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INTRODUCTION

Homelessness in Vermont is being mitigated one aaadime through experimental programs
called GA pilots. These programs are made postibbeigh legislation that allows rule
flexibility in the dissemination of General Assiste (GA) funding. Preliminary results of the
GA pilot programs have shown that chronically hagsslfamilies and individuals can benefit
from transitional supported housing in order tataimspermanent housing and stabilize their
lives. This saves the state money that was fornsgriynt on costly and temporary hotel stays
without any long term change. It also avoids thdelbn costs of homelessness.

Yet, these promising results come against a bapkdian American economic crisis that has
been compared to the Great Depression. In thaeghadindings represent an opportunity in a
time of great risk. The GA pilots make it possitdespend money wisely and move toward long
term solutions to chronic homelessness. Howevernéed for housing is growing as Vermont
experiences the consequences of unemployment ardfdmatic loss of retirement savings.

This report shares the findings of Phase 2 of taennt Research Partnership evaluation of the
GA pilot projects. This study focused on five digs: the original three pilots in Morrisville, St.
Albans, and Springfield; and two new pilots in Bogton and Rutland. Since the three original
pilots were embarked on their second year of ofmeraboth staff and participants were
interviewed. At the two new pilots in the startpipase of operation, interviews were conducted
with staff only.

METHODOLOGY

The research team conducted interviews with 27 @& staff members across the five sites,
including housing case managers, field servicectbrs, economic services directors, eligibility
workers, community action directors, shelter dioestadvocates for domestic violence victims,
and other collaborators. At the new sites, thetarews focused on pilot components, guiding
frameworks, measures of success, anticipated andtbenefits, collaboration, and
recommendations. At the original sites, the staiviews emphasized effective practices and
strategies, actual outcomes, effects on collammratontinuing barriers and recommendations,
and further anticipated benefits (See Appendix A).

At the three original pilot sites, 13 participamtsre interviewed, eight females, and five males.
Participants were asked about their situationsrbgtoning the pilot; their hopes for the future;
their initial contact and experience with the pilehat assistance they received; what had been
most helpful to them; and their thoughts aboutmedity as well as the value of such a program
(See Appendix B). The 40 interviews were codedamalyzed using qualitative research
methods.
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FINDINGS
The findings are organized by the following themes:

1) Overview of the GA Pilots

2) GA Pilot Eligibility and Rule Exceptions

3) Mitigating Homelessness Cost Effectively

4) The Human Investment in Long Term Housing Sohdi Case Management, Reciprocity,
and Collaboration

5) Early Outcomes: Staff Observations and Partidifgxperiences

6) Predicted Outcomes, Costs, and Savings; andtbldheasure Them

7) Barriers and Recommendations

8) Advice for Replication of the GA Pilot Model

1) Overview of the GA Pilots:

All five pilot sites are extending GA benefits tiose who are chronically homeless or at risk of
homelessness. As a result, they are reaching &srahd individuals who would never have
gualified under traditional GA rules. Formerly, Gws only given to people who were homeless
due to a cause beyond their control, such as atoapde or an eviction through no fault of their
own. The GA pilots provide some form of supportedsing, which can entail transitional and
permanent housing along with case management sugjase management focuses on working
as partners with clients to deal with underlyinguiss that prevent them from being able to
sustain housing. This partnership is based onnediy, where the participant agrees to do their
part to address underlying issues or to contriaytertion of their income toward sustainable
housing.

Morrisville District: Morrisville is one of the first three GA pilottes. It employs a full time
Service Coordinator who offers case managementosstifgpparticipants. Her focus is on helping
participants locate housing and connect to neededcss. The case management model utilizes
a collaborative team approach involving staff tvatk with GA eligibility, vocational
rehabilitation, and SSI determination. Their emjghasto help participants access services to
address chronic issues that have hindered themrramtaining housing. Recipients ‘pay back’
to the system when able. Morrisville’s transitiohalising plans are currently stalled due to
community objections.

Springfield District: Another one of the original GA pilots, Sprindfieoffers housing case
management and transitional supported housingiciants engage in a contractual agreement
where they receive three months of case managesupport. In return, they contribute a portion
of their income towards housing costs and upholthberal guidelines as responsible tenants.
Participants are encouraged to ‘graduate’ ont@#érmanent supported housing program, which
offers placement into permanent housing with ong@i@ise management for up to two years.
Part of their financial contribution during the @8y pilot is placed in escrow and matched. This
portion becomes savings toward permanent housing.
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St Albans District: St. Albans is the third of the original three @#ots. This program offers
case management and supported housing. The p#arban out of a community ‘continuum of
care’ approach, which brings together communityaoizations into a group called Housing
Solutions. St. Albans capitalizes on the resouarekstrengths in the community. For example,
Economic Service and Field Service staff work dpsath Community Action and local
shelters such as the Samaritan House. They have sansitional housing of their own.

Burlington: This new GA Pilot partners with various commuratganizations to offer a limited
number of Section 8 vouchers to participants, gj\pnority to families and the most vulnerable
victims of domestic violence. These are distributetivo programs: ACCESS and Fast Track.
Most participants are referred by other communifgrecies that agree to provide case
management to address issues underlying the vbitigrao homelessness. Emergency
Assistance (EA) is applied creatively to providewséy deposit assistance and help with back
rent and back mortgage. This flexibility buys mtinee to obtain vouchers, thus allowing the
collaborating organizations to reach more peopl@ddition, the Committee on Temporary
Shelter (COTS) is establishing a Housing Resouer@e? (HRC). Although their funding comes
from multiple sources, they will use GA pilot funtdshelp families apply for back rent, back
mortgage, and security deposit assistance.

Rutland: Rutland is in the start up phase of their GA Piline core of their program is
transitional housing with case management suppdrelp people reduce barriers to finding and
maintaining permanent housing. Employment andsédficiency are major goals. The program
plans to build a lasting connection with the pamaat families so that they know they can come
back for support and problem solving as issueg afise housing case manager will be assisted
by a couple of Reach Up case managers. Commumiticeestaff will supplement the

continuum of support available to participants.

2) GA Pilot Eligibility & Rule Exceptions

According to staff, traditional GA is just abouttjeg people benefits if they are qualified. Very
few people in general qualified under the standa#drules because most applicants were seen
as causing their own homelessness. Those thatcttheie own eviction would normally not
qualify. In the past, the office staff would hawegly said they cannot help. In the GA Pilot,
when people get themselves into trouble, the enggleyvork with them to figure out how to

stay out of trouble in the future. The GA pilot$enfa service component to help people address
and resolve whatever issues make them vulneraldausing their own eviction. In Morrisville,
Springfield, and St. Albans, potential candidatasiie GA Pilot are only denied service if they
are not willing to work on whatever issues conttéio their homelessness or risk of
homelessness. If they change their mind, they afeome back.

The two new sites have more limitations on thegileility criteria. Unlike other sites, eligibility
in Burlington is determined by the number of voushend certain criteria. Therefore, not
everyone who is willing to work on their issues ¢tenserved. The program offers 35 Section 8
vouchers to GA Pilot participants, giving priority homeless families who were victims of
domestic violence, other homeless families, and #hiegle, disabled victims of domestic
violence who are homeless. The 35 vouchers aneldittd through two programs: 25 through
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Access and 10 through Fast Track. Access accapiida and Fast Track accepts victims of
domestic violence, who are primarily families aonde disabled individuals. Acceptance into
the pilot is done on a first come, first servedisabhis allows staff to act immediately to help
and allows them to avoid making judgments abouttvifamily is most needy. Families must
have a community case manager (from Reach Up, Gamns, Women Helping Battered
Women, Vocational Rehabilitation, Visiting Nursess&ciation, or COTS) who provides
ongoing support and supervision to help them sustausing.

According to Economic Services (ES) staff in Bugtion, exceptions are made regarding who
gualifies for a security deposit, and who is eligifor the housing vouchers. Typically, single
individuals are sent to the shelters and are ngibéd for permanent housing through the
program unless they are in some way disabled. Amtevsome of the people may be disabled,
they are not receiving social security benefitse Piiot has made it possible to give permanent
housing vouchers to single women who are victimdarhestic violence or to two-parent
households where the youngest child has now adexd ®ANF benefits, if that youngest child
is disabled and under 20. This also includes hglgoung single parents, like teenage parents,
move out of their parents’ homes into their own lesrmasing the voucher program, which
normally would not be possible.

According to Burlington staff, the traditional Engency Assistance (EA) eligibility rules are
strict in terms of where people can be living. Unithe GA Pilot, the Fast Track program is open
to people who are homeless by HUD's definition. yftden’t need to be in a shelter or on the
street to qualify. Under traditional EA eligibilityles for security deposit assistance, a person
needed to know exactly when they were moving anatwiey would be paying. The vendor
check would be sent directly from economic servicethe landlord. This is no longer necessary
in the pilot, which allows creative approacheséatplpeople secure permanent housing. Other
rule exceptions prevent evictions, rather than ireggithem to be eligible. This saves money and
prevents upheaval and chaos.

The back rent from ES for the Pilot is only for fiies with children. Collaborators can work
with individuals or childless couples with their oviunding. This stipulation is in alignment
with traditional ES rules but the fact that sergie@e combined and all in one place at the
Housing Resource Center is new. If housing is gtange condemned or if it has become
unaffordable for the person or the family, thenvi&sild help them move into a more affordable
place using the pilot money, which is also someghirat is outside of the normal usage of GA
funds.

At Burlington’s Housing Resource Center (HRC), helth back rent comes with several
stipulations. Potential participants have to prakiepugh an application process and budget
analysis, that they can sustain their housing firely. If there is no income, they would not be
eligible, but would be asked to find a way to irage their income. In addition, they cannot have
gotten assistance from Economic Services duringgtel2 months. They have to be housed in
Chittenden County. They also need documentatiartiieg can stay in their housing if they pay
back rent. The amount and dates of unpaid rent teeled specified.
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Medical respite is another rule exception. In Bawgton, the medical respite program provides 7
to 14 days of hotel stay when a single individsaleleased from a medical facility and it is not
medically safe for the person to be in a publidtsheDifferent from the 6 to 12 month service
components of the Fast Track and Access housingrgms, the Medical Respite program has a
coordinator or service provider who will work witlhe person during their hotel stay to make
sure that medical treatment is available and addesshat they have access to food, that they
have access to transportation if they need to fisitef from the hotel to seek medical care, and
that there is some follow up, some plan in placdtie end of their hotel stay, preferably
permanent housing.

In Rutland, potential GA Pilot participants will beferred to a committee that determines
eligibility. The review committee will include theollaborator group of representatives from
Community Action (BROC), Economic Services, Fiekhfces, Department of Corrections, the
Housing Case Manager, the Housing Coalition, lanidloand other providers. They propose to
work with Reach Up families first and then at-reghults. Applicants to the program who appear
to have barriers that need several years to overaoay not be candidates for the GA Pilot and
would be referred to other programs. These barmeght include serious substance abuse and
mental health issues. If someone is actively additd substances, their ability to find and
maintain employment would likely be limited. Othevih a history of sex offenses or drug
dealing may not be appropriate for the GA Piloheit This is similar to Section 8 Housing
eligibility, where a history of arson would makeerson ineligible.

Staff across districts explained that being ableaove the rules on who can be helped has made
it possible to prevent homelessness for particgdsdck rent can save someone from eviction
when they are temporarily unable to pay. Being &bleurchase prescriptions for two months
can prevent a life-threatening situation. Beingeablassist with rent while a person is waiting

for SSI payments to begin after they have beenawepralso helps, knowing the person will be
able to sustain it themselves over time. Havingilfiéity in the GA rules allows more people to
get some degree of help they need, even beyond thiectly participating in the GA pilot.

3) Mitigating Homelessness Cost Effectively
How site staff balance cost frugality with program effectiveness:

All of the pilots are combining whatever resourtiesy have to finance their programs. To
stretch limited GA dollars, sites often partnerhwiite Office of Economic Opportunity and Field
Services for funding. The Vermont Housing Authogtllaborates with Burlington’s Economic
Services to maximize the benefits of the GA Pildte VHA begins housing assistance for a
participant and then gets reimbursed by Economigi&ss for up to 84 days, the equivalent of
an emergency hotel or shelter stay. This buys tonéhe Housing Authority to juggle assistance
to more families who need it while waiting for vdwgcs to become available.

According to staff in Burlington, emergency assisemoney that used to pay for shelter or
hotel stays pays for three to four months of antapent rental per tenant. Participants receive a
Section 8 voucher after that. The resulting comtmneoffers them continued supported housing.
Prior to the pilot, families often depleted thek Benefits while not being able to secure
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permanent housing. The pilot program creates swibg opportunities for participants.
Prioritizing vouchers for victims of domestic vialee is a cost saving measure, since this
population was often temporarily housed in motdiswever, staff supplement EA funds from
various sources so they have flexibility to offertain services where warranted.

As one staff member put it, $75 for one night imogel can buy $25 for permanent housing, $25
of a service coordinator, and $25 to help anotleesgn. The average cost per family for the GA
Pilot program is $2500 which is far less expensgian 84 days in a hotel room. Staff
emphasized that homelessness is expensive. Foipéxdirere is no place to cook or store
groceries. Eviction and homelessness drain commugsburces. Burlington is designing a data
tracking system to assess how far the GA Pilot masmegoing, how many families are assisted,
and cost comparisons between maintaining housitigh@ck rent assistance versus placement
in a shelter.

Burlington’s ES is contributing $30,000 of GA fundito help support the Housing Resource
Center. The Housing Resource Center of COTS &80 or three months of back rent or
back mortgage assistance to a family per year,velvier is greater. They usually supplement
this with other funding to make it effective andstrve individuals in addition to families. They
base the amount of people they serve on the mobtldget from Economic Services and other
funding. They estimated approximately $12K per rhdotal from all sources.

Springfield staff acknowledged that the backgroeandnomic landscape will likely balance cost
savings with increased need. However, one staff lbeersaid the GA pilot program provides
some insulation for participants during hard ecoicdimes. Given the gloomy outlook for the
economy, workers believe participants will be begtirepared for it as a result of the GA Pilot
program. They will know how to manage the fundg/ttie have and maintain the housing they
have secured.

To control costs but still improve outcomes, Rutl@hose a six-month maximum for the
housing subsidy to participants. If they had momnay, they said, they could take a wider
variety of participants and subsidize their housorgonger. They based their budget on what it
normally would have cost to house eight familiggar in temporary housing. However, they
recently realized they may not be able to finarilceight apartments, given the actual costs of
rent and utilities. Nevertheless, Rutland’s emphason long term housing rather than short
term hotel stays. Staff members believe rentingtapnts gives families more space in which to
feel they are at the beginning of building a Ithey want. Staff believe this is more conducive to
helping families move forward than cramming sevpetiple into a hotel room. Recently,
Rutland staff are seeing hotel managers seekintheidtate to fill rooms and offering better
prices. Owning their own motel has driven pricashotel rooms down at other hotels.

Saving the hidden costs of homelessness:
Staff at all of the sites described a similar scen@garding how the GA Pilot program can help
save many of the hidden costs of homelessnesse Bxésnd beyond the avoided costs of hotel

stays to many other arenas that effect childremijli@s, and taxpayers. For example, these
include the cost of educational accommodationgliddren who are frequently moving from
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school to school, the cost of busing children bexa#t forth from schools if they are living in a
shelter in an outlying county, and the cost of D¥eFvices when a child is living in a chaotic or
violent household. When basic needs for stabilesimguare met, then children can attend school
daily and they can begin to heal from trauma. lditah, children can stay in school and stay
connected to their friends and social supportsahaimportant to healthy development. Physical
and emotional health are protected.

For other family members, the hidden costs are miaoyexample, treatment fees for the
complications of stress. One staff member saidafrhedical costs of the homeless (such as
emergency room use for primary care) were evertifieah it would be a shocking number.
Another cost is unemployment. It is difficult tanél work when couch surfing because one’s
address changes every few weeks or months andifficult to provide contact information to
potential employers. Household members lose tiom fivork because they need to focus on
where to house their family for the night. Stresgels are high. Legal fees are spent.
Homelessness also has an impact on nutrition,heaisitive relationships, and a sense of
wellbeing. Without a kitchen, families live on fdebd. In cramped quarters, physical and
emotional boundaries can be difficult to maintain.

According to staff, the costs of becoming homebess trying to rebuild a functioning life
afterwards are much greater than the costs of girayback rent to a family that has fallen a few
months behind. The social, emotional, physical, gpidtual costs translate into financial costs
to society. The consequences include increasedlbssmess, increased malnutrition, increased
illiteracy, increased crime in schools and the camity, and increased drug addiction. In
addition, there are the hidden costs of a lacldatation, time in corrections and other long
term, multigenerational outcomes. One staff menalsked, how many people in correctional
facilities grew up in the kind of instability thest being prevented through the GA Pilot?

For taxpayers, investing in a program like the GlatRean avoid many of the hidden costs of
homelessness. Money invested in case managemehel@change destructive habits that
would otherwise cost everyone money. When a laddloes not receive rent, it affects his
family, his purchasing power. And if the taxes dt get paid on a property, if people are not
going to work, if fuel companies do not get paicetactric bills do not get paid, other taxpayers
are actually making up the difference. If people ot taking care of their health, everyone’s
health insurance can be affected. If doctors dagyabpaid, prices rise for everyone else to cover
their cost of running an operation.

In addition there are the ongoing costs, aside fiteenGA Pilot, of GA assistance to non-pilot
participants, such as people who have not yet fipcfior social security disability ($40,000 per
month overall spending in Burlington). The SSDI lagggion process can take a long time, and

in the meantime people waiting are eligible for (386 personal needs and $232 room
allotment per month). One staff member expresseditgw that the GA Pilot program will cost
money initially, but will save money in the longrthrough these avoided costs of
homelessness. In one sense social security incostg more because it is steady income, but on
the other hand it saves society the costs of haaeéss. A little assistance can prevent more
dire straits later.
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Another staff member commented on the value ofrilns that is built between the case manager
and the GA Pilot participant. As one staff puhigJping participants save money, build and
repair credit and landlord references, and secamag@nent housing is worth the costs in terms of
staff time and effort in delivering a program tisatlient-centered. Staff members at all the sites
anticipate long term savings from participatiorthe GA pilots. They believe families will not
only secure permanent housing, but will also chdredeviors and gain the coping skills and
support network necessary to manage during difftomes. The result will be less usage of the
ES system by these families.

Staff members believe investing in a program Ike GA Pilot is a better long term investment
of taxpayer money. One worker in Springfield estedaa decrease of 60% in their per person
cost. This small amount per person served alloesitto stretch their funding to reach more
people with needs that are less extreme on thencwmh of housing related problems. Once
participants are connected to the supported howsgingces, they rarely return for temporary
housing. The ES staff in Springfield only contrmt20 hours a week total case management
and feel they get more than their money’s worth.

4) The Human Investment in Long Term Housing Solutins: Case Management,
Reciprocity, and Collaboration

Saving the hidden costs of homelessness requiresastment of human effort by case
managers, participants, and partnerships. Thisagraplished through case management,
reciprocity, and collaboration. Through case mansgg, each participant can receive
customized assistance to meet his or her needsnrely manner. Case managers can adjust
benefits so they address the actual problems tadl $n the way of stability. Common sense is
valued rather than rules and regulations that irapedl progress. Via reciprocity, participants
work with case managers in a partnership basedunahrespect and responsibility. The focus
is on building strengths and long term well beinthvhe end goal of sustaining housing.
Through collaboration, complex problems can beeblvith the help of multiple stakeholders
and resources. The goal is to find long term sohgito a continuum of housing needs.

Case Management:

Each site described how its case management wodktha impacts it has on participants and
landlord relations. The Morrisville Service Cooraior described her role as helping participants
connect with services they need, with housing asrhin focus. Her caseload is limited to 15
pilot participants with whom she has daily cont&tte and her participants see her role as
advocacy and support for their goals. The daily mamication is seen as central to this process.
Although participants fill out applications, ther@ee Coordinator (SC) communicates with
service providers and acts as the connector bettihegparticipant and the service agency. This
provides emotional support as well. Once a pauitips in housing, the landlord can contact the
SC if there is a behavior problem. However, thdip@ants are the tenants and bound by the
lease. In general, the SC is in the advocate ruletlze Probation and Parole officers and the
landlord are in the enforcement role. Supportedsimuwould change the SC role to
enforcement as well.
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The Morrisville pilot staff discussed a few changesing the past year. One was a new service
coordinator. They were also temporarily withouteagon to manage Social Security issues. Due
to a statewide policy change, GA clients no lortggre to report in person to the ES office on a
monthly basis. The staff member believed this wastd the cost of gasoline and the fact that
phone interviews are used for other services now.

In Springfield, the GA Pilot is a comprehensivegraim that emphasizes case management and
supported housing. The program offers people th@ahto learn how to manage the money
they have and develop skills for sustaining theuding. It also connects them with services that
can help them solve underlying issues that mak® thédnerable to homelessness.

During the intake process, case managers deteihthmeparticipant is a good candidate for the
GA Pilot. If candidates agree to the rules of thegpam, they are then accepted. The case
managers provide intensive case management fa thomths and encourage them to sign a
contract to pursue permanent supported housinggddo two years. They have the participants
apply for subsidized housing immediately, sincedhg a long wait list. (The Reach Up grant
amount of $680 requires subsidized housing sincg a@m-bedroom apartments are $800 a
month plus utilities.) Once participants have beetie Springfield program for 90 days and
have followed through on their pilot contract, thmusing case managers call landlords and
advocate for them.

Often the participants do not have references, liae bad credit, or they have committed a
crime. However, the case managers are well regpégtéhe property managers and are usually
able to arrange an agreement. They highlight thea88 of reliable behavior of the participant,
and they guarantee another two years of case mayeageén the supported housing program.
The case managers emphasized that they themselvex Have housing, but they have a
respected reputation with landlords. Participaats &lso find their own housing, subsidized or
not, and still stay involved in the supported hagsirogram. The case managers teach
participants to call them before problems escala®re they are too far behind in rent and
eviction is impending. Participants eventually tetr call as soon as there is a problem, rather
than waiting. This allows the case managers tovuetee and help them avoid homelessness.

Due to the GA Pilot, Springfield staff are ablgptovide a continuum of assistance based on
need, so they reach many more people with lessgateervice needs (an increase of 130 people
per year). While pilot participants are placed e @f four temporary housing units for up to 90
days, other referrals may only need a smaller @egfassistance such as linkage to landlords
and available housing (including shelters statejvifilee housing case managers know of many
community resources for quick referrals over thergh This is a service that has not been
offered in the past and has contributed to housaigtions for 150 people that were not
previously served under traditional GA rules andSA¢ipast service model.

When participants engage in Springfield’s case mament services, the landlord is more
willing to see them through a difficult period. Tgeal is to help people stay in their housing.
The case managers noted that some people are wnthaait is difficult to find subsidized
housing and can take it for granted. In extremesabe case manager might expel someone
from the program, such as getting arrested fomnggtirugs. In general, they try to work with
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participants to solve whatever issues are gettirtge way of maintaining their housing, and
usually it is successful. However, they add thahout the case management support, the people
would likely have been evicted. As a matter of facany would not have been accepted into
housing in the first place, because they would lmeen denied based on references or criminal
checks.

The Springfield case managers spoke from yeargp®reence working with a similar housing
model and said most people who improve their siinatwant to continue with the case
management and see it as a positive influence.rAateer of fact, sometimes people are
reluctant to end the regular case managementaeddtip.

The St. Albans housing case manager considerslhaigfe coach, a point person, and a hub for
a variety of services. For example, she works wétticipants on whatever issues are
problematic for them, from budgeting finances, iingdtransportation to work, child care and
parenting, to managing drug rehabilitation. Sheallguries to find other people who can help in
these areas. The case manager visits the GA Ritbtipants on a weekly basis in their homes.
On these visits, she looks at the condition ofrtheme, their housekeeping skills, how they
interact with other members of the family, and hbey deal with stress. Then she focuses on
housing and how to maintain it in the midst of otlife issues. The planning team added that the
vision was to help participants address whatewereis have historically caused them to be
vulnerable to homelessness.

St. Albans has the Samaritan House, which incltdedransitional housing programs, one for
families, and one for four men. The shelter forfoen involves a two-bedroom apartment with
two beds in each room. Each man pays $50 a wdeletthere and needs to be saving money,
working if able, repairing credit, and meeting wikieir case worker once a week. They are able
to live there for up to six months. This can beifie if a man is waiting for social security
disability to start. The program, which began inriRpf 2006 has placed 18 men into permanent
housing.

The St. Albans housing case manager has worked@#tRilot families and another case
manager works with the families who are on Reaclotlpho are eligible for food stamps. The
two case managers have collaborated on some €segerson shared the perception that this
sometimes results in an overlap of services. Aabolfator said families are sometimes more
challenging and believes that wraparound servicesgortant. She explained that while some
families can be quite self-sufficient, many fansligeed to learn how to keep their home clean,
how to care for their children, how to prepare trky and how to repair bad credit. Credit repair
involves encouraging participants to get a coptheir credit report, and working with them to
begin paying off bills. In some cases, staff brimgredit specialists to work with them.

Families in the ACCESS Program of Burlington’s G#oPmust be linked to a case manager or
case coordinator from one of the referring agen@ésmen Helping Battered Women, Lund
Family Center, Community Action, Howard Center, DCerrections, Vocational
Rehabilitation, Visiting Nurses Association, or Quittee on Temporary Shelter). Cases are
accepted on a first come, first serve basis. I Track program, victims of domestic
violence are given vouchers and additional supg®rieeded.
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Center staff at COTS’ Housing Resource Center ifiByton will help families apply for back
rent, back mortgage, and security deposit assistd8&yond that, center staff will help families
find solutions to housing issues, including prewrentnounting debt and easing difficult
transitions. Another function of the HRC is to lipgople to appropriate referrals and increase
awareness of services providers that could suppen through long-term planning, financial
counseling, employment help, or case management.

Rutland named its GA Pilot “The Case Managemenjeetd They studied other pilots,
considered their own community resources, and dedigheir program very similarly to the
Springfield Supported Housing approach. The cotheif program is transitional housing for
three to four months with case management suppdrip people reduce barriers to finding and
maintaining permanent housing. Staff explained Bhatand has ample housing available, so
homelessness is symptomatic of other issues suelclasf employment, underemployment,

lack of benefits or lack of child care. Their indére housing case management might entail daily
Visits, transportation to job interviews and toldlgare. Rutland staff see intensive case
management as the key, someone a phone call anagavhbe reached in case the electricity
goes off or the water is not working. In this parship, people are learning new skills to replace
old maladaptive behaviors. Like Springfield, soreegle in Rutland refer to the housing case
managers as surrogate parents and mentors. Theifoon building strengths. Employment and
self-sufficiency are major goals.

Time periods for the Rutland program are guideliawes can be adjusted to meet actual needs.
The program plans to build a lasting connectiorhie participant families so that they know
they can come back for support and problem solaggsues arise. The housing case manager
anticipates taking on eight to ten cases at a thrmuple of Reach Up case managers will assist
as well. Community service staff may also supplemtig® continuum of support available to
participants. Those who have been on GA for a tong are referred to VR to see if they might
qualify for SSI.

Similar to Springfield, Rutland area landlords ailing to accept GA Pilot participants because
intensive case management support is being proadddBROC acts as the tenant. In addition,
payment for the unit is made up front with a sterin rental subsidy. The goal is that clients
overcome their barriers, become good tenants, aet@ally take over the lease from BROC.
The portion participants pay actually buys the caaeagement service. During the time that
BROC is the tenant for them, participants do neehanants’ rights. This allows the case
manager to follow through if they are not adhetimghe service contract for appropriate
behavior. Ideally, participants will develop a fina relationship with the landlords during their
time in the program so that the transition to tgkiwer the tenancy will be smooth. In some
cases, BROC may continue as tenant and a newipartiavill move into the vacant apartment.

Reciprocity:
Each site includes some form of reciprocity inteitlpilot program. For example, the Service
Coordinator in Morrisville creates a service plagdther with each participant. Participants are

then responsible for working on their part of ti&np Goals on the plan include such things as
finding housing, applying for subsidized housingplging for ES benefits, going to AA or NA
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meetings, and getting a referral to the Food Bankger term goals include education and
employment via connections with Vocational Rehédtilbn and Department of Employment and
Training, as well as help applying for SSI. Thev&sr Coordinator said when people come in on
the verge of homelessness, they are willing togenabout addictions and mental health issues.

The Springfield program has continued with thepemity framework they established for the
pilot in Phase 1. Anyone who asks for help withsiog is offered it as long as they patrticipate
by addressing issues and agreeing to the prograaelmes. This agreement lasts for the 90 days
of temporary supported housing, where they arghetactual tenant. Once they get into
permanent supported housing, they sign a leasendddethat addresses rules and case
management services. While participants are irGAdilot, 50% of their income goes toward
rent and another 25% of their income is set asidenaatched by OEO. According to staff, this
provides specific behavioral training for peopleongrobably never had a savings account of any
kind in their life. They then experience the saiision of having accrued enough money for their
security deposit and first and last month of r&iat is money that is not coming out of GA.

This behavior change also prepares participantsward to own a home to participate in other
programs for potential homeowners.

The intake process in Springfield begins with @mefl from Economic Services. Once a
participant contacts the housing case managensctireuct an intake which involves several
pages of questions about challenges they facecd$® managers make it clear that they will
work with people regardless of whatever mistakey tihave made in the past. They also
emphasize that they need to know what the chalkagd issues are so that they can provide the
help needed. They find people usually willing todpen and honest about their situations.
Springfield staff believe the fact that the casenatgers are not state employees and do not
distribute funds helps with the trust level. Th&jiéve the state office is perceived as more of a
threat because it is connected with correctio3@F, organizations that have the power to
incarcerate them or take their children away. Heapglicants will be more guarded about what
they reveal. As an example, one staff member readittkat out of 350 Reach Up applicants,
only four will say they have a substance abuselprnobWith the way the GA Pilot is designed,
applicants can be honest about their challengemusedonesty will not conflict with basic
needs they have for housing or food.

One case manager explained that applicants aremspvhen they get referred to the Pilot and
hence are willing to comply with the rules in ordeget housed. They are often very hopeful
after learning what the program can offer themeAffome time, trust begins to develop in the
relationship with the housing case managers, arteipants learn that the case managers
encourage productive action and set limits on inggppate behavior.

For example, housing case managers in Springfettitey are clear with victims of domestic
violence that they need to be in therapy, go to ewwsempowerment groups, and not bring
another perpetrator into their household. They sigtatement that any new person they want to
add to their household has to be approved by tieided and has to come through the GA Pilot
program in the same way they did. The case managezen carefully and will not accept
anyone who is an active perpetrator of domestitemie or someone who will negatively impact
the victim’s life. Relationships need to be a gesiinfluence for the person to be accepted. The
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case manager added that this policy is helpfuldrms who tend to have difficulty establishing
boundaries themselves.

In St. Albans, reciprocity is focused on requirpayticipants to work with the case manager on
building their strengths and skills. In additiomrficipants who live at the Samaritan House need
to comply with certain rules such as not using s, keeping the place clean, and saving
money. Usually people comply but occasionally they asked to leave the shelter.

In the ACCESS Program of Burlington’s GA Pilot, figipants are placed in subsidized
apartments in the community if they are willingctrry out a customized service plan to address
underlying issues that contribute to their homeless. These often include substance abuse,
mental health issues, and economic instability. £SS participants work with a case manager
or case coordinator from their referring agencye Hast Track program does not require a
service plan, though services can be offered adatee

Participants in the ACCESS program can be denietélrassistance if they do not follow
through on their part of their service plan anid thaving a negative impact on their ability to
sustain housing. Help with back rent also comeh satveral stipulations. Potential participants
have to prove, through an application process anigét analysis, that they can sustain their
housing financially. If there is no income, theywkanot be eligible, but would be asked to find
a way to increase their income.

Rutland is exploring various forms of reciprocibyat might be appropriate for their program. In
return for housing and case management, partigpantprocate by participating in the services
they need to deal with underlying issues such bstance abuse, mental health issues, and
financial mismanagement. Most participants wilklitake a course on budgeting on a fixed
income. Often they are choosing between severassacy bills. Participants will be asked to
pay $325 that covers services and to put an additi&0% into savings that the pilot will match
from various sources. The savings will be used tdvaasecurity deposit and first month’s rent
for a permanent apartment, which can be the onehtiiee been living in for the program. The
program is starting with Reach Up families.

Collaboration::

All of the sites collaborate and see it as keyuttcess with the GA Pilot programs. Morrisville
has been collaborating for some time but staffishgs only gotten better with the GA Pilot.
Sharing information is important for bringing resoces together in a timely and efficient
manner. Economic Services (ES) refers clientsedtrvice Coordinator (SC) when there are
enough issues that it is clear that case managameaeded. The SC then works with the client
to determine what the issues are and makes theectons with needed services. ES manages
the funds.

Collaboration takes place on a variety of levetghlwithin agencies and between them. For
example, the Morrisville SC is housed at CommuAitiion. The former SC is now a case
worker at Copley Hospital Behavioral Medicine, wdhehe does intensive case management
with mental health and moderate to severe substnege issues. The GA Pilot Service
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Coordinator refers people to them as needed. Ontieipant had been referred to Copley for
severe addictions and was referred on to the Sidguse in Montpelier, an intensive six month
inpatient rehabilitation program for young aduitg) by Washington County Mental Health.
According to the SC, he is making progress thereef\he leaves the treatment, the Washington
County Youth Services Bureau will help him find kg and work.

Collaborators say the GA Pilot in Springfield hasught partners to the table that would never
have been involved under the traditional GA systiena. small rural community with few
resources, Springfield staff indicated that thegt gaod collaboration before, out of necessity.
However, the GA pilot project has brought othems|uding landlords, in as partners. Together,
they offer a continuum of services flexible enotgielp solve housing problems at various
levels of need. For example, Springfield recendld a fire which left 20 families homeless.
Without shelter capacity or friends and family &l back on, many tenants were placed in hotels
temporarily. The Red Cross, the housing case masagental health staff, Economic Services,
Field Services and others all converged at the CaniipnCenter to help. Due to the partnership,
five people were quickly found permanent housinge Tact that these working relationships had
been developing through the GA Pilot and the Hay3iask Force expedited the ability to help
in that emergency situation.

Springfield’s Housing Task Force (HFT) was formed of necessity when there were an
overwhelming number of evictions all at once imamunity housing unit. They met weekly
initially to solve these issues. The HTF seesfigm&venting people from having to go to the GA
Pilot. The HTF tries to save existing housing arelpnt homelessness by assisting with rent,
utilities or foreclosures. As long as it is saf@&ff consider it cheaper to save existing housing
and less disruptive than losing housing. The Hau3imsk Force is instrumental in salvaging
housing that is working where tenants might behenvierge of eviction. Community Action is a
partner in the HTF.

Springfield’s housing case managers are in daihtax with ES and Field Service (FS) staff

and representatives from other departments. THfessigport each other and work together to
solve housing issues on a case by case basis. Wathméngs a case to the group has participants
sign a release to allow their case to be discusgede HTF. The ES department is encouraging
innovation and prevention. Staff collaborate as pf their normal work day, to maximize

their efforts. The problem solving done now is miimge consuming, but everyone believes it
helps them increase their ability to meet real seed

Staff commended the Field Service Director’s rdléooking at how services are delivered
throughout the agency and with other partners. Takyt helps leverage influence that makes
collaboration possible and efficient. It helps ¢tee@n atmosphere that is conducive for
teamwork. Staff said Springfield’s collaboratiortweeen Economic Services, Community
Action, the Land Trust, Field Services, and Donoe¥tolence partnerships works well. The
team has developed a good trusting working relatign so they understand each other’s roles
and working guidelines well, and thus can shareuees more quickly and meet needs more
efficiently. They appreciate the housing case marsggvho support and complement the work
of the other partners.
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Although St. Albans has a history of collaboratithre GA Pilot project has refined that process.
The use of a team approach has increased and pmoweneffective with families that have
multiple challenges where various service provigdgesinvolved. In some cases the faith
community and the school has gotten involved tp lelamily. As a result of the team approach,
one particular family has been able to move fromrch supported temporary housing to private
housing. In addition, landlords now sometimes @tdia call to the agencies to work with the
housing programs.

A collaborator commented on the strong team approathe St. Albans community as well as
strong leadership. She noted the willingness tkwagether to help someone rather than to
protect ownership. For example, the Housing Sahstid/ork Group envisioned a continuum of
housing services from emergency services to permdimeising. Each member strives to
understand the service system so that people chelped in the most efficient time frame. This
has evolved the teaming structure. Another devetoytns that when programs are offered, for
example a credit workshop, invitations go to otti&as of the agency that have consumers who
could benefit.

The Housing Solutions group in St. Albans workegktber to create the support structure for
the GA Pilot, and is now benefiting from the infanon coming back from the housing case
manager. Leadership in ES, FS, and Community Acd@nmunicate regularly and this has
increased still more in the GA Pilots. FS Coorthinsaround the state communicate amongst
themselves about the GA Pilots and hope to leame fnom each other.

Finding time for collaboration has been a challer@ee staff member in St. Albans commented
on the importance of making the personal commitrtebe available for the teamwork. There
was also a need to devote extra time during thiegbgohase to orient the housing case manager
and to encourage other staff, such as benefitebodility specialists, to participate on the

team. More time is involved in problem solving atetision making on whether to support a
family with GA because the criteria for GA eligilylis more flexible. Several variables need to
be considered such as the family’s needs and camantt the services available, and the timing
for ES to make the investment. The team allowsrfore information to be gathered in making
these decisions. The critical element is finding time to do fact finding and involving others in
the decision making process.

In Rutland, Community Action (BROC) was chosentaslead for Housing Now, which serves
as a gatekeeper for people seeking housing assesstBROC then helps them or refers them to
appropriate help depending on their barriers. BR@&ents evictions in addition to preventing
homelessness. Their other services allow themawaige a wraparound model. Rarely do people
need help with housing alone. They usually need fmoassistance with utilities and fuel. They
might need job coaching or to connect with a mlmusiness program. Community Action offers
a full spectrum of services, a well-developed comityunetwork, and a 43 year history of
working with the target population for the GA PdofThe Rutland County Housing Coalition,
which has remained involved in this effort as wslifunded to work with the DOC and in the
past also worked with ES.
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In addition, Rutland is establishing a countywidentily landlord committee under Housing
Now. As the case review committee decides on ciatess, they will consider where to place
them based on where they originally lived, wheeytthink they can find a job, and where their
children go to school. Then they will locate apasns in the community. Rutland is working
with partners such as the Land Trust, which istas®of lower cost , high quality housing. They
are also working with landlords who have expressttest and the Vermont Property Owners
Association.

Burlington’s GA Pilot program involves a partnegshietween Economic Services and the
Vermont Housing Authority, Women Helping Battei@men, and the Committee on
Temporary Shelter (COTS). ES provides the shom tental assistance and the Housing
Authority provides long term rental assistance tigio Section 8 Housing. This partnership
allows continuity for the participant so they ag im crisis again after 3 months. Section 8
Housing defines a legal contract with the landIdrde Burlington Housing Authority monitors
to see that the oversight is happening and traoksess or failures over time. WHBW oversees
the Fast Track Program and COTS the Housing Resdleater.

Although collaboration with other agencies alreagisted to some extent in Burlington, the GA
Pilot provides a shared focus. Some agencies hesm esistant to the Housing Authority’s
plans to hold participants accountable for follogvthrough on their service plans. The
guidelines were modeled after the Pathways Prognadnattieboro. The Housing Authority has
worked with other agencies to better understarférgifices in service philosophies. The way the
Fast Track Program is organized is an outcomeisfincreased understanding about goals,
service delivery, expectations, and what aspeatsaike mandatory or not. According to staff,
the shared goals of what is best for the familgp$transcend the differences between the
agencies.

The Housing Resource Center is the culminatioroafrioutions and collaboration by multiple
providers, with the goal of preserving housinginding housing. The HRC still hopes to
involve more partners and make their approach axaamity program. Building collaboration
with landlords is also important in the interespogventing eviction and enhancing sustainable
housing. Collaboration also increases financiapsupfrom a variety of community resources. It
offers the opportunity to make changes at the sy$&®el that would increase opportunities and
decrease barriers to sustaining housing. ThrougHRC, COTS is administering the back rent
program for families, using ESD money for famileh children, and using their own funds for
single individuals or childless couples.

Collaborative problem solving between a wider netnaf community providers in Burlington

has increased because of the GA Pilot and its xbwi¢hin a declining economy, a housing

crisis, and rising fuel costs. Providers can n@®roperate in isolation because the need is great
and resources are limited. Often, these partnesstap help identify resources that participants
did not know were available. Collaborators megtrtblem solve individual cases and share
knowledge and resources on a case by case bassddts are doing more outreach to let
participants know about available resources, ssdb@d stamps or fuel assistance, so that they
can use their cash for housing. Federal food staes have changed recently, allowing more
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people to qualify and increasing benefits slighflyoviders are also raising awareness among
school staff to encourage students to utilize sl lunch program.

Burlington staff describe the GA Pilot as allowilog creativity and collaboration in finding
permanent rather than temporary solutions to chrbamelessness issues. They discussed their
experience of motels as a “dead-end propositioat pnovides temporary respite, but eventually
leaves participants in the same crisis that wadaoe when they came in for help. Along with

the GA Pilot’s focus on permanent housing, staffigdelping families with children settle into

a stabile school situation.

Staff involved with Burlington’s Housing Resourcer@er hope intervening at an earlier point to
assist participants with finding stabile housind) vésult in long-term impacts, such as
preventing them from becoming homeless, comingshlter, and needing greater community
resources. They also plan to provide an efficoer@ stop shopping experience for participants,
for example, being able to apply for back renhatsame time as they apply for food stamps,
fuel assistance, and child care subsidies.

5) Early Outcomes: Staff Observations and Participat Experiences

Staff Observation of OutcomesAt the three original sites, staff notice paggmts becoming
competitive in the housing market, sustaining tddadusing, living on a budget, improving
relations with landlords, seeking help before peold escalate, and avoiding foster care and
more intensive work with DCF. Most do not returr&8 for GA assistance and avoid putting
chronic strain on local shelters and school budd&eis example, Springfield staff reported that
during the first year of their GA Pilot Program, fEmilies and 3 individuals participated. (This
entailed 23 adults and 25 children overall.) Otthell families and 2 individuals found
permanent housing. All but one of these participatethe permanent supported housing
program after the GA Pilot. What happened to tivase did not complete the program? The one
individual moved out of the district. Of the fivanhilies, one became pregnant and decided to
move in with family. The other four were terminatede due to drug use, one for violating the
overnight guest rule, and two for failing to papgram fees.

The Springfield housing case manager explainedntiost of the people who enter the Pilot do
not get employment during the 90 days of the GAtRikcause they are at a point of extreme
crisis. If they follow through on their contractcatheir Reach Up requirements, they often find
employment when they move onto permanent suppbdading. Economic Services staff are
noticing that once clients are referred and accefmtehe Pilot program, they rarely return to ES
for further housing assistance. Since ES is thg plalce to go in Springfield, they feel certain
that either the participant has found permanensimguor has moved out of state. They believe
they are reaching their goal of making participamspetitive in the permanent housing market
by teaching them how to be dependable tenants.

Other indicators of positive behavior change inekithat most participants learn to call the case
managers when there are problems. Staff beliegadhiecause they find a supportive rather
than negative reaction to reporting problems. Tieey to be more candid about their situations,
rather than withholding information in order to @ppto meet requirements. Staff attribute this
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to the fact that the GA Pilot no longer ties eliliip to the cause of homelessness. In fact, one
staff member estimated that of the 150 peopledaiate through the GA Pilot over the past year,
95% would not have been helped under former GAlelity rules because they contributed to
their homelessness. The housing case manager tddetis rare that people end up homeless
through no fault of their own. In addition, thosghwwo years of stable housing usually do not
want to lose it. Many are proud that they were abldo it, find it enjoyable, and begin to
acquire possessions that make it harder to move.

Springfield staff quoted a 25% decrease in homeiagbers in 2008 from 2007 on the Point in
Time count, which they attribute to the continuuhservices offered through the collaborative
efforts in the community. The GA Pilot is seen dsgpart of this improvement since it has
been operating for just over a year. The numbéanazrcerated women in Springfield has
decreased as well, and dramatically so.

Staff enthusiasm about the GA Pilot Program wapaidé, and could be considered another
positive outcome of the project. One person cometeah how remarkable it is, after 30 years
of a GA program without any changes other thamadellars of the annual allotment, that this
is the first time staff have been given the flelito think creatively and use their resources
wisely toward long term solutions. A colleague atitiee belief that the more they can use
common sense, the more money they can save theizagan. They also appreciate that it is
respectful of people and helps them sustain themself a participant is willing to work on
their issues that cause a barrier to maintainingsimg, the GA Pilot staff will work with them.
This allows problems to be solved rather than stagppeople from participating because they do
not meet the eligibility rules. Staff added thastapproach is wise and intelligent. It is focused
on what is best for all and spends the least. $Paifé member told a story of a coworker who
had come to her for advice on a situation wheremmomsense was in conflict with traditional
rules. She was able to answer that it was okagéocommon sense. She laughed as she
explained that the coworker was astonished at hewrer.

St. Albans staff described participant outcomes siscstable housing and greater ability to live
on a budget. In addition, outcomes include betktionships between landlords, clients, and
members of the Housing Solutions group. Landlolatiens have improved to the extent that
landlords contact the agencies when they have ngenbtaff also noted improvement in a
family recognizing and acting on the need for teddgier rather than waiting until everything
had fallen apart. This allowed the staff to inter@én a timely fashion and avoid disaster.

The case manager in St. Albans highlighted onelyatimat had been successful at maintaining
housing in an apartment. This family had been hessefor a longer period of time. The school
district was paying to bus the three children fromlying counties to their school. The family
had been in continual crisis and chaos. This fahmly now been in stabile housing for nine
months. She was reticent to call it a complete ssgbecause they had not continued to work
with her. However, they recently contacted her waithissue that came up, and did so before it
escalated into a larger problem.

Another staff member in St. Albans highlighted sal/&amilies that have avoided more
intensive work with Family Services due to the sissice they received from the housing case
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manager. In addition, they avoided the strain @allbhomeless shelters and GA monies. Staff
discussed savings to the school system, and thdeal/oost of foster care. They would like to
qguantify the dollar savings of intervening beforeriais.

Participant Experience of OutcomesThe following case studies share the resultbef t

original three GA pilots as reported directly frolnose who have been helped. Each case study
describes participant circumstances before entoythre GA Pilot and their experiences in the
pilot, including the help they received and howytheciprocated. Then the case studies describe
outcomes of the program and participant satisfaatitth it. Identifiers such as names have been
altered to preserve the anonymity of interview&@st, here is an overview of these five areas:

Participant circumstances before entry into the GA Pilot: Participants described their situations
before involvement in the GA Pilot. These usualiglided multiple stressful events during a
brief period of time against a backdrop of chrgmigblems. Those mentioned were lack of
family support, compounded losses of friends anailfa addictions, illnesses, accidents,
abusive relationships, divorce, loss of work arféiadilty finding work, increasing debt,
evictions and non-renewed leases. In addition, nhigaychildren to care for, including children
with special needs or school difficulties, and dteh in state custody or in jail.

How participants found out about the GA Pilot: All of the people interviewed who were
homeless or on the verge of it came to the GA pilaiugh a referral, occasionally from
someone they knew, but most often through anothem@y. Those mentioned included Reach
Up workers, the State Housing Authority, VocatioRahabilitation, Department of Children and
Families, the VFW, and a State Senator. They destribeing able to meet with case managers
almost immediately.

Thekinds of help participants received through the GA Pilot: Participants discussed the variety
of assistance they received through the GA Pilog@m. This included practical assistance with
finding housing and budgeting, as well as emotisng@lport and limit setting. Case managers
tailored the assistance to the needs and probléthe participants, helping them set goals and
linking them to services.

How Participants Reciprocated: An integral component of the GA Pilot programsasiprocity.

The program staff and the participant each do tbeit and collaborate to tackle the
homelessness problem. The participant works om igsies and follows program guidelines in
return for assistance in finding housing and deahith barriers to maintaining housing. In
Springfield, this is clearly articulated in a cadr between the housing case manager and the
participant. In Morrisville, participants creatservice plan with their case manager. They
identify goals and how they will meet them. Pap#oits agree to repay money they receive when
they are able. St Albans has found it unrealistiagk for financial reciprocity from clients who
are struggling with income. Reciprocity was helgtuthose participants who found it difficult to
ask for help.

Outcomes of Participation in the GA Pilot Programs. Participants described many positive

outcomes of their involvement in the GA Pilot praigns aside from obtaining and maintaining
permanent housing, such as stabilizing their livespgnizing personal strengths, improving
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family relationships, recovering from addictionecbming employed, learning to save money
and prioritize expenses, becoming good neighbaitscantributing community members, getting
needed operations and treatment for better hepltilifying for social security or disability
income, living in a safe environment, pursuing Herteducation, setting future goals, and
celebrating holidays. Their children also improveeir school performance and outlook for the
future.

Program Satisfaction: Participants expressed nothing but satisfactiah the GA Pilot

programs. They were enthusiastic about the camagsapport they sensed from staff and
extremely grateful for the help they received. Teeynded empowered and often recommended
the program to others in need.

Case Study #1 (Mary):One patrticipant had worked nine years at a depanrtistore and then
siX years at a grocery store. She lost her johegtocery store when her doctor prescribed
throat lozenges for a yet undiagnosed throat canter store did not allow staff to have
anything in their mouths while working. Once sharteed she had throat cancer, others
encouraged her to try to get her job back, butvelenot feeling up to it. Shortly after learning
of her diagnosis, which she said was caused by isigoler brother was also diagnosed with
cancer. She underwent treatment and survived,rifattunately he did not.

After leaving the hospital, she left her own Satt#housing to live with and care for her ailing
mother who died a few months later. Her other lothen sold the estate and she was without a
place to live. At that point, she came down witlttier form of cancer caused by the radiation
treatments for the original cancer. She was foteit@have Medicaid insurance due to prior
disabilities and could live at the hospital wherrestee was too sick to leave during the
chemotherapy treatment. However, she was hometeissauch surfing whenever she was not
living at the hospital over a two and a half yearigpd. She said she developed an addiction to
prescription drugs during this time.

Another stressor involved her son, who had droppedf high school. When he turned 18 he
also lost his medical insurance. However, he waaysd at his mother’s side during her illness,
even stopping the hospital staff from “pulling fhleg” when she was in a coma, and he was
there when she came out of it. It was his frientis wffered a couch whenever she was couch
surfing. This participant expressed sadness abesetcircumstances and said she tries not to
blame herself but still does. Saying she lost etmyg, she described a “treasure box” she
carried with her of sentimental objects such aslfaphotos. She also said she had to give away
one of her cats and the other cat died of cancéewhe was in the hospital.

Mary was not eligible to move into a shelter beeanfsher lowered immune system due to the
leukemia. With the help of the housing case manaler was able to move into an apartment
that came open. The housing case manager accordgaariéo the interview with the manager

of the permanent housing unit. They helped her niateea clean, furnished apartment. She also
received access to dental assistance and wasaeferrcounseling, which she found very
helpful. She said she has learned the importanbeiafy honest about her problems in order to
solve them. She believes many people who find tleéras in a homeless situation have
difficulty being open, honest and drug free.
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She especially appreciated the constant suppdheblgousing case management team. She
expressed gratitude for how much they care. It paatcularly useful that they always look to
the future and not to the past. To paraphrase ésarghtion, they make people feel good about
themselves, they do not look down on them, and t¢loeyot turn their back on them. She said
the experience gave her stability and the desibetter herself, which she then did. Another
approach she valued was the focus on helping eawityfmember. In her case, the case
manager also worked with her son, encouraging himeturn to school and staying in supportive
email contact with him.

Mary said she was now “clean” from her addictioer ldon, who stayed with friends during
much of this difficult period, established somego#ral goals, moved to another state where his
sister lives and attends Job Corps where he idlexgeMary gradually began feeling better and
better. She saw her humor as a strength that hekreahake it through two bouts of cancer.
While waiting for her subsidized apartment to oppnshe was given some of her escrow money
to stay in a hotel for two weeks. She has beerirphrmanent housing for a year and says she
has turned her life around immensely. She is odebt, and she has a savings account and a
credit card. Her rent is under $200 including calrid phone which she knows is hard to find.
She believes her ability to improve her life hapatied her son’s ability to set goals and further
his education. She proudly discussed his repod cbseven A’s and four B+'s (those being in
his worst subjects). This, she said, from a boy wanmerly hated school and flunked every
course. She said when he returned home for thddysj he saw that he had changed his life for
the better compared to former friends. Her songtarreturn to Vermont to continue his
education.

Mary has become close with some neighbors in thet@ent building. She hopes to upgrade
from an efficiency to a one bedroom apartment. @be hopes to purchase a car but appreciates
the available public transportation. She hopeake some courses and eventually go back to
college. Her health has been good and her oncolgis encouraging about her future free of
cancer. Mary considers the GA Pilot program a helgfowing and learning experience. She
also commented on having developed stronger caghiilg. She was excited about flying for the
first time to visit her son and daughter. She shiel attributes her strength and drive to the GA
Pilot program because they helped her realize atiethn her.

This woman enthusiastically spoke of all the thise has as a result of the GA Pilot program
and said without the Pilot program she would nowvbere she is today. She was very proud to
have celebrated her first Christmas in five ye8te was able to wire her son money for new
sneakers and to fly her son home for Christmasusecshe had the money in her savings
account. In the past she never had money savedsedises more respect from her son and said
they speak daily by phone. She reflected thatlsinég a lot of his problems were because he
had to take care of her. She had left his fathdrthen his father passed away a year ago. The
housing case manager was pivotal in helping heasdrshe said her son related well to him.

Mary described the intake process when she metthéihousing case manager. Part of
reciprocity was her willingness to be honest athmutissues. She also needed to be respectful of
the rules and regulations involved with the temppsaipported housing. This included no drugs,
no drinking, and no one staying overnight. It atsdudes contributing 75% of her income of
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which part was put in escrow and matched by thgrara. Mary said in the beginning this
seemed daunting, since it was most of her disghulieck. However, it built up in the escrow
account. She was able to pay for the motel whilgimgafor her apartment to open up and she
was able to buy other necessary items. She unddssthat her rent must be paid on time and
does so now. She discussed the importance of tagsgpgpnsibility within a structure that allows
people to turn their life around if they are ses@lbout it. She mentioned having a roommate
who did not carry through with the agreement affid le

Mary shared the fact that she was scared durinmnthke process, knowing that the ‘old’ feels
more familiar and safe even though she knew thiitowt the program she had little chance of
moving forward. She knew her life could not get seothan it was, so she decided to commit to
the contract. She also sensed that her son needee that she was strong enough to do it. She
found the housing case manager to be a very calpgrgpn which was helpful. She looks
forward to the weekly ‘check in’ from the case mge@ and understood that they might make
unexpected visits. Now that she is in permanenpeued housing, she anticipates missing the
housing case manager’s regular involvement witHifeerthough he has assured her they will
maintain contact. She added that other people sbekwould not be willing to agree to the
contract. She said she believed that if her life gaing to get straightened out, it had to be ‘an
open book.” She made the decision to give her cws®agers access to her doctors and her
medical records. She considered the program dege/iand called it a wonderful, wonderful
program. When she left her temporary supportedtiaeat, she left the curtains, table mats and
shower curtain as a small way of helping the nexsgn who arrived.

Mary highly valued working with the housing casenager. She appreciated the financial
discipline she gained through the program thatifeecircumstances had not instilled in her. She
was extremely enthusiastic about the GA Pilot, @xrting that she could not say enough about
it. She was grateful that it had improved her dsifedramatically. Describing it as one of the best
things to happen in her area, she said there hagt been a program where people can get help,
direction, contacts, and emotional support at #mestime. She highly recommended the
program to others, especially those with childesrgouraging potential participants to take
advantage of it even if they are scared or ashaWé@tout the program, she said she would
probably be dead or at least still couch surfing.

Case Study #2 (Nancy)Nancy and her two year old daughter were livindghwier boyfriend

and his father when the father passed away. Shaftty that, she and her boyfriend broke up
and she was without a place to live. Her own famifs not in the area. She was fortunate to
have medical insurance through the state. Whemghevith the housing case manager, Nancy
was given the option of finding a place on her amxsigning the contract and receiving
assistance from the housing case manager. Shehthihwegrules were reasonable, such as no
alcohol on the premises and no one else stayitigeimpartment. So, she signed the contract.
Nancy was fortunate that a temporary apartmeriterGA Pilot Supported Housing Program
opened up the day she was moving out of her baydtsefather’s place.

She used her Reach Up benefits to pay the 75%raht@me toward the housing program. A

third of that went into an escrow account and tieiotwo thirds paid her rent. The escrow
amount was matched since she met all requiremétite @ontract. She then used this toward a
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down payment for the permanent apartment. At tihnaag on 25% of her income was difficult
since she had a two year old daughter to suppdraso needed to buy gas for the car. She said
the case manager helped her obtain needed resgsucbsas clothing, with a voucher. This
made it doable even though it was a tight budget.

After proving herself within the GA Pilot prograishe was eligible for permanent supported
housing. Her housing case manager gave her leatfsdobsidized housing units and she
applied to all of them. She believes her succefadihg a subsidized apartment was due to the
case manager’s willingness to serve as a refefentkee landlord. After helping her secure an
apartment, the housing case manager helped haegdaughter into preschool and take
advantage of other Family Center programs.

Altogether, Nancy was in temporary supported hapsin 2 months and then had four more
months of permanent supported housing from whiehhsls graduated. She found the escrow
account a useful tool for saving money and beconmdgpendent. It gave her what she needed
for the first and last month’s rent, and to pulitigs in her name. She appreciates her subsidized
two-bedroom apartment which includes heat and ladérvadding that there was ‘no way’ she
would have accomplished this without the pilot peog. She considers herself much better off
because of her participation in the program. She also able to take advantage of programs she
needed for her own issues. The housing case mahalped her find day care so she could go
back to work in a restaurant. She said he help#ddwiat she needed to do to stabilize herself
for the long term. She has been working and palyardills and plans to continue.

She said the 75% of her income that she had tagpdé seemed most difficult at first but that by
the time she obtained her permanent housing, dgéhad to pay 30% of her income for

housing. By this time she had learned how to bu@§et of her income, so she found it easier to
budget the leftover 70% and to save money. Shessayappreciates the money more now, has a
better sense of what expenses to expect, and dbésna to spend it unwisely.

Nancy remarked that the program is worth it forsehavho are willing to cooperate with the
system. She expressed appreciation for the hekgdalof the housing case manager. For her it
was a choice of moving out of state and leavingykiang she knew behind or taking part in the
program. She is thankful she did, because sheesadihe would still be depending on others if
she had moved out of state. Here she is relyinigesself, which she attributes to paying the 75%
of her income and benefiting from the escrow.

Case Study #3 (Carol)Carol described moving around a lot during the fyesar of her son’s

life. Eventually, when she was five months pregnsine returned to live with her mother who
was addicted to alcohol. She and her mom would gl feeling unable to tolerate this, she
sold her son’s crib and stayed in a hotel for a deys. Carol came to the GA Pilot via her Reach
Up worker. After meeting with the housing case ngamashe had an apartment within two days.
She was pregnant at the time and had medical inser&he was in the GA Pilot program for an
extra two months while waiting for her permanerdrapent. Speaking very highly of her case
manager, she said he continues to help her novsligais in permanent housing. He helped her
obtain furniture and is encouraging her to folldwough with plans to go to school for her LPN
license.
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Carol is in a permanent apartment that she loves-arge, clean, and she has her own
furniture. She is actively planning to go back¢b®ol to get her LPN license within the next
two years. After she finishes school, she plamadwe to another state where her children’s
grandparents live since she has no support syst&armont. Eventually she wants to pursue an
RN license.

Carol found it difficult to pay 75% of her incoma &each Up funds but managed it. Carol was
very satisfied with the program and expressed gepteciation for the help she received. She
had high praise for the housing case manager. &tislse would recommend the program to
others and encourages them to accept the helpcameiate with the rules in order to improve
their lives and the lives of their children.

Case Study #4 (Robin)Robin is a single working mother with four childréter lease was
running out and she saw no other housing optionea.fidally lived in a pop up camper in her
mother’s yard from May to October. They ran eletyifrom her mother’s house to the camper,
but there was no running water.

Initially, Robin’s case manager came to her hourseesshe had four children and no
transportation. She helped Robin with the applicaprocess amidst continuous interruptions
when Robin needed to tend to her children. Robprexpated her case manager’s patience. The
case manager helped her find an apartment withaeéein back yard and swing set. The
apartment comes with a six-month lease which vélektended if all goes well. When the
landlord comes to fix something in the house, leg@e well to her son. The housing case
manager and the Reach Up worker often work colktbaly. They helped her make a payment
plan for her car so she could get it back.

The housing case manager helped Robin pack fanbee. Now they meet every two weeks
either by phone or by a visit to the house. The caanager is willing to work around her
schedule. Because Robin was ‘bad’ about paying, hitr case manager has been coaching her
with finances and helped her get a checking acc®uttin is involved in Reach Up in order to
get economic support and to get job training. ®weews her finances monthly with the case
manager. In her pilot program she is not requiceskt aside a certain amount of money but she
is encouraged to save. However, she says theo# aways money to save.

Robin works in a factory in order to keep her Redphgrant. She hopes to obtain a better
paying job and when she gets her driver’s licersz oshe wants to get back into the nursing
field as a personal care attendant. She has leeskcin nursing systems but is ambivalent about
the field because she had some bad experiencgzaist ob. Robin has had the same child care
for her children for six years. She hopes to stathe community where she lives because she
values the school system. For now, her life is \mrgy with four children, several of which have
special needs. This adds physical therapy and aftygintments to her list of tasks to juggle.
Robin says her religion helps her cope.

Robin spoke highly of her case manager and thediedhad received. She said the case
manager is very good about getting needed infoomaRobin also appreciated the supportive
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attitude of the case manager who would reassure/iven she worried about becoming
homeless. She had high praise for the programeoahmmended it to others.

Case Study #5 (George)George lived in Section 8 housing for a couple yeentil he was
evicted in June of 2007. He sought legal counselagpealed the eviction to no avail.
Meanwhile, George spent time either in sheltersrtderm apartments, or a friend’s couch.
Recently, he was rejected from housing assistaecause his income level was too low. He
landed on the street in February of 2008 and agghdwe could find friends occasionally, he had
to sleep outside on a number of occasions. Hehgaudas not the only one in this situation.
When he receives a paycheck and can no longerveitip¢he cold weather, he stays at a local
motel, despite the expense.

George has appreciated the help he has receivedhisocase manager, even though he has not
yet found housing. He had called one number she gam but had not received a response.
Efforts to set him up in a shelter did not succ&dtk also encouraged him to attend a meeting
with a Vermont Senator where he got referrals tempial assistance, however, those were leads
he had already tried. He considers his case maiaagaty because of her effort to help him.
They meet every other week to problem solve hisimgusituation. Separate from the help he
receives through the GA Pilot, he collects unemplegt which will soon run out. He has health
insurance, social security, and a food stamp a#otm

George is still looking for a permanent housingaion in his area. At one point, he found a
small apartment but it only lasted for three we®&kear retirement age, he said his salvation is
that his Social Security came through this yearhbebeen working part time but it has not
been paying well. George retains hope that hefindl housing, expecting he will get a lead to a
place from friends or from acquaintances he méetaigh his part time work. George praised
his case manager highly. Considering her a geraseet, he said her dedication keeps him from
sinking deeper into the depression he tries to.hide

Case Study #6 (Karen)Karen lost her income and could no longer pay &rHousing. Before
learning about the GA pilot, she was waiting foct®, 8 housing, and she and her daughter
were staying with a friend. However, she neededraehin order to reunite with her son who

was in DCF custody. She gave her pets to a clos#yfériend. She described having ADHD

and a learning disability. In addition, she takesdioation for depression, triggered when her
children’s father left the family, and deepened wher son was taken into custody. The father is
involved with their daughter but not with their séfer children have gone through Head Start.

Karen lives in an apartment provided through the3lat. She also receives services through
several departments and agencies and was not aalée/$o distinguish between the source of
help she receives. She gets a weekly visit fromhbasing case manager who checks the house
and helps her obtain things she needs for the heush as window locks. The case manager
helps with housekeeping skills and budget managesiiece Karen is on a very low budget. She
said she gets $316 a month for child support abeiisg asked to save $200 of that toward an
apartment. GA covers utilities. She also recefoes stamps.
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Karen wants to be an LNA and hopes to start aitrgiprogram soon at the Tech Center. Karen
said she needs to take classes toward her GEDiticadto her LNA. She currently works in
retail. She is hoping for a living situation whetee can raise her son when they are reunited. In
her current living situation, she is only allowedhave friends over when her daughter is not
with her and they have to leave by a certain titnaght. Though she follows the rules, she finds
it challenging to have an authority telling her whkhe can and cannot do, especially when it
comes to her social life. This and her agreemehnish school and get a job are requirements
of DCF so that she can reunite with her son.

Case Study #7 (Ted)Ted and his wife have been together for 10 yeadshane three young
children. An iron worker for 15 years, he has baweling out of state to find work. As jobs
became scarce, the family slipped into debt anddaoet find affordable housing. Their landlord
sold the building and on short notice, the new aveie not renew their lease. Without much
local family support to fall back on (his motherds in a one bedroom apartment, and his wife’s
family live out of state in small quarters) he mdves family into a hotel. When he could no
longer afford the hotel, he applied for Generaligtssice. In addition, they had to give up one
vehicle which made it harder for him to travel otistate for work. He took a local job in a
restaurant chain to make ends meet. Although hewedsng $21 per hour with retirement
benefits originally, it was not enough to suppofamily of five. With his current local job, he
makes too much to qualify for assistance but notigh to survive. He said his union
representative determined it would take $18.33aur per person for a family of three to
survive in Vermont. He emphasized the difficultyfioding affordable housing.

Ted received case management assistance to fiapaatment for his family. He was also being
asked to save money for a permanent apartmentisitudhe case manager helps him set
realistic goals based on his family’s needs angshelith budgeting. Ted has been living in an
apartment with his family and is nearing the sixwhomark for determining if they can continue
to live there. Ted described the goal setting amdtbt planning he and his wife have done with
his housing case manager. While he found it vakjdi# indicated that this process was stressful
for his wife. Ted recommends the GA Pilot progranothers.

Case Study #8 (Luke)luke began his career as an automotive workeratée Worked in the
granite quarries until he no longer could tolerabeking outside in the winter. He is currently
disabled and receives SSDI. He was paying his sifamsbat he described as a very run down
apartment without much functioning electricity. Howver, his roommate was not paying the bills
to the landlord. They were told to leave in the aiedof winter.

Luke’s case manager researched possible housiraytapfiies and obtained applications for
him to fill out. Through her link to Community Actn, he was able to get a loan of the
remainder of funds he needed to move into the aygant that he found. She contacts him
periodically to check in. The case manager alspdtehim apply for Medicaid insurance and he
is waiting to hear about that.

Luke lives in a well-cared for apartment building20 units for the elderly and disabled. This

includes a living room, bedroom, kitchen, full bagind shower. His apartment is located on the
second floor but it has an elevator which he nsgose he cannot climb stairs. His income

GA Pilot: Phase 2 Evaluation — Page 26



covers his rent which includes utilities. He coaksl cleans for himself and because he has a
vehicle, he drives neighbors to their appointment® do errands and grocery shopping. He
proudly discussed that he gets elected chef aghgments’ summer cookouts and apparently
has a good reputation with the other inhabitanesdHves neighbors as long as they compensate
him for the gas. He enjoys helping others and riégealled EMT’s to the scene when an elderly
neighbor had fallen down the stairs. He said labis to stay calm in situations where others
panic.

Luke said he finished paying back the housing lbameceived through the GA Pilot.

He was instrumental in helping friends find housaisgwell. Luke spoke highly of the staff in the
GA Pilot as well as the Community Action Office. Kevery grateful for their help in securing
his permanent housing situation.

Case Study #9 (Melissa)Melissa’s son was in jail from age 18 to age 26.dduld not be
released until he had a place to live but was figdl difficult to rent an apartment. His mother,
who had the money, tried to find an apartment for but also ran into barriers. Melissa’s case
manager made some phone calls and found a lanitiar&new her as well as another one of her
sons. He also had sons of the same age. He agreeut to her son who was going to be
released from jail.

The case manager takes Melissa’s son to Barre agenth to give her some time off from that
transportation responsibility. She also found séumels so he could obtain some clothes, and
next set him up for Medicaid and food stamps. Wmemove in date for the apartment was
postponed for two days, the case manager checkbd=81J staff and invited him to stay at her
home rather than return to jail for those two nggiMelissa’s son had difficulty getting hired by
other employers, so he works a couple of jobs,vatteher boyfriend’s business and one with
her part time employer. He pays some of his bilid she helps him with others. Melissa visited
him weekly while he was in jail. She said his hest stood by him as well.

Melissa was enthusiastic about her son’s progkssecently won three trophies in wrestling.
Although he had dropped out of his own high schslog was proud that he graduated from
Community High School of Vermont while he was iil.jale now has an apartment, he is
healthy, eating well, has a job, and has the sumdhe case manager if he needs it. Melissa
was very enthusiastic about the help she recened her case manager and from the
Community Action Office. She said the compassiothefstaff was extremely touching. She
realized she knew her case manager from childhodatantinues to visit the office staff just to
say hello.

Case Study #10 (Amy)Amy came home from her work as a merchandiserewsnaing and
began to experience problems with her back. Thé aeexshe could not move. After two weeks
of tests, she was diagnosed with sciatica and e and foot problems. She could not work
for three months and by then her job was no loagailable. Her fiancé also did not work due to
a seizure disorder. At that point, she arrangedhfem both to apply for social security. As the
months went by, she used her credit card to pdgy dmld postponed paying rent. Eventually, she
was given four weeks to pay eleven months of baokin full. Although her mother gave her
$25 here and there for groceries, she had accuadu&®5,000 in credit card debt and was
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considering filing for bankruptcy. Amy said it wasry hard to ask for help. She said it is not in
her to be that needy. She is usually the persdrmt#ips others, rather than being the one to
receive help.

Amy said her case manager became her “right arhre”g&companied her to court when she was
being evicted. For a variety of reasons, the emictlid not go through but it bought her time to
move out of the apartment. The case manager hbkreget social security, general assistance,
food stamps, and a pro bono lawyer for her banksu@he accompanied her to court for the
bankruptcy and also helped her fiancé get SSI gird Aono attorney for his power of attorney.
She also arranged for Amy to receive some allowadtauneration for taking care of her fiance.
The case manager also helped them find subsidzesirftg and worked with the VFW
connection to get volunteer help with the move¢casiAmy and her fiancé were both disabled.
The case manager came with her own van to helgls™is original case manager now has
another job but continues to help this couple Witkages to resources in the community. Amy
said this case manager’'s knowledge about sociatisgavas seminal for them, since most of
their problems centered on this going through.

Amy signed a contract, agreeing to pay back anyayshe borrowed for housing. She was able
to follow through with this agreement, using mofeyn her first retroactive social security
check. The reciprocity gave her help during a dlifii transition but allowed her to remain
independent and responsible for herself. Amy talaes of her fiancé now which works well for
both of them. She gets paid to care for him throQbbices for Care. They are looking at buying
a home near his parents in a state where the thentes is very affordable. She says her fiancé
wants her to be secure and settled before heldéealso wants to be available to his aging
parents who also have health problems.

Amy said the staff made her feel welcome and simkslof them as friends. Without them, she
says, she cannot imagine where she and her fiangklwe. She imagines they would be living
in the car without the money to put gas in it ontiis heat on. She and her fiancé pay a monthly
visit to their former case manager when they viwtlocation of her new job. She said this case
manager has become very special to them. Callm@th Pilot program “exemplary” and the
essence of what community is about, she has recongddt to a disabled veteran she knows.

Case Study #11 (John)John had been living with a friend at the homeheffriend’s girlfriend.
When they split up, he was able to stay a littlegker but then moved in with another friend, in a
more stabile situation. During this time he neettebave each of his hips replaced. Hip pain,
gout, and arthritis, which got progressively wooser several years, made it difficult for him to
work. He had usually been able to support himsedf@id not have family support. At the time
he was not aware of the source of the pain andaivas wit's end about what to do.
Compounding this situation, six of his closestride died in a short time of each other. His
housemate, a very healthy person, came down with threatening disease, could not work,
and eventually committed suicide on John’s birthdes/a result of these events, John became
very depressed. He still lives in the friend’s hemusn the good graces of the friend’s wife, who
has a second home. John says he is living daytamth has applied for social security
disability.
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John first got assistance with applying for foaahgps and Medicaid, which he received within a
week or two. He perceives the medical assistanceoas helpful to him. Through GA, he
receives $56 monthly pocket money and $198 towamtl ES also pays his electric bill. John
said he is comfortable and much better now, dukddelp he received. John thinks he would
still be in extreme pain and probably dead if he hat received the help through the GA Pilot
program. Medicaid made it possible for him to hhigehips replaced. He said people in a
situation like his or ones more dire would be hepsland lost without a program like this. He
was extremely grateful and imagined others were. als

Case Study #12 (Sam)Sam went back to drinking after 23 years soberigaindthe midst of a
divorce. After reinjuring his back sleeping in kbir, he landed in the hospital and could not
work. His mother also landed in the hospital daitinis time and a few days after returning to
live with his brother, she passed away. He alsbHisslicense after a recent truck accident.

Sam was initially placed in a motel and receivelg ngth food stamps and general assistance
funds. In the meantime, the case manager helpedolsaie a room for rent and supplemented
his GA funds to pay for it. She also helped himlgp@r SSI, which involved transportation to a
meeting out of the county. He was denied and iseatily appealing the decision with the help of
a lawyer. His case manager transports him to hetimgs and for errands such as grocery
shopping. At other times he reserves public comitguransportation when he can coordinate
his scheduled trips with their schedule. The caarager occasionally delivers small things that
he needs to save him the walk to her office, shrces disabled. He makes use of the Food Shelf
at Community Action when his $160 food allotmentswut.

Sam said his case manager helps him a great deatatks with him on the phone, she helps
him reach his lawyer, and she made a call to atset@madvocate for him. His application had
gotten stuck on someone’s desk for two months beatavas forwarded on. She also researched
his eligibility for a pension through the Vetera®dministration and helped him apply for that.
In addition, she helped him work with his lawyeritcess the pension he was entitled to from a
job he held for 15 years. This had to be carefidsearched to be sure it would not affect his
eligibility for Medicaid, food stamps and the $5&mthly GA assistance.

Sam and his wife communicate regularly despiteditrierce process and he enjoys regular
contact with their 11 year old daughter. His ptyirs moving from his current ‘room to rent’
into an apartment. He is currently on the waitisg The room he rents requires regular
movement up and down stairs which is difficult fiim. Sam signed a contract to repay a loan
from the GA Pilot for his room rent and also to dlyfines from his accident. He said he looks
forward to paying it back. Sam appreciates talkinity his case manager and the Community
Action staff. He spoke highly of them, commentingtbeir supportive and caring attitude.

Case Study #13 (Louise)Louise left her husband who had been behaving eblysioward her.
She is a full time mother of two sons and doescaaty any other job. She describes suffering
from bipolar disorder, depression, addictions tmhbl and drugs, PTSD, and fibromyalgia.
Louise described a lengthy application process wiltit of communication that helped her set
goals. She said she signed a payback agreemeptahback the money she owed on a monthly
basis. Louise appreciated the support and advaafadogr case manager and the Field Service
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Coordinator. As a result, she benefited from terapofunding for housing, SSI, and food
stamps.

Louise hopes to be living in a safe and congertrabaphere as well as working part time,
hopefully with children or the elderly. Louise saide would be dead had she not been accepted
in the GA Pilot. She was able to begin psycholdgeavices and to get financial help through
SSI and Economic Services. In addition, she sadalha great deal of caring and support from
the staff. She recommended it to others.

6) Predicted Outcomes, Costs, and Savings; and HderMeasure Them

Anticipated Outcome, Costs, and Savings: Staff across the sites predicted that greatesingu
stability will lead to a variety of benefits forrfalies and society. For example, children can
benefit from regular school attendance and perfaoeabetter nutrition, and better mental and
physical health. With greater stability, childreanaget accustomed to a school and attend
regularly. They are eating more nutritious foodsause cooking facilities are available. When a
family lives out of a car, they tend to buy fasbdio which is more expensive and less nutritious.
With housing stability, children are getting ne@ganedical attention for better health, they
live in a clean and safe home environment, and gagents are tending to their responsibilities
as parents. For example, parents are better abl@itdtain employment because they have a
reliable contact address, they have access to shpam there is less general turmoil. Safety is
another stress reliever for those in the prograr dwve been victims of domestic violence. In
the Springfield program, 80% of the women have baetims of domestic violence.

One staff member explained that if parents candheeld to find stable, decent housing and they
do not have to manage the ongoing stress abouewbeatay on a day to day basis, then they
can focus attention on goals to help themselves as taking a course. Their children are less
apt to act out, to worry about where the familyl lise each night, and to have to change
friendships with schoolmates every time the familgves. People are then able to look to the
future in longer term ways than ‘What are we gdmgat?’ and ‘Where are we going to sleep?’

Staff predict that money will be saved on costmoérceration and fewer visits to the emergency
room. After addressing mental health issues antingefaom trauma, previously homeless
people will become contributing members of socigtychildren stay in school and earn an
education, they will become contributing memberghefworkforce. Springfield staff are
encouraged by the decrease in homeless count armfaimatic decrease in the number of
incarcerated women in their community. They beligvpositive change.

Similarly, Burlington based its Fast Track programsuccess they had with a similar program
offered to victims of domestic violence in 2004v&ml years after women had received
vouchers, most were still living in Section 8 hawgswith their children. The Springfield housing
case managers expect some relapse of domestiosgo{and resulting homelessness) to occur
based on experience they had prior to their wotk tie GA Pilot. Yet they believe that as
participants try again and again, new behaviorsheijin to stick.
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Measuring Progress. GA Pilot staff discussed various ways they maratod measure progress.
Burlington Housing Authority staff members are netted in monitoring how participants are
doing at maintaining their housing. The ultimateaswee of success is whether a participant
sustains housing. However, staff are also intedastan individual’s progress toward that goal
such as sustaining housing for a longer periothod than ever before. Part of this success
involves placing people in housing that they cdardf It also involves how effectively agencies
are able to stay involved with families once they laoused so that they are actively addressing
underlying issues. Staff cited a strong correlabetween addressing underlying issues and
maintaining housing. Therefore, progress will benitared.

Economic Services in Burlington is interesting ieasuring if people maintain housing, if they
are following through on their plan, meeting theiquirements, and paying utilities and other
expenses necessary to keep their Section 8 voutiey.are also interested in measuring
whether victims of domestic violence are in safe-abusive, and stabile situations. Indicators
could include participation in employment, schoglimental health and substance abuse
treatment and 12 step programs, financial manageoesses, and whatever goals participants
set to improve their lives. A staff member monitpregram compliance at three and six months
by checking in with families and their referringppiders. The Vermont Housing Authority
requires its program recipients to meet with stafiually to update income information, which
aids this process.

The Housing Resource Center in Burlington woule li& collect information on the top reasons
why people are in homeless situations, how theestment saves money in the long term, how
many people participate in the program, how maek sessistance, how many are turned down,
why people qualify, how many people are servednmath, how many succeed and how many
do not. Measures of success for Burlington’s FaatR program include safe, stabile housing,
and family perceptions that they are safe (phylsicamotionally, and financially) and their
needs have been met. Staff with WHBW appreciatedntipact the GA Pilot has made on
resources they can provide to victims of domesttence. With the freezing of family
unification vouchers and the Section 8 wait lisbmen otherwise are forced to choose between
staying in a violent relationship and homelessness.

In Morrisville, the Service Coordinator completesanthly report on all of her GA Pilot clients,
including dates and times of meetings and whatlsies for them. A two page contact record
details participant demographics, service providarelved, presenting issues, outcomes, and
reasons for termination. This information is theacked, along with length of service
coordination, and compared for change over time. Sthff team then discusses the report. The
SC works with participants to fill out and signex\dce plan agreement that identifies their goals
and what services and service providers are needeadch each goal.

Rutland Staff define success with the following sweas: stability for the family; increased
income through employment, Reach Up, or SSI benefibre households acquiring permanent
housing, fewer households returning for additiasasistance, and positive rental references.
Rutland has not historically tracked what happeoddmilies when they completed their 84
days of emergency assistance. However, they aat those who returned annually when they
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were eligible again. Staff said the cyclical natofeseeking assistance occurs when recipients
are not working on solving the underlying issues.

Rutland staff were cautious about expecting toohmafdche GA Pilot program. With only eight
apartments and a much larger homeless populattel, $tays will still be needed. They are
considering having participants fill out a surveyegyear after leaving the program highlighting
what has been most helpful and what continues @ deallenge. Staff are interested in stories of
how the program made a difference. One staff gawekample of being able to say a family
found stable housing, a parent was able to findleynpent, a child was able to succeed in
school, and they felt like normal members of sgciet

Despite cautiousness, Rutland anticipates pogiiselts from its new GA Pilot because of its
experience with Jen’s Motel, which has a manager fuhctions like a case manager. She helps
people find jobs and rating-approved housing. &gt the motel requires reciprocity from the
participant, a signed agreement to work on undeglyssues with the case manager. Results at
Jen’s Motel have already shown that this model workis supported housing situation
functions very similarly to that in Springfield, wie there are strict boundaries as well as
supportive assistance with goals that participaetgor themselves. Rutland staff mentioned
another success story. One at-risk adult who wastab become homeless recently started
receiving $900 per month and will be able to affardapartment. He was able to negotiate a
more affordable apartment with his landlord and pfiis debt on the other apartment. From
these experiences, staff anticipate that the afdmmelessness will be broken through the GA
Pilot program over time.

In Springfield, the ES eligibility worker serves a$iaison with the housing case managers on
issues of documentation, monitoring and referia& keeps a list of GA pilot participants and
others who seek housing assistance. The SpringBal®ilot housing case managers fill out an
exit form that tracks compliance with the contr@cy. were fees paid regularly, was the
apartment kept clean, what issues came up, whathedsousing situation after the pilot, was
there participation in the permanent housing pnograthere did they apply for housing, did they
find employment, did they access Vocational Relitakibn services, did they pursue education,
did they participate in mental health and/or sutistaabuse treatment, did they get child care,
did they take a parenting class, and other itemsipéng to nutrition, transportation, furniture,
and budgeting).

Springfield staff had the following suggestions éomparing outcomes before and after
participation in the GA Pilot, though it is ackn@dbed that this would be time consuming
research and there are many variables that impacomes. First, staff recommended tracking
participant emergency room usage, Medicaid cast®lvement in the Corrections System,
employment, and whether participants are receil®agch Up and food stamps. Then, compare
families who have gone through the program wittséhwho have not: Have children been put
into foster care? Is there an association with &uions or Probation? Some mentioned existing
tracking mechanisms within the Health Departmenttiie Education Department. Another data
source mentioned was the Internal Revenue ServiState Tax Dept, for income information.
Another source of data is the point in time tragksiheets that pilot administrators are asked to
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complete. Lastly, staff suggested asking partidipémsign a release or asking them to complete
a post program survey at various time intervalsrgdarticipation.

A challenge for recordkeeping includes the fact thany families on the verge of homelessness
find employment in neighboring states such as Nempkhire and leave the state or move back
and forth. One staff suggested that tracking ouafar children offer more opportunities for
long term research. For example, continued uskeoDr. Dynasaur program may provide a data
base and contact information for medical data. Otlxamples suggested included the Building
Bright Futures Initiative. However, staff acknowdgd this would only lead to numbers per
district, not case specific information.

7) Barriers and Recommendations

Participants and staff identified barriers and su@gpolicy and practice needing further
attention.These are organized into three main categorieSystem Issues; b) Resource Issues;
and c) Attitudes. While there is some overlap betwihese three categories, they are meant to
give clarity to the multiple barriers that exisyisgm issues entail policies or practices thatrget
the way of timely responses to real needs. Resdssces address areas where resources are not
keeping up with costs and demand. Attitudes encemparriers that stem from people
themselves, such as a lack of understanding, lakbooader view of a situation, or a lack of
education. These can often be consequences ofgnatteresources or system issues.

System | ssues:

The process of applying for Social Security Disabtly is extremely challenging and needs
improvement. Staff said most people are rejected at least oafmd they get approved. They
have to go through an appeal process and the sémagidf hearing can take a year or two.
People are often denied when they should not béawe to involve lawyers and other
assistance to get it. One caseworker said sheriamwgowith several applicants that should be
eligible for SSI but are getting denied. Two ofrthare working with an attorney. Another man
is an elderly 17 year veteran who has worked allife. He has various health problems. So far,
the SSI application process has taken eight moiftiis.case manager has written to Senator
Sanders’ office about the situation. She worined by the time her client receives SSI, he may
not live long enough to benefit from it. A localetter kept one man for almost a year (beyond
the shelter's average 90 day stay) because heppaslng denials to social security.

Lack of coordination between Medicaid and Social Ssirity administrators can interfere

with needed medical benefitsOne participant shared his experience. Firstwtebecame
disabled, it took six months to begin receiving.38the meantime, he got food stamps and
Medicaid through the state. Then, a month beforstésed getting SSI, his health insurance was
terminated. Luckily, his doctors helped him gehigeé month supply of medications, which are
worth $576 monthly, but he is still working on $gfatening out his Catamount medical
insurance. Even though he pays his premiums, lgveca letter saying he has been denied.

In addition, his first application to the Catamopmgram was lost, so he had to reapply. He
began receiving monthly bills and paid them, onlyind out later he was not covered. He is
currently looking for another program. He mentioa@dSS| program where one becomes
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eligible for Medicare after 25 months. However shared frustration that he is sick now, not
two years from now. He recommended attention ®gkstem problem.

Policies are often still set up to defeat familiestaying intact. A staff member made several
points about policies that negatively impact faesliFor example, how households are defined
can make a difference in receiving benefits. Ormesamer was going to lose her benefits
because her partner, the father of one of herram|dvas going to be living with her. In

addition, there is not necessarily consistency betwdistricts in how family preservation funds
are allocated. Policies also keep people frommgethead economically. One staff asked how
more vouchers can be made available in such ashaaypeople can move forward economically
rather than become dependent on them.

Shelters are accommodating longer stays to help pagipants save money for permanent
housing.Here is an example of a change in policy to bepediticipants. Shelters around the
state are lengthening their allowable stays to tawailies a realistic amount of time to save
money for security deposit and first and last m@ntént and all the other expenses involved in
utilities, food, and home set up. Currently it B3&@ays (up from 45 days initially) and sometimes
is extended based on need. Staff with experienshetters prefer to keep a family longer and
work with them on saving money and repairing cretliiis has a better chance of leading to
permanent housing than shorter shelter stays, viaiais to keep families moving from shelter
to shelter.

Paperwork is challenging for many participants.One participant commented on the paper
“blizzard” that was not necessarily effective ahiawging results. Another man suggested that the
GA paperwork should be more “man-friendly.” He eaipkd that there are a lot of questions that
don’t pertain to him that make it more confusingatldition, he said program names are
constantly changing.

Resource | ssues:

Funding, including GA funding and the way it is deermined, is inadequate to meet housing
needs Staff in more than one district said the amoyetsple receive from GA, which have not
increased in years, are inadequate for the cdsvuding in current times. Springfield staff said
funding and the way it is determined is a bari@me staff member suggested that funding be
determined based on need rather than populatiortcome level. This should be determined by
looking at how many people receive services thatldvqualify them for a program like the GA
Pilot. Springfield staff said they have the foudhgest Reach Up caseload in the state, few
employment opportunities, and an untrained worldofithey believe caseload and food stamp
utilization per capita should be factored into gedmination of funding allotments. Funding is
needed to support more temporary apartments.

Financing the GA Pilot has been challenging siheenhoney coming from the state has been
fluctuating and decreasing. To compensate, St.rAllssaff had to find other funding, such as
available Reach Up funding, FS Direct Service FngdDEO, and United Way. For the second
year, they cannot use Reach Up TANF funds for tAgpbt. They also do not know what
amount OEO will allot this year. In addition, thé@llotment to the district has decreased.
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Workers are being told to seek funding in the comityubut they feel they are already looking
there for other financial assistance in difficldbaomic times. In St. Albans, one staff person
raised the concern that alternative community fngdsuch as from churches or Community
Action, is not available.

Despite the richness of resources in Burlington @hittenden County, staff find it is not enough
to meet the needs. Needs and costs are growinghé@A program has not increased its
allotment in many years. Burlington staff recommaiidcating more money for the GA

program overall, and funding the GA Pilot so itla a sustainable long-term program. They
are convinced it will be a cost effective investiniem the state. One staff suggested an extra
million in the GA budget. Burlington began its pram in July 2008 and were already fully
subscribed by October. The program receives a deraddle number of inquiries and referrals,
approximately 40 to 60 per month. If the fundingat sustained for this program, they say more
money will be spent on shelters, on opening moedtats, on motels, and on emergency room
visits. Funding would also enhance collaboration.

Burlington staff say a larger allowance for addiabexpenses would ease pressure on families
with little income remaining after housing. Somed¢o choose between paying utilities and
rent. Even people who pay 30% of their income octiSe 8 Housing, who receive food stamps,
fuel assistance, and other resources, are stijgling. Assistance with mortgages to help
maintain homeownership and avoid foreclosure \@kktmore money than what is in place.
Since homeownership can be less expensive thangetitis could save costs as well. Staff also
recommend money to assist with moving expenses.

Staff in Rutland also echoed the fact that theedtats not kept up with the cost of living, For as
much as 30 years, the maximum paid from GA to dividual eligible for rent is $198 and for
personal needs is $56. Staff said this amount afepaoes not fund an apartment for a month.
In addition, the payment for room rental is $30@nth to a relative or $40 a month to a non-
relative. However, the cost of rent in the citypib0 to $175 per week. Landlords are less
willing to take a chance when the reimbursemesbitow. Staff added that Reach Up grant
money has also not increased with the actual ddstimg. Many of these recipients are
working, if they can, to supplement this grant moriéhe GA Program only disregards the first
$90 of what a person earns which staff considegalistic. When a family receives $680 in
Reach Up assistance, and apartments cost $600th,iwere is a great deal of juggling.

Rutland staff discussed a few other concerns as Wélen people use up their 60 months of
lifetime TANF benefits, they then have to be paid of the general fund. Staff questioned the
policy that people also qualify for increased dasise when they have more than one child.
Rutland staff anticipate being left with peopletwmultiple barriers to employment where the
ability to make positive changes will take morerthiaeir six month timeframe for the Pilot
program. In Morrisville, a staff member speculatieat the time it takes to see change in
participants depends on the number of issues theg.f5ome not only have housing issues, but
also social security, substance abuse, and tralasiporissues.

More housing is needed that is affordablelLack of affordable housing is a statewide issue.
Housing is expensive, most participants need si#egichousing, and there is a wait list of over
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four years for Section 8 vouchers. Two participamtSpringfield suggested creating more
housing units and one pointed to a number of abaedibuildings as an untapped resource. One
participant in Morrisville commented on high rettiat are unaffordable and rising further. This
forces people into a choice between paying rebuging food to eat. Another participant who
was moving back and forth from the street to a ineted it was difficult to find housing priced
within his SSI income, something under $600. Héelvek a rooming situation would be the
most practical solution he could hope to obtairtofaborator in St. Albans discussed the need
to expand a local shelter by five apartments totnmeeeasing demand. The city allowed the
shelter to expand its occupants for the winter m®1b they are adding bunk beds to the rooms
to accommodate more people. A staff person saidvamean in the shelter should really be in
assisted living because of serious medical prohlems

In Springfield, waiting times for subsidized hougwary depending on the source of the
housing. The Section 8 voucher program can takeyars, and they are not even currently
accepting applications. The Springfield Housinghfuity can take one and a half years. Some
apartments offer subsidies on their own. The ha@usase manager mentioned the possibility of
being on 50 wait lists for subsidized housing. Oacepartment opens up, people on the wait
list are contacted. Those in a domestic violenwagon are usually given preference and can
jump before others on the wait list. Other prefeseareas for Section 8 include lead paint
poisoning, fire, flood, and natural disasters. Amotchallenge is when a major subsidized
housing unit closes, leaving the inhabitants indngfenew subsidized housing.

A major barrier in Chittenden County is the limitaehilability of housing. Staff pointed out that
the cost of living in Chittenden County makes itegsary for those living on low incomes to
find subsidized housing. When gas costs go up, ngovutside of the city to save money on
housing no longer becomes viable. Even for those qualify, there are not enough vouchers
available. The waiting list is growing for individls and families, so staff are looking for
alternative sites in the community to serve as taemy overflow shelters for the winter.

The needs of single people who are homeless aresofgoing unmet.A participant in
Springfield highlighted the fact that families withildren take priority over single people for
housing assistance. Hence, the housing needsgié girople often go unmet. In Burlington, the
GA Pilot allotment of 35 vouchers per year givesgity in the following order to: homeless
families who were victims of domestic violence,@thomeless families, and then single,
disabled victims of domestic violence who are hasel A lot of young people who are
homeless move to Burlington. Burlington staff recoemd expanding the definition of who can
be helped to include single men and women who daaffard housing but do not have a
disability. Single parent households have an orggoged for housing assistance. In addition,
staff said there are many other populations seloye®iHS beyond ES that could benefit from
this program.

Demand is greater than the availability of case maagement Staff recommended that
legislators consider how to fund more case manageysovide the service component to
supported transitional housing. This will undoulydue challenging in an environment where
many state positions are being cut due to econshudfalls. In Burlington, which initiated its
pilot in July, demand greatly exceeds resourcedirigiion staff look forward to finding a way
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to add full time intensive case management to thesimg program rather than the current
process of piecing together case management funsctiom various referring partners.

In Springfield, the need is much larger than whathudget allows. Springfield has seen an
increase in the applicants for the GA Pilot. Sotaéf snembers recommended doubling or
tripling the size of the program. While 150 mayrbterred, there is only room for 20 to
participate. They would like to expand the progi@swell as the positive outcomes they have
been seeing. A Springfield staff member shared emrscthat people who are homeless in
another district hear about their program and ntov@pringfield for their services, increasing
their demand.

Rutland staff recommended approximately five m@secmanagers in their district. Their need
for case managers is greater than the need forrgpuwdost of Rutland’s housing requests come
from Rutland City, where most of the available hingss located. One participant in Morrisville
observed a greater demand for services than tfisngtean accommodate. A participant in
another district also noted that demand exceedsabe management resources. He said the GA
pilot needs more assistance and the state ned&d®tmore people. This type of case
management is time intensive, with daily commumacatind advocacy.

While case managers are as creative and resourcefas possible, the impact of the economy
is being felt on many levelsStaff shared concerns about the background ecoiaoichyts

impact on their ability to help people who comeliousing services. State job cuts have an
impact. People who have never sought services dafer entering the system and the resources
to offer them are slim. More people are using tbed=Shelf which is depleting those resources
as well. The Field Service Coordinator in St. Alb@ommented on the limits to her flexible
funding and the challenges of deciding how besp&nd the available direct service dollars. In
addition, the cost of fuel and utilities for theao transitional apartments has increased, which
impacts the ability to offer them. St. Albans stetir they may lose one if not both of the
apartments. The tightening economy is making fiaift for all the agencies in the district to
bring resources to the table. The staff value thesing case manager and have decided that if
they cannot afford the transitional apartmentshanbtudget, they will still see success if they
keep the case manager. They spoke highly of hecatezh, expertise, creativity,
resourcefulness, and caring.

One housing case manager discussed a participaniiwels in his van and receives only $10 a
month for food stamps. Thinking creatively, sheuined and found out that his van payments
could be qualified as his housing costs. She htipse will be able to receive more food
stamps as a result. Her colleague shared theHatparking fees may eventually be considered
the housing allotment when there is no other ptag® in the declining economy. In another
creative proposal, a consumer asked a staff pdéfrsbie and her family could still qualify for
benefits if she shared a three bedroom apartméhtambther family in order to manage within
their budget and stabilize their lives. The staftighis resourceful idea raises various questions
such as how resources are counted and sustaipaS#ittion 8 Housing leadership has recently
expanded the number of children who can share @bedwhich may have unanticipated
consequences. Elderly people in one bedroom apatsraee calling to advertise for roommates
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so they can afford to stay in them. Staff wondex ho manage these changing conditions
responsibly and in a timely manner.

In Burlington, staff are seeing more people whoenfing paycheck to paycheck and ran into a
challenge that impacted their income and housim@dudition, some middle class people with
well paying jobs are inquiring about services. Theg then referred for help with budgeting
their finances and reprioritizing their lives sirtbey make too much money to qualify for
services. A staff member in Morrisville worries tis@ame people will not be able to afford to pay
their health insurance premium and then be insascbecause they cannot get their medications.
If they have not paid their health insurance prensiuthey are not eligible for GA assistance
with health care issues.

Rutland staff also discussed the impact of the eecgnand the availability of jobs, which has
made the task of increasing income more challendingdreds of well qualified people have
been laid off in plant closures, competing for jolth those who are less qualified. This makes
it hard for a program like the GA Pilot to achieweoutcome of increasing income via
employment. Employment is preferred since it sigsikelf-sufficiency. In addition, owning a
hotel with 11 rooms is expensive for the Rutlandgoam and they barely break even with low
rates. Chain motels can also compete by loweriag tates and having more available rooms.

Vermont’s cost of living is high and employment opprtunities are low. One participant who
was born and raised in Vermont, was finding itidifft to find employment and sustain a life
here. He was finding it less expensive to live iaihd, where he could also find work.

Minimum wage is inadequate for today’s housing cost The wage employment system does
not support self-sufficiency. People who qualify 85I are better off than those working on
minimum wage, because they qualify for subsidizedsing and medical services. Staff said a
family receiving public assistance and its accomypanbenefits (fuel assistance, food stamps,
health care), which is the equivalent of $30,08Matter off than a family supporting themselves
on minimum wage. One staff said it would take astea $14 per hour job to reach the same
level. Another staff member mentioned that a persmto make about $14 per hour to afford a
home while minimum wage is $7 and some change.

As a staff person in St. Albans pointed out, pecplenot move out of transitional housing
without an income to support permanent housing. difficult to help people advance toward
their goals without resources. For example, legraimout budgeting is helpful as long as there is
enough money to budget. St. Albans staff triedh@rge participants a fee that could be saved
for permanent housing but found this to be unrgalggven the lack of income. One participant

in St. Albans said she is not sure if financialpeacity is realistic. She has a daughter who she
needs to support as well as herself. Staff saglimhportant to determine the realities of the labo
market and employment possibilities for consumadsi@ow that compares to the cost of rental
housing.

Staff and participants fear the impact of increaseduel costs.Staff shared concerns about the

rising cost of fuel (one person quoted a 70% irs®eaaying no one’s income went up 70%) and
said they know of people who have not yet been tabpay off last year’s fuel bill and are
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moving into this season already in debt. If a reoganot afford heat and the pipes freeze, they
will be evicted for not taking care of the placee homeowners may have problems. However,
since the income cap is 150% of poverty level tolafor crisis fuel, staff doubted they will
qualify. There is some talk of more flexibility Withat. When gasoline costs are high, people in
rural areas who need to drive to get anywhereudioh to buy groceries, are hit hard. Those
living in town without transportation may need twp for food at pricier stores that are located
in town rather than a less expensive store outdidewn. One staff said food is 30% more
expensive in town than at a discount store 15 naiesy. Another person mentioned a statewide
trend to lower the rent but ask inhabitants to ey own fuel costs. One shelter director is
working with various community resources to easeltiwrden, For example, she is meeting with
fuel companies and senators and representativ@sitestorm solutions. One fuel company
agreed to decrease the minimum gallon requirencertddiivery to make it affordable. Staff
suggested more flexibility in income guidelines fioel assistance eligibility.

The cost of living makes it challenging to live oA or Reach Up grant money A mother
with four children discussed the challenge of bgymecessary items on the $700 grant she
receives through the GA pilot and the $770 granRfieach Up. She said that leaves her with
$689 for bills and household items for five peofilaxes are increasing in some communities.
Food costs are rising as well.

Food stamp assistance is inadequate as food costsup. One participant commented on not
being able to stretch food stamp dollars very fdwhe high price of food.

Transportation is a need in rural areas but there a no easy solutionsAs one participant
expressed, the cost of car insurance and gasohke hdifficult to maintain a care. Public bus
transportation in rural communities is scarce. Hoavehe acknowledged there is only so much
an organization can do and there are no easy coduti

Attitudes:

People do not use services that may be useful teeth when they do not understand what
the service is and how it can help thermFor example, one participant was asked if he had
gotten involved with Vocational Rehabilitation. FEsponded that he did not need any
rehabilitation because he considered himself sane.

Staff and participants suggested outreach to thosgho could benefit from the pilot

program. Staff anticipate more people on the verge of Heasmess who are too proud to ask
for help and who may not be aware of help they bagble to receive. They hope to do some
outreach and media advertising to acknowledge thet economy, naming resources, and
encouraging people to seek help early in the psod@se participant said she knows there are a
lot of people that could use this program. To heat, she suggested posters in the grocery
store, where people at all income levels visit.

Finding housing is more difficult when there is disrimination or stigma. One older

participant of color said these aspects caused koatipns when looking for housing. Even
though he has received leads to available houbmgptes that he is not living in them. One
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mother commented that no one is willing to give $@m a chance to get a start in life after
returning from jail. A case manager who has expegevorking with incarcerated women, said
she is familiar with the scenario when people ateased back into the community. No one
wants to offer them housing or hire them. Yet theg expected to have an address and a job in
order to stay out of jail. Poor credit histories @so deter landlords. Staff recommend advocacy
with landlords and creative ways to provide créstories. Help searching for available housing
is also a need.

Some communities are not in favor of transitional busing Morrisville staff expressed
sadness that the community was not more welconfitriguasitional housing. They still do not
have transitional apartments due to neighbor oiojest Some housing exists for the elderly and
handicapped that has a good reputation. Howeveogis not accept families.

Domestic violence, poverty, and addictions are ofteinvolved in homelessness. While these
are challenging issues, a focus on prevention coub@ helpful. The Springfield housing case
manager added that 60% of homeless people aredenctims of domestic violence, and
recently they are younger and younger. Povertyefothem to rely on other people. Another
staff member discussed her experience with womemimsited men to live with them out of
necessity even if they were not safe, becausetthda job, a car, and could help pay rent and
fuel. For example, a man may have a car. The wamanprovide the housing, do the laundry,
cook the meals, but he offers transportation. Mbshe women say their mothers were also
victims of domestic violence. So the case managerseeing a generational domestic violence
pattern. Others added that Springfield has higksrat child abuse and violence. These go hand
in hand with domestic violence issues as well.fStaficipated more vulnerability to domestic
violence as a consequence of the economic dowrtbtiaff. spoke from experience that domestic
violence issues tend to increase when the econsnvgak or around holidays. One case
manager suggested education to prevent women fngiaigeng in violent relationships, to teach
women how to take care of themselves, how to be safd how to earn a living.

In Morrisville, most of the GA Pilot participantseamen between the ages of 45 and 65 who
may be recently divorced and have been asked e ksair homes because they may be
addicted to alcohol or other substances. They baee dependent on a woman’s care and find it
difficult to function. Other clients include womeuth children who have left their spouses.
They have been full time mothers and do not hgeb.aStaff work together to help them find
and apply for subsidized housing. The case marssge80% of her clients have addiction
issues. A staff member in St. Albans discussedhiadienges of trying to change addictive
behaviors. Rutland staff also have concerns athgtance abuse and mental health issues,
including people who may not see a problem witmdp® money on alcohol and cigarettes.
They believe education on budgeting will be impott&nother issue they mentioned is
generational poverty.

Reciprocity, as it is designed in Springfield, is ot for everyone One patrticipant in
Springfield had agreed to the terms of reciproaitg was now pleased to be living in an
attractive permanent housing unit. Although shememends the program to others, she said
they are not always willing to contribute finantyabr agree to case management. A staff
member in Rutland believed that people who wereilling/to sign a contract in Springfield
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were exploring shelters in Rutland, which was agdmRutland’s homeless population. The
Rutland staff member believed the key to succedisdrGA Pilot is whether participants will be
willing to be equal partners with the case managaddress their barriers. Rutland staff
anticipate challenges as they implement the GAt Bilogram. For example, some participants
may be eager to sign a contract in order to motgean apartment, but then not follow through
on the requirements of the contract, such as jekisg. These will be issues they acknowledge
the case manager and the committee will need toeasd

8) Advice for Replication of the GA Pilot Model

Careful recruitment and selection of case manageis important. Participants and staff spoke
about the qualities, skills, and experience nedyyeal case manager who takes on the challenge
of this work. Participants discussed the importasideustworthy, respectful, and encouraging
case managers. In addition, the GA pilot prograse caanagers are a valued resource for people
who do not have family support. One participantkgpabout being able to count on the housing
case managers and the GA Pilot housing assisthateas promised. This rebuilt trust after

prior experiences with having grants (such as Rejmitaken away.

One participant in Springfield discussed the imaoce of the case manager’s approach to
participants. She described the housing case menagaot pushy, not brassy, and not
demeaning in any way. Calling them down to earény\knowledgeable and educated, she said
she admired them immensely. She explained thatip@ohomeless situations can put up a wall
and not relate to people, especially if they pexcénem to have an attitude. Instead, she said
these case managers worked with her to solve wiiapgeblem arose and did not let her get
discouraged. Saying they “build you up” and “hemuymmensely,” she considered them “really
great people.”

Two patrticipants in Morrisville commented on thedyof personality needed for working with
the homeless population. This included the abibtlisten and be friendly. Sympathy and caring
are essential. One person appreciated that shedvad seen anyone leave the office intimidated
or embarrassed. She said the staff are so kingphmgatle come into the office just to say ‘hi.’
One participant in St. Albans finds her weekly teaeeting helpful to cope with anxiety. She
said she has found it really helpful to talk to plecshe can trust. For her, this is significane Sh
added that she does not trust many people bechadeas been abused a lot.

The case manager in Morrisville said her positieguires education and experience, patience,
understanding, respect for the population served aaknack for helping. It is important for
people starting a housing case management positioave mentoring from another experienced
person. She said that was key in learning her job.

In Springfield, the ES staff discussed their apild hit the ground running because of
contracting with case managers who had years ddreqce and a very positive reputation with
landlords. ES in Springfield has been willing tkgan a few administration tasks in order to
leave the case managers free to be in the fielkimgpwith participants.
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One staff member in Springfield compared the cageagement to good parenting. There is a
bottom line. Expectations are clear and there ans@quences, but not forever. Participants can
return whenever they are willing to follow the relldhe case managers are very supportive. The
case managers agreed that they are like parerdgy.edplained that people filling the role of an
intensive case manager need to be secure in thesas@hose who have unaddressed issues of
their own, who are idealistic and cannot set lipprswho are gullible, are not good candidates
for the role. When hiring case managers, it woddnbportant to find stable people who are
solid interpersonally, who can be trained to saits as needed. They also should have
experience in housing, since the rules and reguistare complicated. Knowledge of subsidy
levels, contact people, and priorities for waitiisgs is also helpful. It is not a job for someone
of rookie status. Housing is competitive.

Case managers need to be solid and sure of whatbheand what they are doing, so that they

will be ready to relate to people who have a lasties, have boundary problems, are in trauma
or crisis, or are angry or depressed. Another stafinber characterized the process as residential
behavior modification through setting firm consrgtémits in an understanding way. Case
managers are kind but firm. Participants can aciteptirmness because the interactions are kind
and clear. The case managers say that most pema@ptahe limits because they realize their
behavior needs modification. They may try to blahecase managers when something goes
wrong, but they realize their own behavior is inayppiate.

Reliable case management builds a positive reputati with landlords. The Springfield
housing case managers also emphasized that thpgctdéandlords and share that attitude with
participants. They are very responsive to landlams will often be on the scene to handle a
problem within minutes of receiving a call. Theyiéee the landlord’s job and livelihood
deserves respect, and if they provide an apartrtteat,deserve to have it kept clean and to be
paid for it. They work with landlords they trustcansually take their side when participant
behavior has been inappropriate or disrespectiithe past, landlords did not trust ES since they
only gave people money but did not offer case mameamt. Now they know that the case
managers are available to mediate if there arelgmb They know the apartment will be clean,
the rent will be paid on time, and inappropriatedaor will not be tolerated. Landlords are so
pleased with the program, they are praising andmeeending it to others.

One participant, who wanted to see public awareok®e GA pilot program increase,

described how the GA pilot was building support anderstanding in the community already.
She said a lot of landlords with multiple propestage now getting involved with the Supported
Housing Program because it helps them rent theairtieents. They know that case managers are
monitoring that rent is getting paid regularly ahd apartments are being kept clean.

Districts who are beginning a GA pilot program canexpect to have some rough spots in the
early phase as they adjust to doing business diffently. As one participant put it, the pilot had
some challenges in the beginning, but they tratkegroblems and solved them. A collaborator
in another district advised figuring support cagish as mileage into budgets for case
management staff. Community Action does not trarispents as both an insurance issue and
also to give participants responsibility. In sontaations, case management staff who work for
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other institutions without the same restrictiorsydnoffered transportation when it was
absolutely necessary.

Strong community partnerships can enhance the GA Rit effort. Staff recommend that other
districts who want to replicate this project pugteong community partnership in place. They
also suggest implementing a working group thattesvall the stakeholders, including landlords,
to participate. According to staff, other areadicgging the GA Pilots may need to settle
competing interests in order to take advantagehaftviunctional partnerships can offer.
Springfield collaborators focused their effort avdloping procedures for necessary functions
of the program such as paying for units, commuinoaietween partners, handling day to day
challenges, and training staff.

Districts who are designing programs should focusrostrengths and unique resources.
Springfield staff recommend that each new Piloaagsess its unique resources to design its
program. St. Albans staff recommended that otheridis capitalize on the existing strengths of
clients. Pay close attention to non-monetary resgirRelationships and communication with
partners or participants are key to surviving dmwa/ing, especially in hard economic times.

CONCLUSION

Judging from the outcomes reported by participantsstaff, the GA pilots have set a new
precedent for working with homeless populations tode at risk of homelessness in five
Vermont districts. No longer are workers carrying guidelines that often do not fit nor
alleviate a homeless person’s situation. Instdeal; are bringing complex situations to the
attention of their collaborative networks. This g@es allows them to provide quicker and more
efficient help, and also to find meaningful andilag housing solutions.

New GA working rules that were distributed to statke districts in November 2008 echo the
flexibility in eligibility guidelines for housing ssistance that have been tested by the pilots
during Phase 1 and 2 of this evaluation. Gonelardnard and fast rules and regulations that
denied help to chronically homeless people in @&.pA new working philosophy of reciprocity
invites almost anyone to receive some level ofséasce where resources allow. If people are
willing to meet a case manager half way in addngsssues that make them vulnerable to
homelessness, they are eligible.

However, limited housing, case management, anadiahresources curtail the number of
people who can benefit. The pilots can only acconet®a certain number of participants at a
time. Some districts must prioritize who they carve, serving only the most vulnerable and at-
risk populations. Nevertheless, during the wintenths, statewide orders are to make sure no
one goes cold under any circumstance. In pavingvihefor expanding the successes of the GA
pilots, staff and participants identified a multicuof resource and system issues that need to be
improved, in addition to some limiting attitude€ly also made suggestions for those wishing
to replicate the GA Pilot model in their commurstie
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Appendix A

Staff Interview Questionnaire
GA Pilot Study — Phase 2

1) Please show and describe outcomes for GA padtgipants (e.g. income, employment,
keeping children in school, access to servicedjron “stable” housing). Are there any other
outcomes you believe ought to be tracked? How ctidde be tracked?

2) What do you see as the differences between Gts@nd traditional approaches at improving
these outcomes?

3) How has collaboration with community supportaially changed as a result of the GA
pilots?

4) What factors internal to AHS enhanced positivecomes for people in the GA pilots?
(e.g. access to information, communication, ingyarey collaboration)

5) What barriers to implementation and positivecoates still exist, if any? What
recommendations, if any, should be made to thesligire for changes to the general
assistance program and for plans for further impletation of the pilots?

6) What were the most effective strategies (prastichanges made) for implementing the GA
pilots? (e.g. Which rule exceptions were most ¢iffe@ Were there effective practices or
changes made that did not require a rule exception?

7) What are the overall outcomes of waiving the @Qkes? (e.g. decrease in homelessness,
decreased use of temporary shelters and increasaintaining permanent housing.) What
have pilots learned from each other? Have any nisgeen implemented in other districts?

8) Have stakeholder interpretations of the legiaintent of cost neutrality changed, and if so,
how? Have GA pilot staff understanding of the prequirement of cost neutrality in
relationship to the legislative intent changed, drsd, how? Using the current concepts of
cost neutrality, which are acknowledged by stakeds and GA pilot staff as operant with
respect to the legislative intent, did each offilets operate within limits of GA funding?

9) What have you observed regarding cost offséte {@mown as “avoided costs of
homelessness”) as a result of the program? (ests ob hospital stays, emergency room
transport and services, incarceration costs, jl&earvices, psychiatric care, substance abuse
services, foster care, educational support sehuicigets). What recommendations do you
have for future data collection on cost offsets?

Thank you very much!
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Appendix B

Interview Protocol
Participant Interviews
GA Pilot Study

1. Could you talk a little bit about your situationftee joining the GA Pilot?
a. Family composition (pets?)
b. Living situation
c. Jobs? school
d. Medical etc. Issues
e. Local supports

2. What are your hopes for yourself and your faimver the next few years?
a. Where do you hope to be living?
b. What would you like to be doing?
c. Are there ways you'd like to be helping others?

3. How is being part of the GA Pilot helping you?
a. Who is involved?
b. What sort of support are they providing?
c. What services are you or your family receiving?
d. Are there supports you need/want that the progran’t provide?
e. What would you be doing now if you had not baecepted in the pilot?

4. Remembering back to the time you got involvéith e GA Pilot
a. What was the intake process like?
b. How did they explain the program?
c. What did you think about having to develop afla
d. What about signing a contract?
e. If you needed to make arrangements to repayrignbdow did that work?

5. Thinking about the program now:
a. What has been most helpful?
b. What could be improved?
c. What advice do you have for other people whal ressistance?
d. What advice do you have for the people who henprogram?

6. Financial Issues:
a. How do you feel about contributing to the progfinancially?
b. What difference in public expenses do you thim& GA pilot makes?

7. Anything else you would like to suggest or stelveut the GA Pilot

Thank You So Much!
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