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l. Executive Summary

For the past two and a half years, the Community Shelter Board (CSB) and its partners, Communities In
Schools (CIS), Gladden Community House and Central Community House have implemented and
evaluated the Stable Families Pilot Program (Stable Families), a homelessness prevention initiative.
Stable Families’ primary goals are twofold: to help families who are at imminent risk of becoming
homeless to remain in their homes or find stable housing (and therefore not enter the family emergency

shelter system); and to promote school stability for children in enrolled families. Considering these

goals, Stable Families was designed to be a relatively short but intensive program, providing families
with case management, supportive services, and cash assistance to help them maintain a stable housing
situation.

Who did Stable Families serve?

Of the 1,083 families referred to Stable Families from April 7, 2008 through June 30, 2010, 677 (63%)
were assessed and 575 (53%) were enrolled. Of those families who were enrolled into the program:
e 454 (79%) successfully completed the program by the end of this evaluation period;

e 71(12%) remained enrolled in the program at the end of this evaluation period;

e 50 (9%) did not successfully complete the program.

Most of the enrolled families were: headed by a single adult (78%); African American (77%); female
(94%). Many lacked a high school degree or equivalent (32%).

Has Stable Families been successful (at a program operations level)?

Stable Families has met most of the programmatic goals specified by its logic model (see Table ES-1),

indicating it was implemented and has performed as intended. For example, over time:

e Referrals from expected sources (e.g., the YWCA's Family Center or YWCAFC, community /
neighborhood centers, schools) increased, though there is likely room for improvement;

e Anincreasing number of enrolled families reported threats to housing stability that were
appropriate for the program as it was designed. That is, the tenant screening and income barriers to
housing stability reported by most heads of household were neither too minimal nor too extreme;

e Heads of household reported statistically significant increases in their ability to be self-sufficient
regarding income, shelter, and childcare from program entry to six months after program exit;

e 91% of enrolled families did not become homeless during the service period;

e 98% of enrolled families received case management services (e.g., budgeting assistance,
landlord/utilities relationship management and conflict resolution counseling), and 76% received
some financial assistance (i.e., money for rent or utility costs) by the end of the reporting period.
Focus groups and in-depth interviews with heads of household who had recently exited the program
identified the financial assistance and case management services as the most helpful aspects of the
program, in addition to the empathic character of the Stable Families caseworkers.

e Of the enrolled families that exited the program during the evaluation period, 90% did so
successfully (i.e., exited to permanent housing). And among those families that exited the program
successfully, 95% did not enter emergency shelter during a one year period following their program
participation.

e Most school-age children of enrolled families did not experience a disruptive move before OR after
program entry.

The Strategy Team, Ltd.
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Table ES-1: Logic Model Goals
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

Not
Logic model goal . Achieved
& & achieved

Primary referral sources will be YWCAFC, Columbus City Schools,

. O %}
Gladden and Central Community Houses, others
Most enrolled families will have moderate tenant screening, v O
personal, and income barriers to housing stability
Overall, most enrolled families will have moderate barriers to 0O v
housing stability
Positive “Economic Self Sufficiency” change over time O 4|
Positive “Social-Emotional Self Sufficiency” change over time %} O
Positive “Parenting Self Sufficiency” change over time O |
90% of enrolled families avoid homelessness during service period O ™M
Great majority of enrolled families exit to permanent housing O 4|
Housing affordability (rent/income) at program exit < 50% O %}

90% of families that successfully complete the program remain in
stable housing (i.e., do not enter emergency shelter) one year O M
following termination of services

Of the families served (with school-age children), 75% of dependent
children will remain stable in school, defined as either “remaining in O M
their school of origin” or “making a planned, supported transfer”

Has Stable Families been successful (at a system impact level)?
Regarding the program’s impact on Franklin County’s emergency shelter system, the actual proportions

of referrals from the YWCA Family Center and Columbus City Schools did not begin to approach what
was expected of the program until after June 30, 2009. That is, until approximately a year and half after
program implementation, families experiencing housing instability were not being consistently diverted
to the program by these referral sources. The most conservative projection of Stable Families’ ability to
stabilize families in their homes and therefore reduce demand for emergency shelter indicates that 3%-
6% of families who may contact the YWCA Family Center in FY2011 could be diverted to and served
successfully by this program. On a per diem basis, CSB’s Stable Families costs (per household served)
were almost 50% of CSB’s family emergency shelter costs (per household served).

Regarding the program’s impact on student mobility, the pilot program’s logic model established an

expected outcome that of all families served, 75% of school-age dependent children would remain
stable in school. This outcome was met, considering that after participating in the Stable Families
program, 75% of children who were enrolled in Columbus City Schools did not experience a disruptive
move during the academic year. However, 81% of these children did not experience a disruptive move in
an equivalent observation period before their families entered the program.

The Strategy Team, Ltd.
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Conclusions

At the programmatic level, the Stable Families Pilot Program attained most of its logic model goals,
which suggests its implementation was a successful one. And because the Stable Families intervention
was more cost-effective on a per-diem basis than the intervention some of these families would have
likely received if the program was not present (i.e., entering the emergency shelter system), and
considering the fact that Stable Families leveraged over $10,000 in additional support for its families
from other community resources, one could argue that the Stable Families Pilot Program delivered
reasonably good outcomes in a cost-effective manner.

At the emergency shelter system level, however, the view becomes a good deal murkier. Due to the
logistical issues that prevented CSB and its partners from applying an experimental approach to this
evaluation, the case cannot be made that Stable Families’ interventions produced outcomes that were
superior to other interventions’ outcomes. Furthermore, the lower-than-expected number of diversions
to Stable Families from the YWCAFC greatly inhibits CSB’s ability to assess whether or not the
intervention had a significant effect on reducing demand for emergency shelter.

Considering these conclusions, can one recommend the continued implementation of the Stable

Families program? From the evaluators’ perspective, the answer to this question is a “conditional yes.”

That is, there may be ways to modify the implementation of this program in a way that allows CSB to:

1) Continue offering a homelessness prevention program that conceptually makes a great deal of sense;

2) Collect more information about the program’s possible effects on the broader system of care in
Franklin County; and

3) Limit its exposure to the risk of expending resources on a program that may or may not be adding
unique value to the system.

Given the evaluation data collected thus far, CSB may wish to consider the following modifications:

e More precisely target the population it wishes to serve. For example, the enrollment requirement
that families must face an imminent threat of homelessness could be more stringently defined as
families in need of limited (<$1,000) short-term financial assistance and highly motivated to
participate in focused case management, without which they would likely enter emergency shelter;

e Limit the program’s referral sources to those originally identified at program outset (e.g., YWCAFC,
community houses, perhaps schools);

¢ Increase awareness of and strongly encourage the use of this diversion program by staffers at
these referral sources;

e Significantly reduce the average length of time families are enrolled in the program (e.g., from 90
days to 45 days);

e Limit the program’s non-financial assistance to those services associated with positive program
outcomes especially case management (e.g., landlord-tenant mediation), personal finance
assistance (e.g., budgeting), and employment assistance, see Table 17.

Such modifications (along with others as appropriate) would likely lead to a more targeted

implementation that in turn would provide CSB with more/better information regarding the program’s
effectiveness in reducing demand for emergency shelter.

The Strategy Team, Ltd.
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Il. Relevant Program Information (Background and Overview)

The primary focus of Franklin County’s Family Emergency Shelter System is to help families who have
lost their homes make their way back to stable housing. Emergency shelter, however, is not the only
option for families experiencing a housing crisis. As an organization leading efforts to prevent and
eliminate homelessness in Central Ohio, the Community Shelter Board (CSB) sees great value in helping
families who are at imminent risk of homelessness access community resources and services so their
residential situation may stabilize.

To this end, CSB and its partners, Communities In Schools (CIS), Gladden Community House and Central
Community House, are implementing the Stable Families Pilot Program (Stable Families) in Franklin

County over a three year period. The primary mission of Stable Families is to help families who are at
imminent risk of becoming homeless to remain in their homes or to find stable housing and not enter
the family emergency shelter system. This project is funded by The Ohio Department of Development,
the United Way of Central Ohio (UWCO), and the Franklin County Board of Commissioners.

In order to be eligible for enrollment into Stable Families, a household must contain at least one child
under age 18, have a family income at or below 200% of the Federal Poverty level,! and be at imminent
risk of homelessness. Priority may be given to families that have a history of high residential moves (and
associated student mobility) and families that have a history of involvement with Franklin County
Children Services. As part of the pilot program, CSB contracted with The Strategy Team, Ltd. to provide a
comprehensive evaluation of Stable Families. This report presents the evaluation data regarding the
program for the period from April 7, 2008 to June 30, 2010.

lll. Implementing Stable Families

The Stable Families Program is implemented by CIS, through a contract with the Community Shelter
Board. As of June 30, 2010, CIS employed nine staff members to administer the Stable Families program.
This included one team leader, six case managers, one part-time person to administer intake, and one
part-time person to enter data. Two case managers are stationed at each of the two CIS partner sites
(Gladden Community House, Central Community House), one is stationed at Weinland Park Elementary
School, and the sixth works as a floating case manager. Case managers work directly with families? to
link them to community resources and provide other assistance to help manage their housing crisis and
avoid becoming homeless. Typically, the case managers had between 15 and 18 family clients “active” at
any one point in time, and 100% of case managers’ time was dedicated to clients.

Stable Families’ activity flow (April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010). From April 7, 2008 to June 30, 2010,
a total of 1,083 families containing over 4,000 individuals® were referred to Stable Families. After being

referred to the program, a number of outcomes were possible, the most important of which are shown
in Figure 1. Of the 1,083 families referred to Stable Families, 677 (63%) were assessed for entry, 575
(53%) actually enrolled, and 454 (42%) successfully exited.* At the close of the evaluation period, 71

! As of 11/16/2009, the family income requirement changed to “at or below 50% of the Area Median Income (AMI).”

2 Throughout, the term “family” is used to refer to a household.

® This was estimated by multiplying 1,083 by 3.83, the average household size of the 575 families enrolled in Stable Families.
* “Successful exits” were defined as families that transitioned to a permanent (e.g., stable) housing situation. The average
number of days these families were enrolled in the program was 98 (minimum=12, maximum=241, median=96).

The Strategy Team, Ltd.
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families remained enrolled in the program. For more information about Stable Families’ activity flow,
see Table Al in Appendix A.

Figure 1: Stable Families’ Activity Flow
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

406 families did not proceed to
assessment for the following reasons:
Did not meet eligibility criteria (35%)*
Unresponsive to communication (34%)

1,083 families referred

to Stable Families

Program at capacity (21%)

Resolved crisis without assistance (7%)
Refused to participate (3%)

AN NN YRR N

Referred but not assessed by the end of
the period (<1%)

Families were assessed 12 102 families were not enrolled in
days after referral, on average 677 families assessed for Stable Families for the following

reasons:

en rO” ment Ineligible-Client needs too great (43%)

Ineligible-Client not at risk (33%)
Client was unresponsive (15%)
Refused to participate (4%)

Resolved crisis without assistance (2%)

Household income too high (1%)

AN N N N N

Assessed but not enrolled by end of the

period (2%)

Families were enrolled 5 days -

after assessment, on average/ 575 families enrolled 71 families remained enrolled in the
program as of 6/30/2010

Families were enrolled 98

days, on average / 454 families successfully

50 other families exited the program:

—» v Non-permanent housing at exit (66%)

Completed v" Unknown disposition (34%)

*Reasons included: income too high; no outstanding rent, eviction notice, or imminent risk of losing housing; no children; income
too low for the program to be able to help the household in a reasonable time.

Primary referral sources. During program implementation, CIS partnered with a host of entities,
including the Public Housing Authority (i.e., CMHA), Franklin County Department of Job and Family
Services, local legal aid, alcohol, drug and mental health service providers, school districts, emergency
shelters, property managers and landlords, city or neighborhood community centers/resource centers,
immigrant services, local organizations that provide food and clothing, medical/health services, and
education, life skills, or employment services. Many of these partners served as referral sources for
families who need more help than that program could provide as well as resources for enrolled families
who needed assistance in specific areas.

The Strategy Team, Ltd.
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As shown in Figure 2, 23% of referrals during Period 5 (January 1 — June 30, 2010) came from a homeless
assistance provider (i.e., YWCA Family Center, or YWCAFC), a proportion significantly higher than Period
4. In actual numbers, the YWCAFC referred 67 families to Stable Families in Period 5, more than double
the number of families referred in any previous evaluation period.® Also, community based social service
centers (e.g. Gladden Community House, Central Community House) consistently referred a substantial
proportion of families to the program, serving as one of the “top 3” referral sources in each evaluation
period.’ As specified in the logic model, the goal of primarily receiving referrals from community based
social service centers, the YWCAFC, and Columbus City Schools has been met. For more information
about Stable Families’ referral sources, see Table A2 in Appendix A.

Figure 2: Most frequent referral sources to Stable Families
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

35% -
30% -
25% - 23%
Homeless assistance provider
20% - 18% Community based social service center
> 2 Self (client)
15% - . 14%
A Weinland Park School Pilot

10% - o \ Family or friend

5% -

0%

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5

Focus on the Weinland Park Pilot Program. In October 2009, CIS stationed a case manager at Weinland
Park Elementary School. This pilot expansion was possible through funding from JP Morgan Chase and

The Columbus Foundation. The case manager has an office at the school where she can meet privately
with families and has initiated (and maintained) connections with community organizations in the area.
In Period 5, 14% of the referrals to Stable Families originated from this school, a significantly higher
proportion than in Period 4.2 As discussed later in the report, all of the families referred by the Weinland
Park Pilot Program that exited the program by June 30, 2010 did so successfully.

® Statistical significance refers to the outcome of a statistical test. If a difference or trend is statistically significant, it is unlikely
to have occurred due to chance alone (i.e., p<.05). To test whether this difference was statistically significant, the following chi-
square statistic was calculated: [evaluation period and referral source-homeless assistance provider, X2=16.94, p<.01].

® Of course, not all of these families enrolled into the Stable Families program.

7 period 1 (FY2008) = 4/1/08-6/30/08; Period 2 (FY2009.1) = 7/1/08-12/31/08; Period 3 (FY2009.2) = 1/1/09-6/30/09; Period 4
(FY2010.1) = 7/1/09-12/31/09; Period 5 (FY2010.2) = 1/1/10-6/30/10

8 To test whether this difference was statistically significant, the following chi-square statistic was calculated: [evaluation period
and referral source-Weinland Park School Pilot, X2:6.12, p<.05].

The Strategy Team, Ltd.



Stable Families Program Evaluation — Final Assessment Report Page 7

IV. Information About The Families Served

As part of the assessment and enrollment process, CIS staff collected a wealth of information about the

families served by the program. This information includes basic demographic characteristics of the

household and the individuals within it, along with information designed to help identify families who
are most likely to benefit from the services Stable Families provides. CIS used several assessment tools
to determine which families to enroll and how to best serve them:

e The “Barriers to Housing Stability Assessment” gauged the head of household’s rental, credit and
criminal history; chemical and mental health; domestic issues; and income, employment, and
education. This assessment tool was administered before families entered the program.

e The “Self Sufficiency Matrix Assessment” documented the head of household’s self-rated ability to
provide for his or herself in three critical domains: economic, social-emotional and parenting. This
tool was provided to the pilot grantees by the Ohio Department of Development and administered
at program entry, exit, three months after exit, and six months after exit.

e CIS’ “Stable Families Program Assessment” captured additional information of interest to this pilot,
including families’ top housing concerns. This tool was administered before entry into the program.

These three tools can be found in Appendix B.

A. Demographic Characteristics of Individuals and Families
Cumulatively, who were the families that were enrolled into Stable Families?® As shown in Table
1, more than three-fourths (78%) of the households enrolled in Stable Families, were headed by
a single parent, and three-fourths were headed by an African American (76%). Of those clients
who were housed when entering Stable Families, 80% reported spending more than 35% of
their monthly income on housing. Looking at this from a different perspective, the average
housing cost burden — the percentage of monthly income spent on housing —among those
housed at program entry was 66%."°

For a better understanding of the program implementation, CSB asked for comparative analyses
of the households served during the same evaluation period by the YWCA Family Center, by the
Weinland Park pilot, and by the Gladden Community House’s own prevention program. The
scope of these analyses included assessing if the “right” target population was served by the
Stable Families, if a different implementation model would be more successful, and if there is a
similar model that provides the same outcomes in a more efficient way.

Families served by Franklin County’s front door to emergency shelter, the YWCA Family Center,
during a similar observation period had the following demographics:

e 88% female, similar to Stable Families;

e 70% Black or African American, similar to Stable Families;

e 3% Hispanic, similar to Stable Families;

e 53% with a High School Diploma or GED, similar to Stable Families;

e 58,695 annual household income (zeros excluded), less than Stable Families ($14,400).

® Note that for these demographic variables, there were no significant differences between the proportions of assessed families
and enrolled families, so only those numbers and percentages corresponding to enrolled families are reported here.
10 Responses of “$0”, or no housing cost burden, were excluded from these calculations.

The Strategy Team, Ltd.
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Table 1: Demographic characteristics of enrolled families
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

. Referred from Referred from
f;;:::li':;:f YWCAFC Weinland Park Pilot
June 30, 2010) (April 7, 2008 - (Oct 1, 2009 -
June 30, 2010) June 30, 2010)
Family Type (n=575) (n=69) (n=45)
Single parent with children 448 77.9% 58 84.1% 39 86.7%
Two adults, at least 1 parent, with children 111 19.3% 9 13.0% 4 8.9%
Grandparent(s) with grandchild(ren) 7 1.2% 0 0.0% 2 4.4%
Other 9 1.6% 2 2.9% 0 0.0%
Head of household - race (n=575) (GEL)) (n=45)
American Indian or Alaskan Native 3 0.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Black or African American 437 76.0% 60 87.0% 38 84.4%
White 135 23.5% 9 13.0% 7 15.6%
Head of household - ethnicity
Hispanic 23 4.0% 3 4.3% 0 0.0%
Non-Hispanic 550 96.0% 66 95.7% 45 100.0%
Head of household - gender
Female 539 93.7% 67 97.1% 43 95.6%
Male 36 6.3% 2 2.9% 2 4.4%
Head of household - educational attainment
No high school diploma 184 32.1% 21 30.4% 15 34.1%
High school diploma or GED 280 48.8% 37 53.6% 23 52.3%
Post-secondary school 110 19.2% 11 15.9% 6 13.6%
Current living situation
Room, house, or apartment w/o subsidy 367 64.8% 33 48.5% 19 42.2%
Room, house, or apartment with subsidy (nonproject-based) 52 9.2% 2 2.9% 19 42.2%
Room, house, or apartment with subsidy (project-based) 47 8.3% 5 7.4% 4 8.9%
Staying with family or friends 96 17.0% 27 39.7% 2 4.4%
Hotel or motel (non-homeless stay) 3 0.5% 1 1.5% 0 0.0%
Other 1 0.2% 0 0.0% 1 2.2%
Head of household - other characteristics
Headed by veteran? (Yes) 6 1.0% 1 1.4% 1 2.2%
Involved in child protective services as youth? (Yes) 220 38.3% 25 36.2% 13 28.9%
Have disability of long duration? (Yes) 75 13.0% 9 13.0% 11 24.4%
Head of household - health self-assessment
Excellent or Very Good 171 31.0% 22 34.4% 15 33.3%
Good 219 39.7% 27 42.2% 15 33.3%
Fair 135 24.5% 13 20.3% 13 28.9%
Poor 27 4.9% 2 3.1% 2 4.4%
Currently housed - percent of income spent on housing
35% or less 82 20.1% 8 23.5% 13 35.1%
36-50% 95 23.3% 10 29.4% 7 18.9%
51-65% 91 22.4% 5 14.7% 6 16.2%
66-80% 55 13.5% 4 11.8% 4 10.8%
More than 80% 84 20.6% 7 20.6% 7 18.9%
Currently housed - average housing cost burden
65.6% 67.2% 62.8%
Average monthly income (all sources) (n =503) (n=62) (n=37)
$1,215 $1,105 $1,175

The Strategy Team, Ltd.
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Focus on YWCAFC and the Weinland Park Pilot Program. How did enrolled families
referred by the YWCA Family Center and the Weinland Park Pilot differ, if at all, from the overall
population of enrolled families? Among enrolled families referred by the YWCAFC, a higher
proportion of heads of household were African American (87% vs. 76% of all enrolled families).**
A higher proportion of enrolled families referred by the Weinland Park Pilot reported a head of
household was suffering from a disability of long duration (24% vs. 13%)."

Also, these families’ living situations were different. Those referred by the YWCAFC (49%) or
Weinland Park Pilot (42%) were less likely to report living in a home without a subsidy. A larger
proportion of families referred by the YWCAFC reported they were staying with family or friends
(40%),"* and a larger proportion of families referred by the Weinland Park Pilot reported they
were living in a subsidized home (51%)." Finally, a larger proportion of families referred by the
Weinland Park Pilot reported spending less income on housing as compared to other enrolled
families, which is likely due to the higher incidence of housing subsidies within this population.

Focus on Gladden Community House’s Homelessness Prevention Program. The

cumulative demographics of the families served by Stable Families are quite different from the
demographics of those served by Gladden Community House’s homelessness prevention
program during a similar time period. Compared to the Gladden program, the Stable Families
program served:

e More families with a Black or African-American head of household;

e More families with a female head of household;

e Larger size families.

For more information about these comparisons, see Appendix C.

B. Reasons for the Current Housing Crisis

During the assessment process, CIS collected information regarding reasons for potential
participants’ current housing crisis as well as critical barriers to securing and maintaining a
stable housing situation. What were the main reasons for the current housing crisis faced by
households enrolled in Stable Families? Looking at primary and secondary reasons combined for
housing crises across all five evaluation periods (April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010), three reasons
were consistently reported. As shown in Figure 3, “Loss of income” was the most common
reason in every evaluation period (mentioned by 63% of families enrolled since April, 2008).

™ T test whether this difference was statistically significant, the following chi-square statistic was calculated from expected
frequencies based on the enrolled population: [referral source — YWCAFC and head of household — race, X2=4.54, p<.05].

12 10 test whether this difference was statistically significant, the following chi-square statistic was calculated from expected
frequencies based on the enrolled population: [referral source — Weinland Park and head of household — disability, X2=5.21,
p<.05].

13 To test whether these differences were statistically significant, the following chi-square statistics were calculated from
expected frequencies based on the enrolled population: [referral source — YWCAFC and living situation — without subsidy,
X2=7.89, p<.01] and [referral source — Weinland Park and living situation — without subsidy, X2=10.06, p<.01].

%76 test whether this difference was statistically significant, the following chi-square statistic was calculated from expected
frequencies based on the enrolled population: [referral source — YWCAFC and living situation — family and friends, X?=24.85,
p<.01].

13 To test whether this difference was statistically significant, the following chi-square statistic was calculated from expected
frzequencies based on the enrolled population: [referral source — Weinland Park and living situation — non-project with subsidy,
X°=58.74, p<.01].
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“Loss of job” (36%) and “Rental eviction notice” (36%) composed the next two most common

reasons throughout the tenure of the program. Finally, medical emergencies (12%), relationship

problems (8%), and pregnancy (7%) were also mentioned as primary or secondary reasons for

families’ current crises. For more information about the primary and secondary reasons

combined for families’ housing crises, see Table A3 in Appendix A.

Figure 3: Primary and secondary reasons for housing crisis (enrolled families)
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When looking at primary and secondary reasons separately, the same top three reasons

emerge. “Loss of income” and “Loss of job” were each reported by 26% of all enrolled families

as the primary reason for their housing crisis. As shown in Figure 3a, they were the two most

frequent primary reasons in almost every evaluation period.

Figure 3a: Most frequent primary reasons for housing crisis (enrolled families)
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“Loss of income” was reported by 38% of all enrolled families as a secondary reason for their

housing crisis, and a “Rental eviction notice” was reported by 28% of all enrolled families. These

were clearly the two most common secondary reasons for families’ housing crises (Figure 3b).
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Figure 3b: Most frequent secondary reasons for housing crisis (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]
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For the sake of comparison, families served by the YWCA Family Center during a similar
observation period most frequently mentioned the following reasons for their housing crisis:

e Relationship problems (31%);

e Unable to pay rent/mortgage (19%);

e Unemployment (16%); and

e Evicted (9%).
Note the difference between those enrolled into Stable Families and those accessing the
emergency shelter system in the incidence of housing crisis due to relationship problems.
Perhaps those accessing the emergency shelter system, unlike those served by Stable Families,
no longer have the social support necessary to remain in their homes.

Together, these patterns make sense, and illustrate a likely scenario for many families. First,
families may lose their job, followed by a loss of income and then a loss of housing (reflected in
the high number of families reporting a rental eviction notice as a secondary reason). For more
information about the primary and secondary reasons for families’ housing crises, see Tables A4
and A5 in Appendix A.

C. Families’ Housing Concerns

In addition to the data elements required by Ohio Department Of Development and CSB, CIS
also identified each family’s top three housing concerns, ranked in order of importance to the
family. These data were collected via CIS’ Stable Families Assessment tool and entered into an
electronic database for analysis. These data were then coded by TST staff into the categories
shown in Figure 4. The darker bars indicate the percentage of enrolled families who reported
each issue as their number one housing concern. The majority of families (63%) indicated their
number one concern was maintaining their housing, specifically issues such as affording rent or
avoiding eviction.
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The lighter bars in Figure 4 show the percentage of enrolled families indicating an issue as one
of their top three housing concerns.® Not surprisingly, most families indicated that maintaining
their housing was one of their top three housing concerns (80%). Over half of families reported
“utility bills” as one of their top three housing concerns (54%). For more information about the
housing concerns among those enrolled in Stable Families, see Table A6 in Appendix A.

Figure 4: Housing concerns (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]
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D. Barriers to Housing Stability Assessment

The Barriers to Housing Stability Assessment was designed to help case managers focus on the
unique needs facing families experiencing housing instability. CIS also used this tool to identify
families that may have needs beyond what Stable Families could meet. The tool assesses
families in three domains: tenant screening barriers, personal barriers and income barriers. For
more information about how this instrument is used, see Appendix B. Perceived barriers to
stable housing were recorded both at program entry and program exit.*’

'® Note that because multiple responses were allowed to this question, the percentages will sum to >100%.

s inadvertently entered exit data in the same fields as entry data through early 2009. As a result, exit barrier data
overwrote entry barrier data for 56 individuals who both entered and exited Stable Families during period 2 and early in period
3. CSB referenced earlier data and compiled a new file with data entered at quarterly intervals. As a result, the final file likely
includes entry data for some of the 56 individuals whose data was overwritten, but it is unclear how many. The following
barriers to stable housing should be considered in light of this issue, which mainly affects data from Period 2.
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Tenant screening barriers to stable housing. Tenant screening barriers are those that
prohibit families from being able to pass the screening process required by potential landlords,
including previous rental history, criminal history and credit history. Table 2 presents the
number and percentage of enrolled families® facing each type of tenant screening barrier, from
the start of the program in April, 2008 through June 30, 2010. More than half of the families
enrolled in Stable Families reported having had at least one eviction (52%) or at least one
eviction notice (74%), while nearly two-thirds of enrolled families reported having had at least
one unpaid utility bill in the recent past (65%).

Table 2: Tenant screening barriers to stable housing (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

# of evictions or unlawful detainers n=565

0 269 47.6%

1 197 34.9%

2-3 85 15.0%
More than 3 14 2.5%

0 147 26.0%

1 234 41.3%

2-3 162 28.6%
More than 3 23 4.1%

0 199 35.4%

1 167 29.7%

2-3 194 34.5%

More than 3 2 0.4%

Poor reference from landlords 250 44.2%
Lack of rental history 13 2.3%

Lack of credit history 115 20.3%

One or more misdemeanors 140 24.7%
Critical felony 26 4.6%

Other felony 43 7.6%

At least one tenant screening barrier 545 96.3%

Overall, 96.3% of households enrolled in Stable Families from April 7, 2008 to June 30, 2010 had
at least one tenant screening barrier to housing stability. For more information about these
tenant screening barriers, see Tables A7 and A8 in Appendix A.*

'8 Because the proportion of assessed families and enrolled families reporting different barriers to stable housing are
consistently similar, specific counts and percentages for assessed families are only reported in Appendix A.

Y These tables present the number and percentage of families facing tenant screening barriers in each of the five evaluation
periods as well as cumulatively.
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Personal barriers to stable housing. The second category of housing barriers, “personal

barriers,” references those characteristics of heads of household that may prevent families from
attaining stable housing situations. These barriers include chemical dependency, mental health,
and domestic violence issues. Table 3 presents the number and percentage of enrolled families
facing each type of personal barrier through June 30, 2010. Compared to the tenant screening
barriers reviewed previously, the incidence of these personal barriers was much lower.
However, some threats to housing stability were reported. For example, 14% of enrolled
families reported that domestic violence contributed to their housing instability.

Table 3: Personal barriers to stable housing (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

Barriers n=566

Mental health resulted in housing loss 19 3.4%

Mental health currently affects housing 26 4.6%
Domestic violence resulted in housing loss 81 14.3%
Domestic violence currently affects housing 9 1.6%
Chemical use resulted in housing loss 24 4.2%

Chemical use currently affects housing 3 0.5%
At least one personal barrier 121 21.4%

Overall, between April 7, 2008 and June 30, 2010, 21% of the families enrolled into Stable
Families had at least one personal barrier to housing stability. For more information about these
personal barriers, see Tables A9 and A10 in Appendix A.”

Income barriers to stable housing. Income barriers include the cost of current housing, lack

of income, and difficulties in finding and maintaining stable employment. Table 4 presents the
cumulative number and percentage of enrolled families facing each type of income barrier.

Almost all (94%) enrolled families reported needing financial assistance for housing, and a large
majority of enrolled households lacked a permanent housing subsidy (81%) or lacked steady,
full-time employment (67%). Most enrolled families that were housed at program entry spent
more than 35% of their monthly income on housing costs (80%).

Table 4: Income barriers to stable housing (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

Currently housed: Percent of income spent on housing

35% or less 82 20.1%
36-50% 95 23.3%
51-65% 91 22.4%
66-80% 55 13.5%

More than 80% 84 20.6%

2 These tables present the number and percentage of families facing personal barriers in each of the five evaluation periods
and cumulatively.
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Table 4 (continued): Income barriers to stable housing (enrolled families)*
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]
Not currently housed: Amount available to spend on

housing

S0-200 13 14.9%

$201-300 5 5.7%

5$301-400 16 18.4%

5$401-500 29 33.3%

S501-600 14 16.1%

S601-700 9 10.3%

$701-800 1 1.1%

Needs financial assistance for housing 528 93.6%

Lacks permanent housing subsidy 459 81.4%

Lacks steady, full-time employment 378 67.0%

Lacks HS diploma or GED 174 30.9%

Lack of reliable transportation 217 38.5%

Lacks affordable / reliable childcare 150 26.6%

Limited English proficiency 2 0.4%
At least one income barrier 563 99.5%

Overall, between April 7, 2008 and June 30, 2010, 99.5% of the families enrolled into Stable
Families had at least one income barrier to housing stability. For more information about these
income barriers, see Tables A11 and A12 in Appendix A.*

Summary effects of tenant screening, personal and income barriers. The Barriers to Housing

Stability Assessment tool combined each of the specific indicators just reviewed into one
summary rating for each type of housing barrier (tenant screening, personal, and income). This
summary rating has a four point scale, ranging from “No effect” to “Major effect.” Figure 6
presents the percentage of enrolled families that faced each kind of barrier and the extent to
which it affected their ability to acquire and maintain housing.

L The data in Table 4 references information collected by the Barriers to Housing Stability (income) tool. The data in Table 1
references information collected by CIS’ tool. These two sets of information are not perfectly correlated — so there is some
small difference (<4 percentage points) when one compares “lacks permanent housing subsidy” and “lacks HS diploma or GED.”

2 These tables present the number and percentage of families facing income barriers in each of the five evaluation periods and
cumulatively.
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Figure 6: Summary effect of barriers to stable housing (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 to June 30, 2010]
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An overwhelming majority of families enrolled in the program had a tenant screening or income
barrier that had at least a minimal effect on their housing stability. Almost all (94%) families
faced tenant screening barriers that had a minimal or moderate effect on their ability to attain
stable housing, and over half (55%) of families faced income barriers that had a moderate or
major effect. Personal barriers were less impactful, having no effect on 78% of families. For
more information about the summary effects of these barriers to stable housing, including
period-by-period proportions among assessed and enrolled families, see Tables A13 and A14 in
Appendix A.

Overall levels of barriers to stable housing. The final step of the Barriers to Housing Stability

Assessment considers all three types of barriers: tenant screening, personal, and income. The

level of difficulty families are likely to face when attempting to acquire and maintain stable

housing is expressed via the following scale:

e Level 1: Zero to minimal barriers — able to obtain/maintain housing with no or minimal
support.

e Level 2: Moderate barriers — able to obtain/maintain housing with moderate one-time or
brief transitional supports.

e Level 3: Serious barriers — able to obtain/maintain housing with significant, intensive
transitional supports.

e Level 4: Long-term barriers — able to obtain/maintain housing with significant, intensive
transitional or ongoing supports.

e Level 5: Severe barriers — able to obtain/maintain housing with significant, intensive and
ongoing supports.

The number and percentage of families facing each overall barrier level are presented in Table 5.

The majority of families faced moderate barriers (70%) and no enrolled families faced long-term

or severe barriers. These data are consistent with the program’s aim.
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Table 5: Summary effects of barriers to stable housing (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

Overall barrier level n=566

Level 1: Zero to minimal barriers 146 25.8%
Level 2: Moderate barriers 398 70.3%

Level 3: Serious barriers 22 3.9%

Level 4: Long-term barriers 0 0.0%
Level 5: Severe barriers 0 0.0%

Figure 7 shows the overall level of barriers faced by enrolled families over time. The proportion
of families classified as having moderate barriers increased significantly”® between Periods 2
and 3, from 38% to 75%, and the proportion of families classified as having zero to minimal
barriers decreased significantly®* between Period 2 and 3, from 60% to 20%. From Period 3
(starting January 1, 2009) to the end of the current evaluation period (June 30, 2010) these
proportions remained at a constant level, and the majority of families were classified as facing
moderate barriers to acquire and maintain housing. This pattern suggests that after
approximately a year of operation, the Stable Families program was enrolling and serving
families who were reasonably well-matched to the types of support offered by the program.

Figure 7: Overall level of barriers to stable housing (enrolled families)
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]
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3 To test whether the difference was statistically significant, the following chi-square statistic was calculated: [evaluation

period and impact of income barrier-moderate, X2=29.28, p<.01].
* To test whether the difference was statistically significant, the following chi-square statistic was calculated: [evaluation

period and impact of income barrier-zero to minimal, X?=34.69, p<.01].
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For more information about the summary effects of these barriers to stable housing, including
period-by-period proportions among assessed and enrolled families, see Tables A13 and Al14 in
Appendix A.

E. Self Sufficiency Matrix Assessment

Finally, enrolled families completed a Self Sufficiency Matrix (SSM) assessment at program
entry, program exit, three months post-exit, and six months post-exit. The SSM tool assesses
each family on seventeen distinct self-sufficiency components. Previously, other researchers®
have analyzed these seventeen components by grouping them into three composite scores:
Economic; Social-emotional; and Parenting. This section begins in a similar manner, reviewing
component and composite scores across multiple administrations of the SSM tool. We then go
on to suggest an alternative data-driven way of grouping these items.®

Looking first at the Economic composite score and its component elements, statistically
significant increases in self-rated ability to meet basic income and shelter needs were observed

from program entry to six months post-exit. See Figure 8.

Figure 8: SSM — Economic Domain
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2 See Community Research Partners’ 2" Interim Report on Ohio’s Family Homelessness Prevention Pilot,
http://communityresearchpartners.org/uploads/publications//Final%20Interim%20Report%202%20.pdf.

26 SSM exit data were collected from 474 households that exited the program by the end of this evaluation period. 33 of these
households did not successfully exit the program by establishing permanent housing (27 entered transitional housing and we
“don’t know” about 6 others). 13 households did not complete the SSM upon exiting, though are considered “successful” exits.
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Overall, the increase in the average Economic composite score from program entry to exit — which can
be reasonably attributed to the Stable Families program — was maintained for up to six months after

program exit.”’

Interestingly, a factor analysis®® of responses to the seventeen SSM components reveals Stable Families’
data do not naturally or clearly cluster into three distinct Economic, Social Emotional, or Parenting
domains. Instead, a six-factor solution appears to fit the data better. In a six-factor solution, the first
three factors “unpack” the Economic domain into three sub-composites: Obtain safe shelter; Obtain
income; and Obtain healthcare. Looking at the first two of these sub-composites (see Figure 9)%°, one
can see that while positive and statistically significant changes were recorded over time:

e Respondents’ self-rated ability to Obtain safe shelter was significantly higher at program entry —
nearly at “Building Capacity” levels — than respondents’ self-rated ability to Obtain income. This
suggests that when respondents entered the Stable Families program, they felt they were
already reasonably self-sufficient in this regard — yet over time, they say, they learned to
become even more self-sufficient.

e The rate of positive change from program entry to six months post-exit was greater for
respondents’ self-rated ability to Obtain safe shelter than it was for Obtain income. This suggests
the Stable Families program may have had more of an effect on increasing participants’ self-
sufficiency in Obtaining safe shelter than for Obtaining income, which is expected given the
program’s primary focus.

Figure 9: SSM — Unpacking the Economic Domain Composite
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Looking next at the Social-emotional composite score and its component elements, statistically
significant increases in self-rated ability to meet basic safety and legal needs were observed from
program entry to six months post-exit. See Figure 10. Overall, there was no observed increase in the
average Social-emotional composite score from program entry to six months post-exit.

7 This pattern was verified with a repeated measures analysis of variance: families maintained their increased levels of self-
sufficiency even six months after exiting for the economic composite [F = 43.4, p < .05], social-emotional composite [F = 17.7, p
<.05], and the parenting composite [F =9.2, p <.05].

2 Factor analysis is a statistical technique that attempts to understand how different sets of variables cluster together onto
similar “factors” or underlying concepts. The factor analysis reported here used the maximum likelihood extraction method,
direct oblimin rotation, and extracted factors with eigenvalues > 1.

% The third sub-composite, Obtain healthcare, was not observed to change over time and therefore is not discussed here.
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Figure 10: SSM — Social-emotional Domain
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Lastly, a review of the Parenting composite score and its component elements reveals a statistically
significant increase in self-rated ability to meet basic childcare needs from program entry to six months
post-exit. See Figure 11. Overall, the average Parenting composite score was observed to increase from
program entry to six months post-exit.

Figure 11: SSM — Parenting Domain
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Some of the SSM items measured during program entry were significantly associated with the length of
time households were served by the Stable Families program. That is, when the number of days each
household was served by Stable Families is regressed onto the seventeen SSM items, the following
patterns are noted:
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o INCOME: Each 1 unit increase in the SSM entry score (e.g., “vulnerable” vs. “safe” or “safe” vs.
“building capacity”) was significantly associated with a 9 day decrease in the length of time
households were served by Stable Families (this pattern approached statistical significance).

0 In other words, families that entered with higher self-rated income self-sufficiency exited the program
more quickly than families with lower self-rated income self-sufficiency.

e CHILDCARE: Each 1 unit increase in the SSM entry score (e.g., “vulnerable” vs. “safe” or “safe” vs.
“building capacity”) was significantly associated with a 5 day decrease in the length of time
households were served by Stable Families.

O In other words, families that entered with higher self-rated childcare self-sufficiency exited the program
more quickly than families with lower self-rated childcare self-sufficiency.

e ADULT EDUCATION: Each 1 unit increase in the SSM entry score (e.g., “vulnerable” vs. “safe” or
“safe” vs. “building capacity”) was associated with a 4 day decrease in the length of time households
were served by Stable Families (this pattern approached statistical significance).

Focus on the Weinland Park Pilot Program. In Period 5, those households that were referred to

Stable Families via the Weinland Park pilot extension provided responses to the SSM tool (at program
entry) that were statistically similar to those households referred to Stable Families via other sources.

Many of the areas in which self-sufficiency gains were made (e.g., shelter, income) correspond to focus
areas of the Stable Families program, either in the direct client assistance granted (e.g., money) or the
case management provided by the social workers. The next section of the report, then, reviews the
various modes of assistance provided to Stable Families participants.
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V. Services And Interventions Provided

Stable Families case managers help families resolve their immediate housing crisis by linking families to
a wide range of supportive services, community supports, and direct client assistance. This section of the
report focuses on the types and amounts of services and interventions provided to enrolled families.

Direct client assistance (DCA) from Stable Families. Table 6 breaks down the direct client assistance
provided to enrolled households between April 7, 2008 and June 30, 2010. Assistance with rent was the
most common form of direct client assistance provided, with 71% of enrolled households receiving

these funds through the end of the evaluation period; this assistance comprised 88% of all DCA provided
(considering both Stable Families and other sources). Utility assistance from Stable Families was the
second most frequent type of DCA provided, with 16% of enrolled families receiving this type of help.
Overall, 438 (or 76% of enrolled families) received some type of direct client assistance by the end of
this evaluation period.

Table 6: Types and amounts of Direct Client Assistance

[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]
% of

# of families enrt)'l!ed # of times Avg. $
Tot'al 5 re‘:::?\:’e d fa:l\':l;es p::ﬁ&z d assistance provided
provided assistance received (per family) wa.\s .(per
(n=438) assistance provided assistance)
(n=575)
Overall
420,897 438 76% 5961
Overall $409,980 435 76% $942
Rent $371,432 409 71% 5908 436 5852
Utilities ~ $36,918 92 16% 5401 128 5288
Other $1,629 10 2% 5163 10 5163
Overall  $10,917 18 3% $607
PRC 53,568 6 1% S$595 6 5595
Other local funding 57,349 14 2% S$525 14 S525

Other assistance (HPP services) provided by Stable Families. Of course, CIS and Stable Families did

more than just provide enrolled families with direct client assistance. To document the full range of
services provided to enrolled families, CIS caseworkers recorded all instances of case-related activity
requiring more than 15 minutes of their professional time. Table 7 reviews these additional
Homelessness Prevention Pilot (HPP) services, all of which were directly provided by CIS and Stable
Families. As expected, the most frequent service provided by Stable Families was “Case / care
management”, with 98% of enrolled families receiving this by the end of this evaluation period.
“Personal enrichment”, “Transportation”, and “Material goods” were also reported frequently.
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Table 7: HPP services provided (by Stable Families) to enrolled families
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

# of times # of families A‘.Ig' i of % of enrolled
) times a o
assistance who X families who
3 family ) .
was received ived received assistance
provided assistance receive (n =575)
assistance
CASE MANAGEMENT
Case/Care Management (unspecified) 5,167 566 98.4%
Personal Enrichment (unspecified) 1,217 221 5.5 38.4%
Personal Finances/Budget Counseling 88 80 1.1 13.9%
Organizational Budgeting Assistance 1.2%
EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE
Employment (unspecified) 2.1%
Resume Preparation Assistance 9 7 1.3 1.2%
Job Search/Placement 6 6 1.0 1.0%
Job Search Resource Centers 2 2 1.0 0.3%
Job Finding Assistance 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Job Search Techniques 1 1 0.2%

HOUSING ASSISTANCE

Landlord/Tenant Dispute Resolution 2.1 15.1%

Housing Search Assistance 16 12 1.3 2.1%

Housing Search and Information 20 17 1.2 3.0%
Landlord/Tenant Assistance 2 2 1.0 0.3%

Home Rental Listings 0.2%

Utility Assistance 4 4 0.7%

Local Electric Utility Companies 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Utility Bill Payment Assistance 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Utility Bill Payment Plan Negotiation Assistance 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Utility Company Complaints 1 1 0.2%

CHILD/FAMILY CARE ASSISTANCE

Day Care 4 4 0.7%

Children's Protective Services 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Child Support Assistance/Enforcement 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Family Support Centers/Outreach 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Child Care Subsidies 1 1 0.2%

Health Care 1 1 0.2%

Substance Abuse Services 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Physician Referrals 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Dental Care 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Medicaid Applications 1 1 1.0 0.2%
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Table 7 (continued): HPP services provided (by Stable Families) to enrolled families

[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]
Avg. # of
# of times # of families times a % of enrolled
assistance who family families who
was received received received assistance
provided assistance assistance (n =575)

OTHER ASSISTANCE

Transportation 538 195 2.8 33.9%

Material Goods 274 162 1.7 28.2%

Basic Needs 297 76 3.9 13.2%

Advocacy 67 45 1.5 7.8%

Food 26 21 1.2 3.7%

Temporary Financial Assistance 14 13 1.1 2.3%
School Supplies 6 6 1.0 1.0%

Criminal Justice and Legal Services 6 5 1.2 0.9%
Consumer Assistance and Protection 5 5 1.0 0.9%
Outreach Programs 5 5 1.0 0.9%

Holiday Gifts/Toys 4 4 1.0 0.7%
Certificates/Forms Assistance 3 2 1.5 0.3%
Tickets/Reservations 2 2 1.0 0.3%

Birth Certificates 2 2 1.0 0.3%

Education 2 2 1.0 0.3%

wic 2 1 2.0 0.2%

TANF Applications 2 2 1.0 0.3%
Reference/Information 2 2 1.0 0.3%

Mail Handling Organizations/Services 2 2 1.0 0.3%
Funeral Services 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Gift Card Donation Programs 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Thanksgiving Programs 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Benefits Assistance 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Computer and Related Technology Classes 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Copy Machines 1 1 1.0 0.2%

General Clothing Donation Programs 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Anger Management 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Automotive Repair 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Community Services 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Credit Reports 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Food Stamp Applications 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Holiday Donations 1 1 1.0 0.2%
Merchandise/Services Discount Cards 1 1 1.0 0.2%

Other assistance (non-HPP services) coordinated by Stable Families. In addition to the services
provided directly by Stable Families, CIS also worked to help families receive assistance from other

community organizations. As shown in Table 8, the most frequent service provided by other community
resources was “Material Goods”, with 45% of enrolled families receiving this service by the end of this
evaluation period. “Food assistance” was also reported frequently.
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Table 8: Non-HPP services provided (by the larger community) to enrolled families
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

# of times - Avg. # of % of enrolled
. # of families . . R
assistance N times a family families who
who received . ) q
was istance received received assistance
provided assis assistance (n=575)
Material Goods 367 258 1.4 44.9%
Food Assistance 239 202 1.2 35.1%
Other (Financial Assistance, Utility Assistance, etc.) 115 70 1.6 12.2%
Employment (Job Search, Counseling) 46 35 1.3 6.1%
Housing Search and/or Placement Assistance 29 24 1.2 4.2%
Mental Health Services (Counseling, Treatment) 27 22 1.2 3.8%
Day Care (Child Care) 13 13 1.0 2.3%
Education (GED, Training, Literacy) 13 11 1.2 1.9%
Case Management (Case Planning, Treatment, Arranging) 10 10 1.0 1.7%
Criminal Justice/Legal (Legal Counsel) 8 8 1.0 1.4%
Consumer Assistance and Protection (Budgeting Assistance) 7 6 1.2 1.0%
Health Care (Health Screening, Education, Counseling) 5 5 1.0 0.9%
Personal Enrichment (Life Skills, Stress Management, etc.) 4 4 1.0 0.7%
Transportation 2 2 1.0 0.3%

Table 9 indicates the sources of these services provided by the community. Consistent with the fact that
“material goods” was one of the most common services (either HPP or non-HPP) received by those
enrolled in Stable Families, community sources such as Project Welcome Home and the Mid-Ohio Food
Bank were most frequently mentioned as sources of these non-HPP services.

Table 9: Sources of non-HPP services
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

# of times - Avg. # of times % of enrolled
# of families ) -
source . a family families who
) who received . . .
provided istance received received assistance
assistance assis assistance (n=575)
Other (Project Welcome Home, Mid-Ohio Food Bank, etc.) 602 262 2.3 45.6%
Community-Based Social Service Center 152 102 1.5 17.7%
Self (Client) 42 34 1.2 5.9%
Church 29 22 1.3 3.8%
Job and Family Service Department (TANF office) 23 17 1.4 3.0%
School 13 11 1.2 1.9%
Non-PHA property owner or manager 7 6 1.2 1.0%
Legal Services 5 5 1.0 0.9%
Child Protective Services 5 5 1.0 0.9%
Homeless Assistance Provider 5 3 1.7 0.5%
Public Housing Authority 2 2 1.0 0.3%

The Strategy Team, Ltd.



Stable Families Program Evaluation — Final Assessment Report Page 26

VI. Stable Families — Preventing Family Homelessness

The overarching goal of Stable Families is to prevent family homelessness. The pilot program’s logic
model established an expected outcome that of all families served, 90% would not become homeless
during the time they were enrolled. This outcome was achieved, considering that by the end of
evaluation period five, 91.3% of all enrolled families either exited the program successfully, meaning
they found permanent housing or were still engaged in the program.

As shown in Table 10, 90% of families who completed the program did so successfully. Of note, all
families referred by the Weinland Park Pilot Program that had exited by June 30, 2010 had established
stable housing. Families referred by other common referral sources successfully exited the program at
rates hovering around the 90% average.

Table 10: Rate of successfully completing the Stable Families program, by referral source
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

Exits from Program n=504 %
Total # of successful exits 454 90.1%
Exits from Program, By Top Referral Sources # %
Weinland Park School Pilot (n=34) 34 100.0%
Self (n=32) 29 90.6%
Community based social service center (n=79) 70 88.6%
Family or friend (n=107) 94 87.9%
Homeless Assistance Provider (n=48) 42 87.5%

Of those families who exited the program successfully, what were their housing situations upon exit? By
definition, all families that successfully completed the program had secured permanent housing. As
shown in Table 11, most families that successfully completed the program continued to live in
Columbus, Ohio (97%), usually in a rental property (79%). Note that 19% of the families that successfully
completed the program relocated to more affordable housing.

Housing affordability was calculated for families with employed heads of household at program exit by
dividing the amount families paid for rent and utilities by the past 30 days income.> For these 232
families, housing affordability averaged 43%.

* 0f the 575 families enrolled at the end of Period 5, 525 exited the program successfully or remained in the program and 50
exited unsuccessfully. 91.3% = 525 (successful exits or remained in program) / 575 (all enrolled families).

31 past 30 days income was determined by adding earned income reported at program exit to non-earned income reported at
program entry. When housing affordability is calculated with earned income reported at program exit only, the average is 54%.
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Table 11: Households that successfully completed the Stable Families program
[Period: April 7, 2008 — June 30, 2010]

Exit Destination n=454 %
Rental House / Apartment (no subsidy) 359 79.1%
Section 8 52 11.5%
Public Housing 38 8.4%
Other Subsidized Housing 5 1.1%
General Location of Exit Destination
Franklin County - Within Columbus 438 96.5%
Franklin County - Outside Columbus 14 3.1%
Outside Franklin County - Outside Columbus 1 0.2%
Don't Know / Not Reported 1 0.2%
Was Household Relocated to More Affordable Housing?
Yes 85 18.7%
No 367 80.8%
Don't Know / Not Reported 2 0.4%
(Rent & Utilities / Income at Exit), n=232 employed at exit 42.6%

Through June 30, 2010, 50 families (or, 8.7% of enrolled families) exited the program unsuccessfully,
meaning their household’s destination at exit was temporary or unknown. Are there any family
characteristics that predict unsuccessful exits from Stable Families?*? Households that had been evicted
in the year prior to entering the program were more likely to exit the program unsuccessfully, as were
those that entered the program with more severe income barriers.>* Gender, employment status, and
age were also associated with type of exit such that male heads of household, unemployed heads of
household, and younger heads of household were more likely to exit Stable Fa