FIGURE 1
Where the Study Was Conducted
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Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Family Options Study — Short-Term
Impacts of Housing and Services Interventions for Homeless Families, July 2015, Exhibit 2-4.



FIGURE 2
What Does Life Look Like for Families Navigating Local Services?
Selected outcomes for families 20 months after being randomly assigned to “usual care”
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Source: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Family Options Study — Short-Term Impacts of Housing and Services Interventions for Homeless Families, July 2015,
Exhibits ES-5 and 5-13.



FIGURE 3

Which Programs Did Families Actually Use?
Percent of families in assigned groups that utilized another type of assistance
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Note: Percentages do not add to 100 because some families used more than one type of program during the study period.
Source: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Family Options Study — Short-Term Impacts of Housing and Services Interventions for Homeless Families, July 2015,

Exhibit ES-4.
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FIGURE 4
How Much Would Section 8 Need to Expand to End Homelessness?
Homeless households as a percent of Section 8 caseload, with reduction in vouchers from 2012-14.
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FIGURE b
How Different Are the Costs of the Service Interventions?
Average cost per family of all services used during study period
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Source: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Family Options Study — Short-Term Impacts of Housing and Services Interventions for Homeless Families, July 2015,
Exhibits ES-5 and ES-T.



TABLE 1

Examples of Variation in the “Transitional
Housing” Used in the Family Options Study

Homeward Bound,

Save the Family,

case management

Phoenix, AZ Phoenix, AZ
Number of units 80 71
Expected length 18-24 months 6-12 months
of stay
Families required No Yes
to save
Monthly fee or Yes Yes
rent required
Frequency of Monthly Biweekly

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Interim Report: Family
Options Study, March 2013, Exhibits B-4 and B-5.




APPENDIX A

State-by-State Data on Homelessness and Section 8 Vouchers

State| Households with Homeless Reduction in % Decrease Homelessness

Sec. 8 voucher, households, Sec. 8 vouchers, in vouchers as X of

2014 2014 2012-2014 Section 8 caseload

Alabama 29,200 3,630 -1,034 -3% 12%
Alaska 4,000 1,392 -662| -12% 36%
Arizona 21,000 7,266 -372| 2% 3b%
Arkansas 19,800 2,454 -1,418 -T% 12%
California 300,400 89,662 -14,620| 0% 30%
Colorado 29,600 6,061 -1,266 4% 20%
Connecticut 35,000 3,630 -489 1% 10%
Delaware 4,300 877 -170 4% 16%
District of Columbia 10,400 5,184 228 2% 50%
Florida 95,600 31,838 -1,349 1% 33%
QGeorgia 52,300 12,644 -1,607 -3% 24%
Hawaii 9,000 4,327 693 T% 48%

Idaho 6,400 1,447 -366 -b% 23%

llinois 81,800 9,077 -2,294 -3% 11%
Indiana 34,600 4,494 -1,662 -b% 13%

lowa 20,200 2,023 -1,021 -b% 10%

Kansas 11,100 1,849 -800 “T% 17%
Kantucky 29,600 3,814 -2,238 “T% 13%
Louisiana 46,200 3,623 <187 2% 8%
Maine 11,600 1,706 -b44 -b% 16%
Maryland 43,600 5,869 -1,087 2% 13%
Massachusetts 77,600 11,479 -2,264 -3% 16%
Michigan 51,700 8,942 -3,631 “T% 17%
Minnesota 30,800 4,902 -949 | -3% 16%
Mississippi 22,300 1,881 -337 -1% 8%
Missouri 38,100 4,373 -1,969 -b% 11%
Montana 5,100 1,136 -622 -11% 22%
Nebraska 11,100 2,202 -638 -B% 20%
Nevada 14,000 9,633 -840 -B% 68%

New Hampshire 9,600 979 -132 -1% 10%
New Jersey 84,600 7.969 -1,800 -3% 12%
New Mexico 11,300 1,962 -866 -T% 17%
New York 219,400 44284 -14,497 8% 20%
North Carolina 53,100 8,640 -2,686 -b% 16%
North Dakota 6,500 8856 271 4% 14%
Ohio 88,900 8,854 -4,108 4% 10%
Oklahoma 22,900 3,313 837 -3% 14%
Oregon 32,400 8,931 -1,667 -b% 28%
Pennsylvania 74,200 10,6567 -1,939 -3% 14%
Rhode lsland 9,100 769 -315 -3% 8%
South Carolina 24,400 4,190 834 -3% 17%
South Dakota 5,300 601 -262 -b% 11%
Tennesses 34,900 7,375 473 -1% 21%
Texas 143,500 20,311 1,072 -B% 14%

Utah 11,100 2,102 -89 | 1% 19%
Vermont 5,900 1,015 -196 -3% 17%
Virginia 43,200 4,986 -2,201 | -6% 12%
Washington 49,700 13,261 -1,604 -3% 27%
West Virginia 13,600 1,609 -319 2% 12%
Wisconsin 25,600 3,881 -1,810 -B% 15%
Wyoming 2.300 b1l -149 8% 22%

Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, "National and State Housing Fact Sheets and Data™ May 2015.
httpofwww.chpp.org/research/housing/national-and-state-housing-fact-sheets-data,




