
encouraging a call to “remind us when you are moving.” Families were paid $5 for informing
the evaluators of a phone number change.

Interviews Completed at Each Time Point

. 6-Month 1-Year 2-Year 3-Year
Program Intake Caionth Exit* Follow-Up  Follow-Up  Follow-Up  Follow-Up
Edmonds Highlands 30 27 30 20 15 10 5
Eliza B. McCabe 17 15 17 8 7 3 1
Maple Leaf Meadows 22 18 21 12 11 8 2
Meadowbrook View 27 22 24 11 10 8 6
New Century House 11 7 11 3 2 2 0
Pacific Courtyard 25 21 25 15 13 13 8
Partnfershlp for Positive 15 13 15 7 4 ) 0
Transitions
Project Permanency 11 11 11 3 2 0 0
Rural Bright Futures 22 18 22 9 10 6 2
Vision House 23 20 21 11 11 5 3
Totals 203 172 197* 99 85 57 27

*A total of 55 exits were completed by case managers, typically when a client left a program suddenly or an
interview was not able to be scheduled within a reasonable amount of time following exit.

Of the 203 enrolled families, contact was lost with 23 percent; an additional 8 percent were
overdue for an interview at the time the study ended. The table below shows what was known
about these families when the study ended, either through the last interview with a family
while we were still in contact or from data provided by the case manager. Retention rates varied
by program and tended to be lower in the programs serving teen mothers and those having
higher rates of case manager turnover. Evaluators were least successful following up with
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families who exited or were asked to leave programs before reaching the six-month in-program
interview. The Early Exits report examined more closely what is known about families who did
not remain in the study, how their outcomes were different from those retained in the study to
the extent that those outcomes are known, and why these differences may exist.

Data for Families With Whom the Evaluation Lost Contact

Last Known Status No Contact Overdue for Lost Contact and
Information Interview Overdue
(N=63) (N=24) (N=87)

Evicted From Transitional Program 42% 13% 34%

Permanent Housing 11% 79% 30%

Evicted From Housing 22% 4% 17%

Fled Last Housing (Includes Domestic 14% - 10%

Violence)

Living With Family or Friends 13% - 9%

In Shelter/Homeless 6% - 5%

In Jail - 4% 1%

Unknown Housing 29% 8% 23%

Children With Family 40% 71% 48%

Children Separated From Family 5% 8% 6%

Children’s Location Unknown 56% 21% 46%

Living in Washington 25% 71% 38%

Not in Washington 10% 4% 8%

Unknown Location 65% 25% 54%
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APPENDIX G: Income Data on Complete Sample

Income Sources Over Time (Complete Data — Interpret Change Over Time With Caution)

Intake Exit 1-Year 2-Year 3-Year
N=202 N=94 Follow-Up Follow-Up Follow-Up
N=83 N=57 N=27

Employment Income 27% 54% 64% 63% 69%
TANF 64% 39% 30% 19% 15%
SSI; SSDI; Social Security 11% 13% 17% 23% 19%
Food Stamps/WIC 57% 67% 64% 60% 65%
Child Support 14% 21% 28% 35% 39%
Unemployment Benefits 5% 2% 1% 0% 4%
Medicare/Medicaid 22% 45% 63% 61% 73%
Veteran’s Benefits 3% 5% 9% 12% 8%
Other 6% 9% 7% 9% 8%

Household Income Over Time (Complete Interview Data)

:\T:i';: ;’:t” 4 :;:I(Ii)av:-Up i;Tﬁ)a\l:-Up :;Tﬁ)a\I:-Up
N=85 N=57 N=27

$0 - 500 42% 14% 5% 2% 4%

$501 - 1,000 37% 39% 24% 21% 22%

$1,001 - 1,500 15% 24% 31% 26% 15%

$1,501 - $2,000 5% 14% 20% 21% 30%

More Than $2,000 1% 9% 21% 30% 30%
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APPENDIX H: Additional Sound Families Evaluation Reports

Additional evaluation reports are available at www.soundfamilies.org.

Evaluation of the Sound Families Initiative: Preliminary Findings (2004)

A Closer Look at Homeless Families’ Lives During and After Supportive Transitional Housing
(2005)

Early Exits: Lessons Learned From Families Asked to Leave Transitional Housing (2006)
Breaking the Cycle: Serving Homeless Children in Supportive Housing Programs (2007)

How Are They Faring? Findings on 51 Families One Year After Exiting Transitional Housing
Programs (2007)

Summary of Final Findings (2007)
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