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Appendix A: Research Questions and the 
Chapter Where Addressed  
 
 

Table A-1. Research Questions and Chapters Where Addressed 

Implementation Study Research Questions Chapter 
1.    To what extent was fidelity to the model maintained at each of the four 
sites and across the sites?  What site-specific adaptations were made and 
why? 

Program 
Implementation 

2.    Did the program unfold as planned and on the intended timeline? (RQ 9 
is related) 
a. In what ways and for what reasons did the program diverge from its plan?  
To what extent did program leaders believe that the changes increase or 
decrease the likelihood that the original goals of the program would be 
achieved?     
b. Did the program operate at a scale sufficient to meet its estimates for 
program outputs and outcomes? 

Program 
Implementation 

3.    How did WIBs and PHAs apply lessons learned from data analysis to 
decision making about HW as it happened?   

Program 
Implementation 

4.    What systemic changes occurred:  
    a. Across the PHAs, b. Across the WIBs, c. Between the PHAs and WIBs 
    How were any such changes achieved?   

Systems Change 

5.    To what extent were WIBs, PHAs, community colleges ABE programs, 
employers, and others involved in devising and implementing HW?  How 
did these contributions work together to support HW?  Were there any gaps 
in the partnership? 

Systems Change 

6.    How was the plan to provide very low-income families with access to 
training and employment programs communicated to stakeholders?  To 
what extent were the communications sensitive to cultural and economic 
differences?  Did the approach to communications promote stakeholder buy-
in?      

Program 
Implementation 

7.    Did case managers counsel and refer participants into workforce and 
social services in a manner consistent with the model? 

Program 
Implementation 
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8.    Did County Alliances identify systemic policy and process barriers (at 
the agency, local, state, or national levels) to successful collaboration during 
the course of the program?  If so, did they collaboratively develop solutions 
to those barriers?  If not, why not? 

Systems Change 

9.    What were the unintended consequences of HW?  How were these 
addressed during the grant period?   

Program 
Implementation 

10. Does the partnership between the local WIBs and PHAs help achieve the 
program’s goals? 

Conclusion 

11. What lessons emerged from this program that would be useful to other 
similar efforts and partners?   

Conclusion 

Cost and Sustainability Research Questions Chapter 

12. Were the systemic and service enhancements of HW a cost-effective 
model for increasing the participants’ abilities to obtain long-term 
employment?  Specifically: 
a. What program redundancies were identified, and which were eliminated?  
d. What other key factors contributed to increased cost efficiency?  
b. Did cost per successful outcome decline for WIBs? 
c. Did cost per successful outcome decline for PHAs?  

Cost Analysis 

13. Did participants begin contributing more to their rent over time, resulting 
in cost savings/subsidy reduction for PHAs? If so, how did PHAs use the 
saved costs?  How did Moving-To-Work status affect the re-programming of 
saved costs? 

Cost Analysis 

14. How did PHAs leverage other resources to implement HW?  What effect 
did those resources have on the success of the program? Did the effect vary 
by type of funding stream? 

Systems Change 

15. How will HW be sustained after the conclusion of the grant period?  In 
particular: 
a. What aspects of the model did and did not survive beyond grant period 
and why?   
b. To what extent did WIBs and PHAs continue to fund HW activities?  
c. How did points “a” and “b” vary by county? 

Systems Change 

16. Are the systemic changes within the groups of PHAs and WIBs and 
across the PHAs and WIBs scalable?  

Conclusion 

Impact Study Research Questions  Chapter 
1a.      How many individuals participated in and completed Career Link 
courses, Oregon Pre-Adult Basic Skills (OPABS) training, occupational skills 
training leading to industry certification, internships, on-the-job training 
(OJT)?   

Program 
Implementation 
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1b.      How many individuals participated in and completed WorkSource 
standard/general workshops/services (resume workshop, computer basics, 
etc.)? 

Program 
Implementation 

2.      Which services—case management, training, support services, etc.—
were used by each participant and with what intensity?  To what extent are 
outcomes for individual participants related to the mix of services and the 
intensity of their use?  Is there a particular mix or level of use that is most 
predictive of positive outcomes? 

Participant Outcomes 

3.      Did the participants’ need for housing assistance (or other types of 
assistance) decrease? 

Cost Analysis 

4.      Did participants in the health care and manufacturing programs 
become certified? 

Participant Outcomes 

5.      In what ways, if any, did participants benefit from targeted job 
development and placement services funded through the grant?  

Participant Outcomes 

6.      Were supervisors satisfied with work performance of interns and OJT 
participants? 

Participant Outcomes 

7.      How did participants rate the value and effectiveness of the services 
they received? 

Participant Outcomes 

8.      How did the outcomes for the participants differ from outcomes of the 
comparison group members for each of the following indicators:  
a. Attaining employment; attaining employment in the targeted industry 
b. Initial earnings and earnings at 6 and 12 months 
c. Maintaining employment for 6 and 12 months 

Participant Outcomes 

9.      For both the participant and comparison groups, how did outcomes 
differ by characteristics such as: 
a. Race, age, and gender   
b. Veteran status 
c. Prior workforce attachment 
d. Educational background 
e. Participation in a Moving-To-Work PHA 
f.  Other relevant characteristics 

Participant Outcomes 

10.   How did participant outcomes compare with previous program 
outcomes for the same individuals?  (e.g., completed a different training 
program before this?  How did it compare to this program?  How did that 
help you get a job? keep a job?) 

Participant Outcomes 

11.   In what other ways did employers and job seekers benefit from HW? Participant Outcomes 
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Appendix B: Logic Model  
 

Table B-1 :  Housing Works Program Logic Model 

Inputs Activities Interim Outputs 

Short-Term 
Outcomes 

(1 Year or Less) 

Medium-Term 
Outcomes 

(2-3 Years) 

Expected Long-
Term Outcomes 
(More Than 3 Years) 

Previous experience with 
Paul Allen pilot and  WIB 3/ 
PHA A 
 
 
 
Columbia-Willamette 
Workforce Collaborative  
 
 
 
Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 
between local PHAs and 
WIBs  
 
 
 
Leveraging previous 
collaborations to promote 
program goals  
 
 
 
Two PHAs with Moving-to-
Work status 
 
 
 
Multiple revenue sources to 
target program participants 
 

Regional Alliance 
system change efforts 
to reduce barriers to 
collaboration, increase 
coordination of service, 
and increase co-
investment 
 
Participants recruited 
 
Career mapping and 
resource planning 
conducted 
 
Ongoing case 
management 

Each participant has career 
maps and resource plans 
 
Participants receive case 
management contact   
 
 
 

Participants receive 
appropriate referrals to 
workforce system offerings 
 
Career maps and resource 
plans are used and 
updated with help from 
case managers on an 
ongoing basis 

Participants have improved 
access to and retention in 
training services linked to 
high-demand occupations 
 
Participants report that 
barriers to employment 
have been removed  

Participants increase 
earning potential  
 
 
Local industry is 
infused with in-
demand talent 
 
  
Attainment of 
employment in high-
demand occupations 
with pathways for 
advancement 
 

Career Link curricula 
developed, and 
delivered  
 
Assess for basic skills 
and enrollment in long 
term basic skills  
 
Preparatory activities 
(WorkSource skill 
development) 
delivered 
 
Occupational skills 
training conducted 
 

Participants attend Career Link 
courses and if needed long-term 
basic skills courses 
 
Participants average two 
completed WorkSource skill 
development activities  
 
Participants attend occupational 
coaching sessions 
 
Participants enroll in 
occupational skills training 

Increased participant 
retention in training 
activities 
 
Higher rates of attendance 
in occupational coaching  
 
Participants  report high 
satisfaction with peer 
networking, case 
management, referrals, 
training opportunities, job 
attachment 
 

Long-term basic skills 
participants reach basic 
skills sufficiency 
 
Participants earn industry-
recognized credentials 
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Table B-1 :  Housing Works Program Logic Model 

Inputs Activities Interim Outputs 

Short-Term 
Outcomes 

(1 Year or Less) 

Medium-Term 
Outcomes 

(2-3 Years) 

Expected Long-
Term Outcomes 
(More Than 3 Years) 

 
 
Local PHA investment in case 
management 
 
Strong partnerships with 
sector leaders  
 
 
 
Liaison and case manager 
training modules/ procedures 
 
 
 
Best practice career 
mapping/resource planning 
process 
 

Employment 
specialists provide 
services  
 
 
Potential employers for 
work attachment 
activities 
(internship/OJT) 
identified;  employers 
recruited to host/hire 
participants 
 
Internship/OJT 
worksites developed  
 
Participants matched 
with OJT and 
internship 
opportunities 

Participants enter OJT and 
internships 
 
Increased uptake of work 
attachment activities by 
participants 
 

Supervisors are satisfied 
with interns/OJT 
participants at conclusion 
of the work experience 
 
Participants successfully 
complete an internship 
and/or OJT in industries of 
interest  
 

Unemployed participants 
obtain employment  
 
 Those who enter 
employment are retained in 
2nd and 3rd quarters 
 
Increase in 6-month 
earnings for those who enter 
employment 
 
Participants employed at 
enrollment increase salary. 
 
Employed residents 
financially contribute 
additional dollars toward 
housing 
 

Employment is 
retained at 3 and 4 
years 
 
Increased wage 
earnings 
 
Participants are 
responsible for a 
higher portion of rent 
payment 
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Appendix C: Methodology  
 
 
This appendix describes the methodology employed for the Housing Works (HW) 
evaluation.  As discussed previously in this report, the Housing Works program was 
implemented with a high degree of fidelity to the original plan.  There was minimal 
need to adjust the evaluation design in order to align with the program as it developed 
during the grant period, and to accommodate availability of administrative and 
program data.  Specific instances of deviation from the original evaluation design are 
discussed as relevant below.  
 
 

Implementation Study 
Units of Analysis 
The units of analysis for the implementation study were the individual program 
participant and the Housing Works program.   
 

Methods 
Administrative Data 
Administrative data for the HW evaluation came from management information 
systems (MIS) in use by the public housing authority (PHA) and workforce investment 
board (WIB) partners.  Wage record data (WRD) was provided by the Oregon 
Employment Department and Washington State Employment Security Department.  To 
facilitate the transfer of data, data-sharing agreements were executed between Public 
Policy Associates, Inc. (PPA) and all of the data-holding partners.   
 
PHA MIS data included participant-level data for HW program participants and 
comparison group members.  Each PHA maintains its own database and unique set of 
data variables for PHA clients.  The PPA evaluation team gathered preliminary input 
from the PHAs regarding the availability of data elements needed for the evaluation, 
and received ongoing support throughout the grant period.  Data on HW participants 
and comparison group members were requested for two points in time: as of October 1, 
2014 and again as of April 1, 2016.   
 
The WIB MIS, I-Trac, provided service data on HW program participants.  I-Trac is a 
web-based application used to track client participation, produce customized reports, 
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and support evaluation of program outcomes.  HW had a dedicated module within the 
I-Trac system that was tailored to capture HW program information relevant to 
performance and evaluation reporting.  I-Trac was also used to identify the respondent 
pools for the participant survey described later in this section.       
 
Because the HW program was implemented in two states, wage record data was 
requested from both the Oregon Employment Department and the Washington State 
Employment Security Department.  These data were used for tracking employment and 
earnings for both participants and comparison group members.   
 
Wage record data are derived from a quarterly census of all establishments under state 
unemployment insurance programs, representing about 98 percent of employment on 
non-farm payrolls.  Major exclusions from unemployment insurance coverage are self-
employed workers, religious organizations, most agricultural workers on small farms, 
all members of the Armed Forces, elected officials in most states, most employees of 
railroads, some domestic workers, most student workers at schools, and employees of 
certain nonprofit organizations1.  Federal workers have their own system, so are also 
excluded from state data.  The authors have no reason to believe that these exclusions 
would have created a bias between the participant and comparison groups. 
 
Site Visits 
Site visits were conducted seven times during the evaluation as shown in Table C-1 
below.  Site visits were between two and four days in duration depending on the 
subject of the visit and the data-collection methods to be employed.  Two evaluation 
team members staffed each of the visits.  At a minimum, each of the site visits included 
interviews with stakeholders and observations of program-related activities, services, 
and processes.  Interviews and observations contributed directly to the fidelity 
assessment.  During three of the site visits, focus groups of participants were held in 
each of the four sites.  Prior to each site visit, the evaluation team worked with program 
staff to create a schedule for the visit and arrange staff availability for evaluation 
activities. 
 

 
                                                 

1  http://www.bls.gov/bdm/bdmfaq.htm# 
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Table C-1: Site Visit Schedule 
Site Visit Timing Duration Subject of Visit 
August 2012 Two days Meet with project partners to work 

through evaluation design, project 
design, project management, approach, 
methodology, and communications.  
Develop fidelity scale. 

January 2013 Two days Stakeholder perspectives on startup, 
recruitment activities, expectations of 
partners, definitions of success, core 
program elements, discuss early 
program implementation. 

June 2013 Four days Stakeholder perspectives on 
communication and collaboration, 
functioning of alliances, employer 
engagement, recruitment activities, 
service delivery, access to training.  
Early-stage participant focus group.   

January 2014 Two days Stakeholder perspectives on program 
implementation, communications, 
collaboration, challenges, and successes.  

June 2014 Four days Stakeholder perspectives on program 
implementation, short-term outcomes, 
communications, collaboration, 
challenges, and successes.  Participant 
focus group with exiting participants. 

March 2015 Two days Stakeholder perspectives on program 
implementation, short- and medium-
term outcomes, communication, 
collaboration, challenges, and successes. 

September 2015 Four days Stakeholder perspectives on late stages 
of program implementation, medium-
term outcomes, challenges, successes, 
and sustainability.  Participant focus 
group with one-year post-exit 
participants. 
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Interviews 
Key stakeholders were interviewed during site visits to gather qualitative data on how 
stakeholders rated various aspects of the current systems, including efficient use of 
resources, extent of cooperation and collaboration between systems, perceptions on 
effectiveness of service delivery, and potential for structural and systemic 
improvements.  Over the course of the grant, 126 interviews were conducted with 66 
stakeholders in each of the four counties implementing the Housing Works program. 
 
Prior to each visit, semi-structured interview instruments were crafted for use with each 
of the stakeholder groups and revised in partnership with Worksystems, Inc. (WSI) HW 
project leadership.  The instruments were tailored to each stakeholder group depending 
on their role in the HW project, the point in time of the project, as well as the topics 
being covered.  Key stakeholder groups included WSI HW project leadership, WIB 
directors, PHA directors, Regional Alliance and county alliance representatives, PHA 
project managers and vocational case managers, and WorkSource liaisons.  Each 
interview was documented and recorded, and subsequently processed in NVivo to 
identify themes and findings relevant to the implementation study. 
 

Table C-2: Interviewees by Site 
Site Number of Unique Individuals Interviewed 
Clackamas County 13 
Clark County 13 
Multnomah County 21 
Washington County 11 
Worksystems, Inc. 8 

 
Interviews were conducted with stakeholders from the following partner entities: 
 
 Community Solutions of Clackamas County 

 Home Forward 

 Housing Authority of Clackamas County  

 Housing Authority of Washington County  

 Southwest Washington Workforce Development Council  

 Vancouver Housing Authority  

 Worksystems, Inc. 

 Workforce Investment Council of Clackamas County  
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 WorkSource Portland Metro  

 WorkSource Vancouver 

 Clark College 

 Clackamas Workforce Partnership, formerly Workforce Investment Council of 
Clackamas County  
 

Focus Groups 
Deeper insights into participants’ perspectives and experiences were gathered through 
focus groups while the evaluation team was on site.  Focus groups were conducted with 
participants from each of the four housing authorities during three of the seven site 
visits.  In total, the evaluation team conducted 12 focus groups with 108 HW 
participants.  HW participants were recruited to participate in the focus groups through 
their vocational case managers (VCMs).  The evaluation team provided recruitment 
scripts and flyers tailored to each site as well as a set of recruitment guidelines and an 
FAQ document.  VCMs also followed up with a reminder e-mail to ensure that those 
who had signed up were aware of when and where the focus group would occur.   
 
Focus group discussion guides were developed that addressed different stages of the 
program at different times.  The first round of focus groups were targeted at better 
understanding participant perspectives on the early stages of the program such as 
enrollment and orientation, while focus groups in later years focused on later stages of 
the program like Career Link, occupational training, and placements.  Focus group 
discussions were documented and recorded, and subsequently processed in NVivo to 
identify themes and findings relevant to the implementation study. 
 

Table C-3: Focus Group Participants by Site 

Site 
Number of Focus Group Participants 

2013 2014 2015 
Clackamas County 5 10 7 
Clark County 9 7 9 
Multnomah County 10 14 10 
Washington County 9 9 9 

 
Participant Surveys 
Participants were surveyed multiple times throughout the course of the grant period to 
gather data on their experiences and satisfaction with services provided.  Surveys were 
administered online with initial communications consisting of a postal letter to the 
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participant with a personalized link to the survey.  This was followed by an e-mailed 
reminder that also included their unique survey link.  Participants could complete the 
survey via telephone if they preferred, and non-responders were contact via both e-mail 
and telephone.   
 
There were three different survey instruments developed in partnership with HW 
program staff to capture participant information coinciding with various points of 
experience in the program: within three months of enrollment (participant 1); 
immediately after exit (participant 2); and at one-year post-exit (participant 3).  As seen 
in Table C-4, many of the topics covered by the surveys overlapped, to ensure 
participant perspectives on program services were gathered over time.   
 

Table C-4: Participant Survey Topics 
Survey Point in Program Topics Addressed 

Participant 1  Within three months of 
enrollment  

Orientation 
Enrollment 
Career Mapping 
Career and Resource Plans 
Case Management 
Career Link 
Program Expectations 
Satisfaction 

Participant 2 At program exit Career and Resource Plans 
Case Management 
Long-Term Basic Skills 
Occupational Coaching 
Occupational Training 
Employment 
Internships 
OJTs 
Value and Effectiveness of Services 
Peer Experience 
Overall Perspectives on HW 

Participant 3 One-year post-exit Occupational Training 
Employment 
Internships 
OJTs 
Value and Effectiveness of Services 
Peer Experience 
Overall Perspectives on HW 
Education After HW 
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Since enrollment was ongoing, a new wave of each survey was conducted quarterly, in 
order to capture participants at each stage.  Surveys were open for responses for 
approximately two weeks and then closed.  Non-responders were invited to two 
subsequent waves of surveys, and if they had not responded by then, they were 
dropped from the pool of potential respondents for that survey; they were invited to 
complete the next-phase survey.  The evaluation team, to the extent possible, limited 
invitations to only one survey at a time, such that, for instance, participants would not 
be responding to the early-stage and exit-stage surveys at the same time.  As seen in 
Table C-5, over the course of the evaluation 2,226 invitations were sent out in 25 waves 
from June 2013 through October 2016.  The first participant survey was launched in 
June 2013 and extended through six quarters of program activity, ending in May 2015.  
The second participant survey was launched in late 2013 and remained open through 
April 2016.  The third participant survey was launched in July 2014 and continued 
through November 2016.  Survey data were analyzed using SPSS, Excel, and NVivo. 
 

Table C-5. Participant Surveys 
 

Duration 
Number 
of Waves 

Number 
Invited* 

Number 
Completed 

Response 
Rate** 

Participant 1 
June 2013 – May 

2015 8 755 433 57.4% 

Participant 2 
November 2013 – 

April 2016 9 790 304 38.5% 

Participant 3 
July 2014 – 

October 2016 10 681 259 38.0% 

Total  25 2,226 996 44.7% 
*Some participants were sent invitations for multiple waves of each survey. 
**Denominator includes multiple invitations to unique participants. 
 
Employer Survey 
The employer telephone survey was fielded from January 2014 through July 2016 on a 
rolling basis as placements were completed.  Employers who had hired a participant for 
an internship or OJT program were invited to respond after the close of a placement.  
Surveys were completed with employers regarding their experiences related to specific 
individuals.   
 
A total of 113 surveys were completed, which represented experiences of 107 unique 
individuals, as some participants experienced more than one placement.  The employer 
interview call list (pool) consisted of 180 placements on which complete information 
was available and placements lasted two weeks or more.  The 113 completed interviews 
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represented 63 percent of the sample pool, and 69 percent of the total 163 placements 
completed.    
 
The average length of placements in the sample pool was 83 days, with a median of 78 
days, and ranged from 18 to 429 days.  To test the idea that results may have 
represented the most positive or most negative experiences, we cross-referenced the 
length of a placement with whether an interview was completed or not.  Completion of 
an interview (disposition) was statistically unrelated to the number of days of a 
placement.   
 

Table C-6. Call Attempt Dispositions 
 Frequency Percentage 

Active 34 19% 

Complete 113 63% 

Maximum attempts reached 15 8% 

Refused 18 10% 

Total 180 100% 

 

Table C-7. Average Duration of Placement 
by Call Attempt Disposition 

 Mean Days N 

Complete1 83.2 102 

Active, Refused, or Dropped2 81.4 52 
1Eleven participants with disposition of Complete had no length data. 
2Fifteen participants with disposition of Refused had no length data. 

 
The original evaluation design called for employer roundtables to be conducted twice 
during the grant period.  Roundtables were initially thought to be more expedient for 
the employer, compared to one-on-one interviews and because they could be arranged 
to coincide with industry panel convenings.  However, panel convenings did not 
emerge as planned and it was deemed less palatable to employers to attend a 
roundtable, which is less flexibly scheduled than a phone call.  In addition, it was 
deemed important to ask directly about a specific hire, which is not relevant to a 
roundtable format.  
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Comparison Group Survey 
Members of the HW comparison group were surveyed twice during the evaluation 
period.  The survey instruments were nearly identical, with only dates of employment 
questions updated to reflect the change in time.  The two surveys provided information 
on the comparison group members’ motivation to pursue job training, their prior use of 
WorkSource and WorkSource services, experiences with employment or other job-
attachment activities, and educational pursuits.  Additional demographic data that were 
not present in the PHAs’ MIS were also requested through these surveys.   
 
To enlist members of the comparison group, each of the four PHA partners was 
provided basic eligibility criteria (between the ages of 18 and 62, and over-sample of 
clients that have English as a preferred language) and created a sample for the initial 
invitation to be part of the comparison group.  That sample (n=3,840) was then sent to 
an outside print vendor who compiled the invitation materials and mailed them to 
potential PHA clients.  Those interested were asked to complete a short screener 
questionnaire that reflected the same set of motivation questions asked of HW program 
participants at intake, and return that questionnaire along with a signed consent 
document to PPA.   
 
PHA clients that were interested in becoming part of the comparison group and had 
signed a consent document were then invited to complete the first comparison group 
survey either online or via telephone.  This survey was issued in October 2014 to 225 
individuals with 161 responding.  To boost the number of comparison group members, 
PHAs were asked to develop a second sample of potential clients (n=5,000) and a 
second round of interest/consent ensued.  A second wave of the first comparison group 
survey was issued to an additional 404 clients, and of those, 271 completed the survey 
bringing the total response for comparison survey one to 432.  Those 432 individuals 
were then invited to complete the second comparison group survey issued in April 
2016.  A total of 295 comparison group members responded to the second survey. 
 

Table C-8: Comparison Group Surveys 
 

Duration 
Number of 

Waves 
Number 
Invited 

Number 
Completed 

Response 
Rate 

Comparison 1 October 2014  2 629 432 68.7% 

Comparison 2 April 2016 1 432 295 68.3% 

Total  3 1,061 727 68.5% 
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Fidelity Assessment 
Early in the grant, fidelity scales were created by the evaluation team and revised with 
input from the program staff and partners.  One fidelity assessment was for the 
Regional Alliance level, which examined items such as the provision of policy guidance 
on systems alignment to partners.  The other assessments were county alliance level, 
and each county was assessed separately for adherence to key features of service 
delivery.  
 
A score of 85 percent was deemed to constitute adherence to the program model.  
Detailed scoring of core program components was conducted by the evaluation team at 
four points in time during the grant implementation and shared with the partnership.  
The fidelity criteria are shown in Table C-9.   
 

Table C-9: Fidelity Assessments Criteria  
for Regional Alliance and for County Alliances   

Impact Study, Criterion for Regional Alliance 
Eligible training providers are identified from WIOA list? 
Implementation Study, Criteria for Regional Alliance 
Policy guidance related to systems alignment provided by Regional Alliance to 
partners?  
Confidentiality policies for data sharing are adopted? 
Program redundancies have been identified? 
Barriers to collaboration have been identified? 
Steps are being taken to address barriers to collaboration? 
Lessons learned are being applied to collaboration process? 
Employers are recruited to host participants (20)? 
Regional collaborative industry panels have been convened? 
Biannual meetings of the Regional Alliance are held? 
Systems for data collection have been developed? 
Data are being used to drive decision-making?  
Impact Study, Criteria for County Alliances 
Liaison training was conducted? 
Case manager training was conducted? 
Biweekly contact between liaisons and case managers? 
Recruitment rolled out on time?   
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Table C-9: Fidelity Assessments Criteria  
for Regional Alliance and for County Alliances   

Case managers complete initial career mapping and resource planning with all 
participants? 
Case managers update participant resource plans as needed? 
Case managers provide retention services? 
Occupational coaching is delivered? 
Participants are selected according to (revised) defined criteria? 
Case managers enter data into I-Trac? 
Case manager's frequency of vocational contact per participant is at least 10 per 
quarter? 
Case worker-to-participant ratio is 1:30 or less? 
PHA has [hired] allocated FTE for case management as planned? 
Skills training available as planned?   
Internship available as planned? 
OJT available as planned?  
Long-Term Basic Skills training available? 
Career Link curricula developed? 
Career Link courses delivered? 
Skills training (40-hour programming, other) leading to industry certification 
delivered? 
Internship opportunities are experienced? 
On-the-job training is experienced? 
Implementation Study, Criteria for County Alliances 
County alliance is meeting quarterly? 
Confidentiality policies for data sharing are adopted? 
Program redundancies have been identified? 
Barriers to collaboration have been identified? 
Steps are being taken to address barriers to collaboration? 
Lessons learned are being applied to collaboration process? 
Program services are supported using leveraged funds?  
Employers are recruited to host participants? 

 
 



  

C-12  Housing Works | March 2017 
 

Outcomes Study  
Unit of Analysis 
The unit of analysis for the outcomes study was the individual (participant or 
comparison group member). 
 
Participant and Comparison Populations 
The targeted population for the intervention was eligible PHA residents in the four 
counties, and the comparison group was drawn from the same population.  A total of 
594 participants were enrolled.  The participant group included—from the perspective 
of the program team—both those who were actively engaged (having completed Career 
Link) and those merely enrolled.  Duplicate records for a participant who was enrolled 
more than once in the I-Trac system for Housing Works were merged into a single 
participant record, so that all services received in the two periods are counted.  Those 
who enrolled in the participant group and entered and exited the same day were 
dropped from the analysis. 
 
Of over 600 people initially identified for the comparison group, only 283 had data from 
all sources: screener items at enlistment, Survey One, Survey Two, and PHA data.  
 
The eligibility criteria for each group are described below. 
 
Program Eligibility Criteria  
 Participant eligibility criteria2 

 Core: Individual is legal to work, over 18 years of age, and is receiving a subsidy 
from the public housing authority  

 Industry: Individual identifies interest in at least one of the focal industries: 
health care, office administration, construction, or manufacturing 

 If interested in health care, individual attests to not having a criminal 
background that would disqualify them from employment    

 Motivation: Individual scores 10 points or higher on motivation items  

 Basic skills: Individual has either a high school diploma or equivalent, or has 
completed 5th grade and is willing to attend training to attain 12th-grade skill 

 
                                                 

2 For eligible individuals, priority of service was given according to veteran status: individual was a current 
or former active-duty military personnel (without dishonorable discharge) or was a spouse of a veteran. 
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level (completion of 5th grade is required in order to meet entry level for available 
long-term basic skills)3  

 English as a second language (ESL): Individual has English language skills 
sufficient to complete a job application and to participate in a job interview or 
training conducted in English  

 Ability to participate: Willing to participate in training programs that could range 
from 20 to 40 hours per week, and between two weeks and three months 
(depending on their individual plan).  

 
 Comparison group eligibility criteria  

 Core: Individual is legal to work.  This is self-screened at enlistment.  

 Core: Individual is over 18 years of age, and is receiving a subsidy from the 
public housing authority.  List is pre-screened by PHA.   

 Core: Individual is not enrolled in HW as a participant.  Self-screened at 
enlistment, and monitored by evaluation team over time. 

 Industry: Not a requirement; free to vary.  Data to be collected in enlistment. 

 Motivation: Individual scores 10 points or higher on motivation items.  Data 
collected at enlistment. 

 Basic skills: Individual has completed 9th grade.  Self-screened at enlistment.   

 ESL: Individual has English language skills sufficient to complete a job 
application, and to participate in a job interview or training.  Self-screened at 
enlistment. 

 

Hypotheses 
 Confirmatory Hypothesis 1: Participants will be more likely to be employed than 

members of the comparison group by October 2015. 

 Exploratory Hypothesis 1a: Participants will be more likely to be employed in the 
focus industries than members of the comparison group by October 2015.  

 Exploratory Hypothesis 1b: Participants will be more likely to be retained in 
employment in the second and third quarters than members of the comparison 
group.  

 
                                                 

3 Note: Early in 2014, eligibility was constricted to include only individuals who did not need 
long-term basic skills training.   
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 Confirmatory Hypothesis 2: Participants will have increased the number of credentials 

obtained by more than members of the comparison group.  

 Exploratory Hypothesis 2a: Participants will have accessed a greater number of 
workforce training opportunities than members of the comparison group.  
 

 Confirmatory Hypothesis 3: Participants will have higher average employment 
earnings than members of the comparison group by October 2015. 

 Exploratory Hypothesis 3a: The housing subsidy for participants will be lower than for 
members of the comparison group, due to employment earnings. 

 Exploratory Hypothesis 3b: The net public investment for participants will be lower 
than for members of the comparison group. 

 
Hypotheses 3a and 3b were not included in the matched analysis and were instead 
examined in the Cost Section. 
 
Exploratory hypotheses were uncorrected, but the EDR stated that a Bonferroni 
correction would be used.  There has been increasing concern in the statistical literature 
that Bonferroni corrections create more problems than it solves.  The Bonferroni method 
makes the assumption that all null hypotheses are true simultaneously, which is rarely 
true or of use to researchers.  In other words, it would assume that Hypothesis 1, 1a, 
and 1b are all true.  This increases the likelihood of Type II errors, which has the effect 
of labeling truly important differences as non-significant.  A good discussion of this 
issue can be read here (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1112991/). 
 

Propensity Score Matching 
Methodology 
Stata 14 was used to conduct the propensity score matching and the regression models. 
 
There was more missing data than was expected, particularly in the comparison group.  
The following is a summary of the cases or variables that were imputed or dropped 
from the propensity score matching and subsequent regression analysis, and the 
reasons for their exclusion: 
 
 Three cases were dropped from the comparison group because they reported their 

age as under 18. 



  

Final Report | Public Policy Associates, Inc. C-15  
 

 The variable for age had a large number of missing cases for comparison group 
members.  This variable was dropped due to the imbalance between the comparison 
and participant groups. 

 Gender was imputed for 66 cases of missing data in the comparison group based on 
coder judgement using the person’s first name.  One missing case for gender was 
recoded as the modal value (female) in the comparison group. 

 Two cases with missing education values were recoded at the median value in the 
comparison group. 

 Variables for household income and motivation score had more missing cases; 
these variables were recoded at median values for missing cases, and an indicator 
for missingness was included in the models. 

 The variable for household size and an indicator for missingness on this variable 
were dropped because the balancing property was not satisfied with its inclusion.  
Household size had a small, statistically insignificant effect on participation. 

 The variable for employed at enrollment was dropped due to collinearity issues 
with employed in the six months previous to enrollment.  The later variable was 
kept in the model. 

 The variable for interest in target industries was dropped as it predicted group 
membership perfectly. 

 The variable for enrollment in the Family Self-Sufficiency program (FSS) was 
dropped because it had an imbalance of missing data between the participant and 
comparison groups. 

 Not all data for public assistance benefits was available.  While datasets included 
participation in TANF and SSI/SSDI, it did not include any information about 
participation in SNAP for the comparison group.  As a result, “other government 
benefits” was coded based on TANF and SSI/SSDI participation.  

 
Propensity scores were estimated using Stata’s pscore command, with a probit estimator.  
The optimal number of blocks to ensure a balance of the covariates within each stratum 
for the participant and comparison groups was estimated to be 7.  The balancing 
property of the independent variables across these blocks was satisfied, and the analysis 
could proceed.  The matched pairs were restricted to the area of common support.  This 
model assumption restricted the comparison group cases to the range of propensity 
scores generated by the participant group to ensure similarity.  Any comparison group 
cases that have propensity scores above the maximum or below the minimum of the 
participant group were dropped from analysis.  
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After accounting for variables dropped, the final propensity score matching (PSM) 
model was: 
 

Participation i  = α i  +  β1 gender(male) i  +  β2 race(African American) i  + β3 
race(American Indian) i  +  β4 ethnicity(Latino) i  +  β5 relationship status(single) i  
+  β6 veteran i  +  β7 highest education i  +  β8 motivation score i  +  β9 missing 
motivation score i  +  β10 other government benefits (TANF, SSI) i  + β11 
ln(household income) i  +  β12 missing household income i  +  β13 employed in 6 
months prior to enrollment i  + β14 ln(months  in public housing) i  +  εi 

 
The variables for annual household income and months in public housing included in 
the analysis were transformed using the natural logarithm in order to approximate 
percentage changes for that data. 
 
All 594 cases were retained in the participant group for analysis.  Of the 283 comparison 
group members who entered the propensity score model, 228 were in the range of 
common support and retained for outcomes analysis.  The common support propensity 
scores for variables with no missing cases ranges approximately from .09 to 1.   
 
Separate outcomes analyses were run for employment status, retention, training 
experience, credentials, and earnings.  The definitions we used for these variables were 
different from the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) Common Measures, and were 
designed to maximize report of outcomes.  For example, the DOL defines entered 
employment as those who are employed in the quarter after exit and not employed at 
enrollment.  Since the HW program benefitted those who were employed at enrollment 
by improving their job status and earnings, this outcome was defined differently for the 
purpose of the quasi-experimental design (QED).  The following are the definitions of 
the outcomes studied: 
 
 Employed in quarter 1: For participants, people who were employed in the first 

quarter after exit, regardless of their employment status at enrollment.  For 
comparison, people who were employed in the first quarter of 2016, regardless of 
their employment status at enrollment.  

 Employed in focus industry: If employed in quarter 1 was “yes,” and North American 
Industry Classification System codes were coded as “yes, target industry.”  Codes 
that fell in the sector of a targeted industry were pretty clear-cut for construction, 
manufacturing, and health care jobs; it was less clear for office jobs.  Other sectors of 
industry (e.g., government) could be an office job, and these were reviewed and a 
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judgment was made whether to include them.  The targeted industry codes included 
were those that began with 23, 31-33, 5611-5615, 5619, and 62.  Coder judged 
inclusions are 425120, 445120, 519130, 522110, 524114, 541213, 813110, 813311, 
813319, 813410, 813990, 921140, and 923130. 

 Retained in employment: If employed in quarter 1 was “yes,” retained employment 
was coded “yes” if they were also employed in quarter 2 and quarter 3.  For 
participants, this was the quarter after the quarter of exit.  For comparison, this was 
the second and third quarters of 2016. 

 Training experience: This was a binary “yes/no” variable.  A “yes” indicates the 
person received one or more training experiences.  For participants, this was defined 
as receipt of on-the-job training, internships, short-term vocational training, or 
occupational training.  For comparison, this was defined as self-reported receipt of 
on-the-job training, internships, training to earn certificates/licenses, or WorkSource 
job training.  There is a known undercount in the comparison group for on-the-job 
training and internships because these questions were inadvertently skipped by 209 
respondents in the second survey, so any additional training experiences between 
October 2014 and April 2016 may have been missed.  

 Credentials earned: This was a binary “yes/no” variable.  A “yes” indicates the person 
received one or more credentials.  In both groups, a credential was defined as a 
completed degree, certificate, or license.  This includes a high school degree or 
equivalent (GED), an associate’s degree, a bachelor’s degree, an advanced degree, a 
professional license, a professional organization certificate, an industry/trade 
certificate, or other certification from vocational training.    

 Earnings: For participants employed in the first, second, or third quarter after exit; 
for comparison employed in the first, second, or third quarter of 2016.  For 
participants, this is a summation of earnings in the second and third quarters after 
exit.  For comparison, this is a summation of earnings in the second and third 
quarters of 2016.  There were 137 participants removed from this analysis due to 
missing data for their last two quarters in the WRD. 

 Change in earnings:  This is the difference in earnings between the earnings at exit 
(defined above) and the earnings in the six months prior to enrollment.  For 
participants, the previous earnings at enrollment are a summation of earnings in the 
first and second quarters before the quarter of enrollment.  For comparison, the 
previous earnings at enrollment are a summation of earnings in third and fourth 
quarters of 2012.  There were 137 participants removed from this analysis due to 
missing data for their last two quarters in the WRD.  Additionally, another 65 
participants may have been impacted by missing data in one of the quarters for 
previous earnings.  The previous earnings calculations were kept even when 
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potentially impacted by missing data, but are known underestimates for possibly 22 
participants who were employed in the adjacent quarter.  

   
Findings for these outcomes are presented as the average treatment effect on the treated 
(ATT).  ATT was selected as the estimator because this would allow for causal 
interpretation of the effects of the HW program.  The ATT is the expected difference in 
outcomes of those who received the HW program.  The matched comparison group is 
treated as the counterfactual to those who were in the HW program.  In other words, 
the matched comparison group is assumed to be what the participant group would 
have looked like if they did not enroll in HW.   
 
Estimates were calculated using Stata’s atts command, which uses the stratification 
method and matching with replacement.  The stratification method uses the 7 balanced 
blocks generated when calculating propensity scores.  Matching with replacement 
means that a comparison case may have been matched to more than one participant 
case because the number of matched comparison group (in the common support range) 
is less than the number of cases for the participant group.  The ATT regression models 
used the same independent (control) variables as the PSM model.  Estimates were 
conducted on the common support; comparison group members with propensity scores 
outside of the common support were not included in the analysis.  Standard errors for 
estimates were calculated using the bootstrap method.  Some of the analyses had such 
small sample size for the comparison group that it was necessary to use this method.  
The method was used on the other analyses as well for comparability of the metric.  
 
Effect size was estimate using the ATT statistic.  Since the ATT is the difference between 
the expected difference in outcomes between the participant and comparison groups, it 
is essentially a risk difference.  Risk difference is a measure of effect size in the d group.  
One of the issues in using risk difference as a measure of effect size is it cannot be 
compared to other studies easily unless further calculation is done to standardize the 
measure.  To determine whether an effect size was small, medium, or large, the ATT 
statistic was compared to a modified Cohen’s d interpretation.4  Cohen’s d is on a scale 
where 2.0 is the maximum effect size observed.  The risk difference for this study was 
on a scale where 1.0 was the maximum.  Therefore, Cohen’s d measures were halved to 
create a similar scale to the effect size measure in the QED analysis.  
 

 
                                                 

4 http://www.uccs.edu/lbecker/effect-size.html 
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Effect Size Interpretation Cohen’s d 
Modified scale used for 

risk difference (ATT) 

 2.0 1.0 

 1.8 0.9 

 1.6 0.8 

 1.4 0.7 

 1.2 0.6 

 1.0 0.5 

LARGE 0.8 0.4 

 0.7 0.35 

 0.6 0.3 

MEDIUM 0.5 0.25 

 0.4 0.2 

 0.3 0.15 

SMALL 0.2 0.1 

 0.1 0.05 

 
 

Results 
The balance of descriptive statistics specific for the PSM model changed for the 
comparison group when cases not in common support were dropped.  This impacted 
the findings of the model for several outcomes—retention, employed in target industry, 
earnings, and change in earnings—so that it was different than what was expected after 
examining the descriptives for the full final comparison group. 
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Table C-10: Descriptive Statistics 
Treatment 
Participant 
Comparison (In Common 
Support) 
Total 

 
594 (72%) 

 
228 (28%) 

822 
 

Participant 
Comparison Group (In 

Common Support Only) 
 
Employed in 1st Q after exit 
quarter (all) 
 
Employed in 1st Q after exit 
quarter (of unempl at entry) 
  
Employed 2nd Q 
 
Employed 3rd Q 
 
Retained in employment in 
2nd and 3rd Q 
 
Employed in focus industry 
 
Training experience 
 
Credentials earned 
 
Earnings in 2nd 3rd Qs  
 
 
Gov’t benefits (TANF, SSI) 
 
Veteran 
 
Motivation score  
 
Motivation score missing 
 
Education 
Gr 9 or lower 
10th grade 

 
 

N=356(60%) 
 
 

N=161(46%)Total=353* 
 

N=272 (60%)Total=457* 
 

N=262 (57%)Total=457* 
 

N=225 (82%) Total=274* 
 
 

N=246 (69%) Total=356* 
 

N=326 (55%) 
 

N=308 (52%) 
 

M=$8100 (SD=$6300) 
Total=308* 

 
N=185 (31%) 

 
N=23 (4%) 

 
M=38.6(SD=2.3)+ 

 
N=16 (3%) 

 
 

N=15(3%) 
N=12(2%) 

 
 

N=94(41%) 
 
 

N=80(38%)Total=208* 
 

N=99(43%)Total=228* 
 

N=97(43%)Total=228* 
 

N=72(77%)Total=94* 
 
 

N=63(67%)Total=94* 
 

N=55 (24%) 
 

N=31 (14%) 
 

M=$8000(SD=$6900) 
Total=119* 

 
N=93 (41%) 

 
N=23 (10%) 

 
M=36.2(SD=3.6)+ 

 
N=4 (2%) 

 
 

N=0 (0%) 
N=5 (2%) 
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Table C-10: Descriptive Statistics 
Treatment 
Participant 
Comparison (In Common 
Support) 
Total 

 
594 (72%) 

 
228 (28%) 

822 
 

Participant 
Comparison Group (In 

Common Support Only) 
11th grade 
HS diploma or GED 
Some college or training 
Associates degree 
College grad or advanced  
 
Relationship status single 
 
Employed previous 6 months 
 
Months in public housing 
 
Annual household income 
 
Annual HH income missing 
 
Male 
 
African American 
 
American Indian 
 
Latino 
 

N=26(4%) 
N=238(40%) 
N=226(38%) 
N=38(6%) 
N=39(7%) 

 
N=425(72%) 

 
N=282(47%) 

 
M=48.4(SD=60.2) 

 
M=$10,300(SD=$7800)+ 

 
N=160(27%) 

 
N=130(22%) 

 
N=191(32%) 

 
N=36(6%) 

 
N=70(12%) 

N=10 (4%) 
N=64 (28%) 
N=106(46%) 
N=27 (12%) 
N=16 (7%) 

 
N=198 (87%) 

 
N=26 (11%) 

 
M=54.8(SD=58.0) 

 
M=$10,800(SD=$8200)+ 

 
N=52 (23%) 

 
N=48 (21%) 

 
N=56 (25%) 

 
N=12 (5%) 

 
N=8 (4%) 

 
Notes: Descriptive statistics are displayed for comparison group members in the common support.  
*Denotes descriptive statistics for a subset of the sample: descriptive statistics for earnings is limited to 
people employed in quarter 1, 2, or 3; descriptive statistics for employment in focus industry and 
retention in employment are limited to those employed in quarter 1.  Variables for employed in 
quarters 2 and 3, retention in employment, and earnings are limited to those without missing 
earnings/retention data.  “+” = missing scores coded to median values.  

 

Table C-11 describes the predicted difference in participation probabilities between the 
treatment and comparison groups.  Positive values are directional toward the treatment 
group.  Significant influences in matching include: employment in the previous six 
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months, Latino ethnicity, veteran status, single head of household, motivation score, 
and highest education achieved at enrollment. 

Table C-11: Probit Estimates of Propensity Scores 
Variable Estimate (Standard Error) 
Other Gov’t Benefits (TANF, SSI) 
 
Veteran 
 
Motivation 
 
Motivation Missing 
 
Education 
 
Single head of houshold 
 
Employed Previous 6 months 
 
Ln (1 + months in public housing) 
 
Ln (1 + $ income) 
 
Annual HH Income Missing 
 
Male 
 
African American 
 
American Indian 
 
Latino 
 
Constant 
 

-.12 
(.12) 
-.58* 
(.22) 
.17** 
(.02) 
.10 

(.39) 
-.13* 
(.05) 
-.55** 
(.14) 
1.1** 
(.13) 
-.04 
(.04) 
-.04 
(.02) 
-.04 
(.19) 
.24 

(.15) 
.09 

(.12) 
.07 

(.23) 
.78** 
(.24) 
-4.6 
(.72) 

N 
LR χ2 

Prob > χ2 

Pseudo R2 

874 
368.4 

.00 

.34 
Standard errors in parentheses. *p<.05, two tailed, **p<.01, two-tailed. 
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The ATT estimates for dichotomous dependent variables represent the estimated 
percentage point increase in the dependent variable resulting from participating in the 
program.  The ATT estimate for employment after one quarter is positive (ATT=.20) and 
statistically significant (p<.05, two-tailed).  That is, participation increased the 
probability of employment by an average of 20 percentage points.  The ATT estimates 
for employment after two quarters (ATT=.08) and employment after three quarters 
(ATT=.09) are smaller and not statistically significant (p>.05, two-tailed).  Among those 
employed in quarter 1, the ATT for retention in employment is negative (ATT=-.06) and 
employment in a focus industry (ATT=-.10) is negative and statistically significant 
(p<.05, two-tailed).  While employment after one quarter is positive and statistically 
significant, there is no evidence that participation positively influenced other key 
employment outcomes.  
 
The ATT for training experiences is large and positive (ATT=.23) and statistically 
significant (p<.05, two-tailed); participation increased the probability of participating in 
training experiences by 23 percentage points.  The ATT for receiving credentials is also 
large and positive (ATT=.37) and statistically significant (p<.05, two-tailed); 
participation increased the probability of receiving credentials by 37 percentage points.  
There is strong evidence that participation increased the likelihood of earning 
credentials and accessing training opportunities.  
 
Finally, the estimated effects for earnings and change in earnings (among those 
employed in quarters 1, 2, or, 3) were close to zero and not statistically significant.  
There is no evidence that participation increased earnings on average.  
 

Table C-12: ATT Propensity Score Matching Estimates of the Influence 
of Participation on Various Outcomes 

1 2 3 
Employed First Quarter 

After Exit (among all cases) 
Employed Quarter 2  

After Exit 
Employed Quarter 3  

After Exit 
ATT=.20 
SE=.08 

t statistic=2.6* 
 

Participant N=594 
Comparison N=228 

ATT=.08 
SE=.08 

t statistic =1.0 
 

Participant N=457 
Comparison N=228 

ATT=.09 
SE=.09 

t statistic=1.1 
 

Participant N=457 
Comparison N=228 
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Table C-12: ATT Propensity Score Matching Estimates of the Influence 
of Participation on Various Outcomes 

4 5 6 
Retained in Employment 
(among employed in q1) 

Employed in Focus Industry 
(among employed in q1) Credentials 

ATT=-.06 
SE=.04 

t statistic=-1.5 
 

Participant N=274 
Comparison N=87 

ATT=-.10 
SE=.04 

t-statistic=-2.3* 
 

Participant N=356 
Comparison N=87 

ATT=.37 
SE=.06 

t statistic=6.4* 
 

Participant N=594 
Comparison N=228 

7 8 9 

Training Experienced 

Earnings 
(among employed in  

q1, q2, or q3) 

Change in Earnings 
(among employed in  

q1, q2, or q3) 
ATT=.23 
SE=.07 

t statistic=3.5* 
 

Participant N=594 
Comparison N=228 

ATT=-$434 
SE=$1400 

t statistic=-.32 
 

Participant N=308 
Comparison N=111 

ATT=$203 
SE=$1400 

t statistic=.14 
 

Participant N=308 
Comparison N=111 

ATT estimates conducted using stratification matching.  Estimated with observations on the common 
support only.  Bootstrap SE’s displayed.  * p<.05, two-tailed. 

 

Power Analysis 
A post-hoc power analysis was requested and is shown below.  Calculations were 
conducted using Stata’s sampsi command for a α=.05, two-tailed t-test, assuming 10 
percentage point effect for a dichotomous dependent variable.  It was assumed that the 
dependent variable is 45% for one group and 55% for the other group, producing a 
conservative value for the power calculation.  
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Table C-13: Power Analysis for Statistical Tests with Final Numbers of 
Participants, Comparison Group Members 

Participant Group 
N 

Comparison Group 
N Power Analyses 

594 228 .70 Empl. after q1, 
credential, training 
experience 

457 228 .67 Empl. after q2, q3 

308 111 .40 Earnings 
356 87 .34 Focus industry 
274 87 .32 Retained in empl. 

 
However, it should be noted that the observed power from a post-hoc test is not the 
same as the true power of tests that were run.  Information from observed power will 
not be able to distinguish between true negatives and false negatives when there is a 
conclusion of no effect.  It is a mathematical artifact that there will be low observed 
power when reporting non-significant effects.5  The effect sizes reported in the findings 
are a better means of determining how likely it was to observe a significant effect. 
 

Subgroup Analysis 
Subgroup analyses were run on education level at entry and race categories.  Education 
was split into two levels—those with a high school diploma or GED and below, and 
those with some college or training and above.  Race categories were split into two 
levels—white and non-white.  Latinos were recoded to “non-white” for the purpose of 
this subgroup analysis.  Each level was run independently in the QED model.   
 
This was not a comparison test of the two levels, but rather an examination of effect 
sizes of each level independently.  Reading the findings is a bit different because of this.  
For example, the finding for section 4 of Table C-14 would read “for people who had a 
high school education or less, the participant group was significantly more likely to be 
employed and this was a large effect size (ATT = 0.41).”  This was the only significant 
finding from the subgroup analysis.  
 
While there are more significant t-statistics in the table, the effect sizes between the two 
levels (greater than high school vs. high school and less, or white vs. nonwhite/Latino) 

 
                                                 

5 http://daniellakens.blogspot.com/2014/12/observed-power-and-what-to-do-if-your.html 
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are not really different when looking at the overlap of the confidence intervals.  The 
95% confidence interval for the ATT was calculated as mean ± 1.96 * SE.  The remaining 
subgroup analyses do not provide interpretations different than the findings for the 
whole QED model, except to say that there was a positive effect of participation on the 
employment outcome for those with an education of high school diploma or less. 
 

Table C-14: Subgroup Analyses of ATT Propensity Score Matching 
Estimates of the Influence of Participation on Various Outcomes 

Education: Greater than High School 
1 2 3 

Employed First Quarter 
After Exit (among all cases) Credentials Training Experienced 

ATT=.09 
95%CI ATT=-.09,.27  

SE=.09 
t statistic=1.1 

 
Participant N=303 

Comparison N=149 

ATT=.33 
95%CI ATT=.17,.49 

SE=.08 
t statistic =4.0* 

 
Participant N=303 

Comparison N=149 

ATT=.23 
95%CI ATT=.05,.41 

SE=.09 
t statistic=2.5* 

 
Participant N=303 

Comparison N=149 
Education: High School or Less 

4 5 6  
Employed First Quarter 
After Exit (among all cases) Credentials Training Experienced 

ATT=.41 
95%CI ATT=.29,.53 

SE=.06 
t statistic=6.9* 

 
Participant N=291 
Comparison N=76 

ATT=.47 
95%CI ATT=.39,.55 

SE=.04 
t-statistic=11.4* 

 
Participant N=291 
Comparison N=76 

ATT=.32 
95%CI ATT=.12,.52 

SE=.10 
t statistic=3.1* 

 
Participant N=291 
Comparison N=76 



  

Final Report | Public Policy Associates, Inc. C-27  
 

Table C-14: Subgroup Analyses of ATT Propensity Score Matching 
Estimates of the Influence of Participation on Various Outcomes 

Race: White 
7 8 9 

Employed First Quarter 
After Exit (among all cases) Credentials Training Experienced 

ATT=.21 
95%CI ATT=.01,.41 

SE=.10 
t statistic=2.1* 

 
Participant N=259 

Comparison N=110 

ATT=.34 
95%CI ATT=.18,.50 

SE=.08 
t statistic=4.3* 

 
Participant N=259 

Comparison N=110 

ATT=.29 
95%CI ATT=.09,.49 

SE=.10 
t statistic=2.9* 

 
Participant N=259 

Comparison N=110 
Race: Nonwhite/Latino 

10 11 12 
Employed First Quarter 
After Exit (among all cases) Credentials Training Experienced 

ATT=.18 
95%CI ATT=-.06,.42 

SE=.12 
t statistic=1.4 

 
Participant N=335 

Comparison N=112 

ATT=.42 
95%CI ATT=.34,.50 

SE=.04 
t statistic=10.4* 

 
Participant N=335 

Comparison N=112 

ATT=.19 
95%CI ATT=-.05,.43 

SE=.12 
t statistic=1.7* 

 
Participant N=335 

Comparison N=112 
ATT estimates conducted using stratification matching.  Estimated with observations on the common 
support only.  Bootstrap SE’s displayed. * p<.05, two-tailed. 

 

Validity 
There are a number of potential threats to the validity of the outcomes study that could 
have been introduced.  One such issue is biases introduced by the differences that could 
exist between the two groups.  Some of these differences are observed, such as the 
comparison group having higher education achievement at the start of the HW 
program.  The PSM should, in theory, eliminate many of these biases.  Other differences 
could have existed between the groups in characteristics not measured, and therefore 
not included in the PSM.  Finally, the PSM model was originally designed to account for 
additional factors that were thought to influence outcomes; however, many of these 
factors were dropped from the model due to poor data quality.  For example, 
demographic data were missing entirely from one PHA.  The exclusion of certain 
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factors from the model could have potentially changed the propensity scores, which 
would impact both the common support and the matching of cases. 
 
Another such issue is the comparison group membership.  While the possible cases 
identified for comparison group started at over 600 people, the final number included 
in analysis was 283.  This final pool was selected based on having complete data 
available; these individuals answered screener, both surveys, and had PHA data.  The 
main delimiter for comparison group inclusion was answering both surveys, and there 
was a great deal of effort to maximize the number of people who met this qualification.  
There could have been selection bias within the comparison group where those who 
answered both surveys had different characteristics than the other potential comparison 
group members.  This could not be explored since those who were excluded were 
excluded due to lack of data.  One could assume that the final comparison group 
members may have been a bit higher functioning than other potential members since 
they answered two surveys.  However, this would not change the findings, but rather 
suggest that the HW participants achieved more than the best-case scenario comparison 
group.  
 
The eligibility criteria (see page C-12) differed slightly between the participant and 
comparison groups in three elements.  The education bar for participants was designed 
to ensure an open door to the program, as long as an individual was willing to attain at 
least a GED level while in the program.  The education bar for the comparison group 
was to ensure that an individual had some foundation (9th grade) that would 
theoretically allow them to move up to the GED level required of participants.  The 
comparison group was not required to express an interest in the focal industries and 
was not required to express an ability to attend hypothetical training.  Ability to attend 
a training was measured in a survey, and 73 percent said they could be available for a 
training “that took a while, like an entire week.”  The differences in criteria did not 
appear to impact validity.   
 
The size of the comparison group in the analysis is another issue.  Ideally, the size of the 
comparison group should be equal to or larger than the participant group.  Since the 
comparison group in common support was nearly a third of the size of the participant 
group, this resulted in a single comparison case being matched to more than one 
participant.  A matching ratio of 1:1 is thought to improve precision of estimates, so the 
findings under the many-to-1 scheme may be somewhat biased.  However, the standard 
error of the estimated treatment effects was not observed to be overly large, so it is 
unlikely that the estimated treatment effects were greatly inflated.  Additionally, 
common support can be a problem in matching if the two groups are very different.  
Sixteen percent of comparison group was not in common support and dropped from 
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the analysis.  While sixteen percent exclusion from the common support suggests the 
comparison group was not very different from the participants in the characteristics 
included in the model, their exclusion only adds to the possible bias introduced by the 
many-to-1 matching scheme.   
 
Although the PSM did attempt to address potential biases, the impact and scope of the 
uncontrolled potential threats cannot be ruled out in the study, and these factors should 
be taken into account in interpreting the outcome study results. 
 
 

Cost Analysis  
Data Collection 
The program cost data were reported by WSI and partners at the end of the HW 
program.  The program costs were reported on a simple form developed by PPA and 
meetings were held to clarify the assumptions.   
 
The total cost of delivering the HW program included expenditures from both the WIBs 
and PHAs.  All WIBs and PHAs were asked to complete an Excel worksheet that tallied 
their direct and indirect expenditures of delivering the HW program from November 1, 
2012 to April 30, 2016.  However, one WIB and one PHA ended the HW program on 
October 31, 2015, and their expenditures reflect that reduced time period.  The 
expenditures are defined as follows: 
 
 WIB service-delivery costs: The grant funds plus any leveraged funds expended to 

deliver HW services.  These include all WorkSource liaison time, core program 
services delivered in part or whole by WorkSource and its partners (e.g., OJT, 
internship, Career Link, occupational coaching, occupational skills training), and 
other program services as defined in the program flow chart.  This does not include 
supplemental WorkSource activity.  Also included are time from program support 
staff; materials and supplies to deliver the HW program; and direct participant costs, 
such as training- and education-service payments and support-service payments.  
Indirect costs were defined as the percentage of cost to operate the WIB as a whole, 
assigned to the HW program.    

 PHA service-delivery costs: Grant funds plus any leveraged funds expended to 
deliver HW services.  These include vocational case management and other program 
services as defined in the program flow chart.  Also included are time from program 
support staff; materials and supplies to deliver the HW program; and direct 
participant costs, such as housing subsidies and supportive-service payments.  
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Indirect costs were defined as the percentage of cost to operate the PHA as a whole, 
assigned to the HW program. 
 

For the cost analyses, a participant was defined as someone enrolled in the Housing 
Works program for two or more days.  The number of participants was derived from 
the I-Trac system.  Duplicate cases were merged and enrollees who entered and exited 
the program the same day were removed for a total of 594 participants. 
 

Cost-Allocation Methods 
 

 
 

The cost-allocation analysis focuses on the average program cost per participant.   
 

 For PHAs, the average monthly cost for HW participants was calculated over the 
number of months that the PHA participated in HW, regardless of how many 
months participants were active in the program.   

 For WIBs, the average monthly cost for HW participants was calculated over the 
number of months that the WIB participated in HW, regardless of how many 
months participants were active in the program.   

For a point of comparison, the typical cost to serve a client was determined.  This 
was not a calculation based on the comparison group, but rather an estimate based 
on all persons served by both PHAs and WIBs at a point in time prior to HW (and 
could include participants). 

Calculations for Cost Allocation 
 

Average cost per participant: 
Total Housing Works program costs / # of participants 

 
Average cost per participant by PHA: 

Total Housing Works program costs for PHA / # of participants in PHA 
 
Average cost per participant by WIB: 

Total Housing Works program costs for WIB / # of participants in WIB 
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 The typical cost per typical client was calculated for PHAs as the average monthly 
housing assistance payments made per client in a fiscal year.  PHAs attempted to 
pull data for a fiscal year in 2011 or 2012 to reflect the costs at the inception of the 
Housing Works program.  One county provided an estimate for only one month in 
the fiscal year. 

 The typical cost per typical client was calculated for WIBs as all field costs for a fiscal 
year divided by the number of Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act program 
enrollments; for one WIB this captured both youth and adult and dislocated 
customers, and another covered adult and dislocated customers only.  WIBs 
attempted to pull data for a fiscal year in 2011 or 2012 to reflect the costs at the 
inception of the Housing Works program.  The typical cost per client for the third 
was much higher than the other two because that particular state does not currently 
offer universal enrollment, i.e., individuals are screened prior to becoming enrolled.  
In the other state, in contrast, individuals are automatically co-enrolled in WIA and 
Wagner-Peyser.  Not all of these customers received funding or intensive services.  
WIA 1B-funded staff in the centers are not allowed to provide case management 
services, and usually provide much lighter-touch services than a VCM is able to 
provide.  Center staff also provide services over a much shorter period of time, often 
only serving someone on a one-time basis.  Also, only a small portion of WIA-
enrolled customers receive training funding.  In WIB 3 for example, of the 56,559 
who were WIA enrolled in 2011, 2,630 received occupational skill trainings 
including internships and on-the-job training. 

 
 

Net Public Investment 
Net public investment for the participant group was the same as the total cost allocation 
per person over the entire HW program.   
 
Net public investment for the comparison group was calculated using the typical cost 
per typical client for the WIBs and PHAs.  The comparison group answered two 
surveys that included questions of whether they received workforce services.   
 
The number of comparison group people who received workforce services in each WIB 
was multiplied by the typical cost per typical client reported by the WIB.   
 
The typical monthly cost of a housing subsidy reported by PHAs was multiplied by the 
number of comparison group people in that PHA.  These were calculated for each year 
of HW and housing costs were adjusted by inflation from the Bureau of Labor 



  

C-32  Housing Works | March 2017 
 

Statistics.6  Costs were summed across months the PHA had participated in the 
intervention—most were 42—to be equivalent to the HW program period.   
 
The total cost for the WIBs and PHAs were summed and divided by 283 (the total 
number of people in the comparison group) to get a comparable per person net 
investment over the program period.   
 

Cost-Effectiveness Methods 
A cost-effectiveness analysis compares program costs to non-monetary outcomes; in 
this case, whether participants were successfully employed after the HW program.  The 
exit date from the HW program was recorded in the I-Trac system for participants.  
Participants were matched with wage record data from the State of Oregon and the 
State of Washington to determine whether they had a record of employment for the first 
quarter after the exit quarter.  If an employment record existed in that time period, 
participants were counted as “successfully employed” for the purpose of the cost-
effectiveness analysis.  A successful employment is regardless of their employment 
status at enrollment.   
 

  
 
The cost-effectiveness analysis focuses on the average program cost per successful 
employment outcome.   
 
 The total program costs for PHAs and WIBs were summed and divided by the 

number of successful employment outcomes among the 594 participants. 
 
 
 
 

 
                                                 

6 http://www.usinflationcalculator.com/inflation/current-inflation-rates/ 

Calculations for Cost Effectiveness 
 
Total Housing Works program costs / # of participants who were 
successfully employed in the quarter after their exit quarter 
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Appendix D: Past Housing Works 
Evaluation Reports  
 
 

Table D-1: Housing Works Evaluation Interim Reports 
Report Date Topic(s) 
Interim Report 1 August 2013 Implementation roles, collaboration, fidelity, 

staffing effectiveness, sustainability and 
redundancy, participation in various services 
and training 

Interim Report 2 August 2014 Implementation activities, identification of 
barriers, sustainability, redundancy, 
leveraging, fidelity, participation in various 
services and training, value to participants  

Interim Report 3 January 2016 Implementation activities, identification of 
barriers, sustainability, leveraging, 
redundancy, fidelity, participation in various 
services and training, value to participants 
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Appendix E: Enrollment and Services  
 
The following tables and lists present participant numbers for the duration of the 
program.   
 

Enrollment7 
 594 participants enrolled. 

 PHA A :  292 
 PHA B :  67 
 PHA C :  145 
 PHA D  :  90 

 On average, individuals who exited the program participated for 377 days. 
 PHA A :  413 days 
 PHA B :  358 days 
 PHA C :  227 days 
 PHA D :  519 days 

 

Table E-1. Progress Toward Enrollment Goals 

  

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Original goal 270 50 110 50 480 
Updated goal 270 50 110 75 505 

Number enrolled  292 67 145 90 594 
Enrollments relative to 
original goal 108.1% 134.0% 131.8% 180.0% 123.8% 
Active8 participants  236 57 109 75 477 
Active participants 
relative to original goal 87.4% 114.0% 99.1% 150.0% 99.4% 
Percent active to updated 
goal 87.4% 114.0% 99.1% 100.0% 94.5% 

 
                                                 

7 Data do not include individuals with participation dates and exit dates on the same day in I-
Trac. Data merges records for people who have more than one ITrac entry in Housing Works. 

8 Active participants refer to those who have completed Career Link at a minimum. 
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Table E-2. Target Industry of Housing Works Participants  
by Public Housing Authority9 

Industries 
Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Health Care 117 26 92 36 271 
Manufacturing 39 13 28 8 88 
Office  135 20 55 45 255 
Construction 13 16 11 1 41 

Total 304 75 186 90 655 
 
 

Table E-3. Race of Housing Works Participants 

Races 

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
American Indian or 
Alaskan Native 2 1 2 2 7 
Asian 7 2 1 3 13 
Black or African 
American 141 2 30 18 191 
Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander 4 0 6 2 12 
White 94 52 87 45 278 
More than one race 19 2 7 8 36 
Not disclosed 25 8 12 12 57 

Total 292 67 145 90 594 
Hispanic10 34 8 12 16 70 

 
  

 
                                                 

9 Some participants have more than one target industry indicated in I-Trac data. 
10 Hispanic individuals can also be included in the race categories above. 
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Table E-4. Gender of Housing Works Participants  
by Public Housing Authority 

Gender 

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Female 226 47 117 74 464 
Male 66 20 28 16 130 

 
 

Table E-5. Age of Housing Works Participants  
by Public Housing Authority 

Ages 
Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
18-24 40 8 12 14 74 
25-34 93 13 47 17 170 
35-44 73 24 51 32 180 
45-54 59 19 26 20 124 
55-64 31 1 9 6 47 
65+ 4 2 1 1 8 

 
 

Table E-6. Characteristics of Housing Works Participants  
by Public Housing Authority 

Characteristic 
Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Children in Household 125 9 81 50 265 
Criminal Record 49 3 39 11 102 
Disabled (including 
learning disabilities) 21 6 8 13 48 
Long-Term Unemployed 151 38 61 47 297 
Single Parent 76 18 50 25 169 
Underemployed Worker 33 1 26 4 64 
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Table E-7. Unique Individuals Receiving 
Housing Works Services by Public Housing Authority 

Services 

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Career Link 
   Started 
   Completed 

255 
236 

61 
57 

121 
109  

78 
75 

515 
477 

Career-mapping workshop 
   Started 
   Completed 

291 
291 

67 
67 

143 
142 

88 
88 

589 
588 

Resource planning 
   Started 
   Completed 

284 
284 

65 
65 

138 
138 

83 
83 

570 
570 

Case management – SS 
   Started 
   Completed 

179 
179 

42 
42 

78 
78 

4 
4 

303 
303 

Case management – Voc 
   Started 
   Completed 

284 
284 

57 
57 

138 
138 

89 
89 

568 
568 

Long-term basic skills  
   Started 
   Completed 

10 
8 

1 
1 

2 
1 

0 
0 

13 
10 

Other basic skills 
   Started 
   Completed 

21 
19 

0 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

26 
19 

Occupational coaching 
   Started 
   Completed 

77 
74 

19 
19 

65 
65 

22 
22 

183 
180 

Job developer 
   Started 
   Completed 

43 
43 

33 
33 

53 
53 

41 
41 

170 
170 

Total      
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Table E-8. Total Housing Works Services Received  
by Public Housing Authority 

Services 

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Career Link 
   Started 
   Completed 

271 
236 

61 
57 

126 
112 

78 
75 

536 
480 

Career-mapping workshop 
   Started 
   Completed 

296 
294 

67 
67 

146 
145 

88 
88 

597 
594 

Resource planning 
   Started 
   Completed 

457 
456 

84 
84 

141 
141 

83 
83 

765 
764 

Case management – SS 
   Started 
   Completed 

1,334 
1,334 

191 
191 

245 
244 

4 
4 

1,774 
1,773 

Case management – Voc 
   Started 
   Completed 

6,483 
6,467 

628 
628 

2,103 
2,083 

5,308 
4,884 

14,522 
14,062 

Long-term basic skills  
   Started 
   Completed 

11 
9 

1 
1 

2 
1 

0 
0 

 
14 
11 

Other basic skills 
   Started 
   Completed 

25 
21 

0 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

30 
21 

Occupational coaching 
   Started 
   Completed 

189 
176 

52 
52 

356 
355 

91 
89 

688 
672 

Job developer 
   Started 
   Completed 

377 
377 

120 
120 

133 
132 

295 
295 

925 
924 

Total      
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Table E-9. Participants Receiving Resource Planning Services 
By Public Housing Authority 

Services 

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Number of resource planning 
services completed 456 84 141 83 764 

 
Unique individuals completing 
resource planning 284 65 138 83 570 
Unique individuals with no 
resource planning 8 2 7 7 24 
Unique individuals completing 
multiple resource planning  117 19 3 0 139 
Unique individuals completing 
resource planning within three 
weeks of enrollment 208 53 76 62 399 
Unique individuals completing 
resource planning past three 
weeks of enrollment 75 12 63 21 171 

 
 

Table E-10. Participants Completing Career-Mapping Services 
By Public Housing Authority 

Services 
Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Number of career-mapping 
workshops completed  294 67 145 88 594 

 
Unique individuals completing 
career-mapping 291 67 142 88 588 
Unique individuals with no 
career-mapping 3 0 3 0 6 
Unique individuals completing 
career-mapping within three 
weeks of enrollment 256 67 96 87 506 
Unique individuals completing 
career-mapping past three 
weeks of enrollment 35 0 46 1 82 
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Table E-11. Frequency of Vocational Contact – Select Services11 
By Public Housing Authority 

Frequency 
Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Percent of time met goal 
of 10 or more contacts per 
quarter per participant 12.6% 2.1% 15.1% 44.5% 18.3% 
Average number of 
contacts per participant 
per quarter 5.5 3.4 5.5 8.8 5.9 

 
 
 

Table E-12. Frequency of Contact – Occupational Coaching 
Participation by Public Housing Authority 

Frequency 
Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Number of occupational 
coaching started 189 52 356 91 688 
Number of occupational 
coaching completed 176 52 355 89 672 

 
Unique individuals started 
occupational coaching 77 19 65 22 183 
Unique individuals 
completing occupational 
coaching 74 19 65 22 180 
Attendance rate for 
occupational coaching 96% 100% 100% 100% 98% 

 

 
                                                 

11 Contacts include career-mapping workshop, vocational case management, support service case 
management, and resource planning.  Contacts do not include long-term basic skills, internship, job 
developer, occupational skills training, OJT, Career Link, occupational coaching, other basic skills, and 
short-term vocational training. 
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Table E-13. Training Initiated by Public Housing Authority 

Services 

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA B  PHA C  
Short-term vocational training 110 1 6 37 154 
Occupational skills training 105 30 78 59 272 

Total 215 31 84 96 426 
 

Unique individuals started 
short-term vocational training 95 1 6 34 136 
Unique individuals started 
occupational skills training 101 25 74 52 252 
Unique individuals completed 
short-term vocational training 95 1 6 34 136 
Unique individuals completed 
occupational skills training 76 12 67 44 199 

 
 
 

Table E-14. Training Services by Target Industry 

Status and Industry 
Short-Term  

Vocational Training 
Occupational Skills 

Training 
Completed Training 
   Construction 2 10 
   Health care 71 90 
   Office 53 71 
   Manufacturing 10 7 
   Industry not recorded 18 32 
   Total Completed 154 210 
Not Completed Training 
   Construction 0 2 
   Health care 0 13 
   Office 0 28 
   Manufacturing 0 6 
   Industry not recorded 0 13 
   Total Not Completed 0 62 
   

Grand Total of Trainings 154 272 
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Training Providers 
 American Heart Association 
 American Red Cross 
 Angel Prater  
 C.G. Weldtech 
 Care Health Solutions 
 Caregiver Training Institute 
 Clackamas Community College 
 Clark College 
 Clark County Training Center 
 CNA Training School of Nursing, Inc. 
 Community Connections 
 Community Counseling Solutions 
 Construction Hope 
 Daystar Education Inc. 
 Everest College 
 George Fox University 
 Herald College 
 IITR Truck Driving School 
 Mary Ann Wilson CNA Training School 
 Mt. Hood Community College 
 National School of Dental Assisting 
 New Horizons Computer Learning Center 
 Norlift of Oregon 
 NW Nursing Assistant Certified Training 
 Oregon Family Support Network 
 Oregon Food Handlers 
 Oregon Secretary of State 
 Portland Community College 
 Portland State University 
 Project ABLE 
 Sharpe Security Services 
 South Florida Institute of Technology 
 The Miracles Club 
 Washington State University 
 West Coast Phlebotomy Inc. 
 Western Pacific Truck Driving School 
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Courses of Study Undertaken by Participants 
 Accounting and Business/Management 
 Accounting and Finance 
 Accounting and Related Services, Other 
 Accounting Technology/Technician and Bookkeeping 
 Accounting 
 Addiction Prevention and Treatment 
 Administrative Assistant and Secretarial Science, General 
 Adult Health Nurse/Nursing 
 Allied Health and Medical Assisting Services, Other 
 Alternative and Complementary Medical Support Services, Other 
 Appliance Installation and Repair Technology/Technician 
 Basic Computer Skills 
 Building Construction Technology 
 Business Administration and Management, General 
 Business Administration, Management and Operations, Other 
 Business Operations Support and Secretarial Services, Other 
 Business/Office Automation/Technology/Data Entry 
 Community Health Services/Liaison/Counseling 
 Computer Aided Drafting Architectural 
 Computer and Information Sciences and Support Services 
 Computer and Information Sciences and Support Services, Other 
 Computer Programming/Programmer, General 
 Computer Software and Media Applications 
 Computer Software and Media Applications, Other 
 Construction Trades, Other 
 Customer Service Support/Call Center/Teleservice Operation 
 Data Entry/Microcomputer Applications, General 
 Data Entry/Microcomputer Applications, Other 
 Dental Assisting/Assistant 
 Design and Applied Arts, Other 
 Education, General 
 Entrepreneurial and Small Business Operations, Other 
 Food Preparation/Professional Cooking/Kitchen Assistant 
 General Office Occupations and Clerical Services 
 General Studies 
 Health Aide 
 Health Aides/Attendants/Orderlies, Other 
 Health and Medical Administrative Services 
 Health and Medical Administrative Services, Other 
 Health Information/Medical Records Administration/Administrator 
 Health Information/Medical Records Technology/Technician 
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 Health-Related Knowledge and Skills, Other 
 Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation and Refrigeration Maintenance 

Technology/Technician (HAC, HACR, HVAC, HVACR) 
 Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Engineering 

Technology/Technician 
 Human Services, General 
 Industrial Production Technologies/Technicians 
 Industrial Production Technologies/Technicians, Other 
 Information Technology Project Management 
 Interpersonal and Social Skills, General 
 Interpersonal Relationships Skills 
 Machine Tool Technology/Machinist 
 Manufacturing Engineering Technology/Technician 
 Medical Administrative/Executive Assistant and Medical Secretary 
 Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder 
 Medical Office Assistant/Specialist 
 Medical Reception/Receptionist 
 Medical/Clinical Assistant 
 Mental and Social Health Services and Allied Professions 
 Mental and Social Health Services and Allied Professions, Other 
 Mental Health Counseling/Counselor 
 Nursing Assistant/Aide and Patient Care Assistant/Aide 
 Pharmacy Technician/Assistant 
 Phlebotomy Technician/Phlebotomist 
 Physical Therapy Technician/Assistant 
 Practical Nursing, Vocational Nursing and Nursing Assistants 
 Project Management 
 Public Administration and Social Service Professions, Other 
 Retail Management 
 Security and Loss Prevention Services 
 Social Work 
 Substance Abuse/Addiction Counseling 
 Truck and Bus Driver/Commercial Vehicle Operator and Instructor 
 Web Page, Digital/Multimedia and Information Resources Design 
 Welding Technology/Welder 
 Wildlife Biology 
 Word Processing 
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Table E-15. Training-Related Placement Initiated 
by Public Housing Authority 

Services 

Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Internship/work experience 80 23 30 32 165 
Job placement internship 2 0 0 0 2 
On-the-job training 1 1 24 3 29 

Total 83 24 54 35 196 
 

Unique individuals started 
internship placement 72 21 28 29 150 
Unique individuals started OJT 
placement 1 1 24 3 29 
Unique individuals completed 
internship placement 59 16 26 26 127 
Unique individuals completed 
OJT placement 1 1 23 3 28 
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Table E-16. Training-Related Placement Completions 
Status and Industry Internship12 OJT 
Completed Placement 
   Construction 1 5 
   Health care 25 21 
   Office 67 2 
   Manufacturing 1 0 
   Industry not recorded 41 0 
   Total Completed 135 28 
Not Completed Placement 
   Construction 1 0 
   Health care 4 1 
   Office 12 0 
   Manufacturing 0 0 
   Industry not recorded 15 0 
   Total Not Completed 32 1 
   

Grand Total of Placements 167 29 
 
  

 
                                                 
12 Includes “Internship/work experience” and “Job placement internship”. 
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Table E-17. Credential Earned by Public Housing Authority 

Credential 
Public Housing Authorities 

Totals PHA A  PHA B  PHA C  PHA D  
Associates Degree 3 2 2 0 7 
Bachelor’s Degree 0 0 0 1 1 
GED or HS Equivalency Diploma 7 2 2 0 11 
Industry Certification 171 27 73 38 309 
Other Recognized Diploma, Degree or 
Certificate 19 1 3 3 26 
Professional License/Certification 20 0 39 7 66 
Professional Organization Certificate 42 0 32 42 116 

Total 262 32 151 91 536 
 

Unique individuals attained one or 
more credential 150 22 77 59 308 

 
 

 



  

Final Report | Public Policy Associates, Inc. F-1  
 

Appendix F: Employer Survey Results  
 
 
The following tables present the data from the employer telephone survey, which was 
fielded from January 2014 through July 2016 on a rolling basis as placements were 
completed.  Employers who had hired a participant for an internship or OJT program 
were invited to respond after the close of a placement.  Surveys were completed with 
employers regarding their experiences related to specific individuals.  A total of 113 
surveys were completed, which represented experiences of 107 unique individuals, as 
some participants experienced more than one placement.   
 
Among all placements, 85% were internships while the remainder were OJTs.  The 
average length of a placement was 82 days.  Of completed interviews, nearly three-
quarter of placements were between 18 and 99 days (73.5%). 
 
 

TableF-1. Employers’ Perceptions of Participant Performance 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
The participant was 
adequately prepared for the 
job in terms of basic work 
readiness, i.e., soft skills. 2 1.8% 8 7.1% 4 3.5% 60 53.1% 39 34.5% 
We intend to continue 
employing the participant 
for at least six months 
following completion of the 
hiring agreement.13 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 2 13.3% 4 26.7% 8 53.3% 
The participant met 
performance standards 
during the training period. 4 3.5% 9 8.0% 3 2.7% 53 46.9% 44 38.9% 
This position generally 
requires some on-the-job 
training prior to reaching job 
proficiency. 0 0.0% 9 8.0% 3 2.7% 60 53.1% 41 36.3% 

 
                                                 
 

13 OJT only. 
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TableF-1. Employers’ Perceptions of Participant Performance 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Feedback from colleague(s) 
who work directly with the 
participant has been 
positive. 1 0.9% 11 9.7% 12 10.6% 46 40.7% 43 38.1% 
It can be difficult to find 
qualified applicants for the 
role that was filled by the 
participant. 4 3.5% 29 25.7% 12 10.6% 38 33.6% 30 26.5% 

 
 

Table F-2. Employers’ Perceptions of Value to Company 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
The WorkSource program is 
a worthwhile investment of 
time and resources for my 
company. 1 0.9% 2 1.8% 7 6.2% 35 31.0% 68 60.2% 
I will consider using this 
program as a tool for filling 
work needs again in the 
future. 1 0.9% 1 0.9% 7 6.2% 34 30.1% 70 61.9% 
I would encourage other 
businesses to access this 
service in the future. 0 0.0% 3 2.7% 4 3.5% 42 37.2% 64 56.6% 
I will encourage others 
within my organization to 
use this service for filling 
vacancies.14 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 2 12.5% 6 37.5% 7 43.8% 
The financial incentive by 
WorkSource motivated us to 
participate in this program. 1 0.9% 9 8.0% 32 28.6% 35 31.3% 35 31.3% 
WorkSource can deliver 
strong job candidates. 1 0.9% 6 5.3% 11 9.7% 60 53.1% 35 31.0% 

 
                                                 
 

14 OJT only. 
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Table F-2. Employers’ Perceptions of Value to Company 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
I use WorkSource regularly 
to fill vacancies. 4 3.5% 20 17.7% 33 29.2% 41 36.3% 15 13.3% 
WorkSource is valuable for 
an organization like mine. 1 0.9% 4 3.5% 9 8.0% 44 38.9% 55 48.7% 

 
 

Table F-3. Change in Perception of WorkSource Program 
“As a result of the program, has your perception 
of the value of WorkSource…” Frequency Percentage 
Decreased a lot 1 0.9% 
Decreased somewhat 6 5.3% 
Stayed the same 46 40.7% 
Increased somewhat 28 24.8% 
Increased a lot 32 28.3% 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 
Altruism Altruism “Overall it's a help. It's kind of a drag on our time for training, but it’s worthwhile to help someone who's lacking basic office skills.” 

 
“She did need some more skill sets to learn and was able to obtain experience for the company as an employee.” 
 
“We already had students and now we have volunteers. It's a good opportunity for the volunteers and students. I feel its the right thing 
to do for people.” 

Altruism/ 
Nonprofit 
needs 

“The demand for the service is greater than we have funding for, so for our needs, it helps our capacity to serve the community. Since 
we are nonprofit, we feel like the program is a great benefit for the participant as well, so it's a really great service.” 

Altruism/ 
Hiring 

“It enabled us to fill a position and help work with the community that needed jobs or extra training.” 
 
“It was a good in the fact that there was a positive change from start to end and she got hired at another place because of what she 
learned here.” 
 
“The benefits is that people get more training and experience in using language skills and for us if there is an opening, we have 
someone more qualified.” 

Altruism/ 
Financial 

“Free work for the company is awesome, but it's also nice to see people with the same passion work as well.” 
 
“It was pleasant. No issues. It was a surprise that there was a financial gain for his training. Overall, it was a great experience. It 
wouldn't have made a difference if they paid for the training; I would have still hired him.” 
 
“Positive. [elaborate] We don't mind having people that may require more training. It allows more opportunity for entry level positions, 
at least for ones that we list. It’s two-fold: for the company and the employee. It softens the budget and allows more training.” 
 
“There was some good benefits. It was great to bring somebody who needed some help on getting a head start and benefit their future. 
It also benefited some of our employers and helped them take on more extended roles in the leadership position.   Overall, having this 
service available is great, especially financially.” 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Altruism/ 
Office 
support 

“For him specifically, it was good to have him get some experience in a role that he could follow specific guidelines and helpful for us 
because it was manageable work to get the tasks done quicker and go smoother.” 
“gives opportunity for folks looking for work/training and can benefit the company” 
 
“I think in this situation we had some turnover that had us behind on data entry. It was cool to have some help for us and get them to 
learn new skills.” 
 
“It gave us a chance to fill in a piece that always needs to be filled. She gained more skills and learned she was good at working one on 
one and it was overall a great experience.” 
 
“It helped us get clerical work done more efficiently and it was nice to see someone advance in their skills and be a mentor to 
somebody.” 
 
“It helps us cover more bases all at the same time and for me, I enjoy working with people and helping them with training, so it was a 
satisfying opportunity.” 
 
“It's high, I have 3 here now. They can provide extra support to allow people to do other projects. They're getting experience to make 
themselves marketable and allows us to do extra things as well.” 
 
“It’s kind of a cooperative arrangement. The part comes in a gains skills while we gain work from them, so its beneficial for both parties 
because they can work on hardware and tech and do testing work for us.” 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Altruism/ 
Helpful 
insight 
 

“Great. Whenever we can use a program participant that enhances their training is always helpful [How did your experience with her 
benefit your company?] Great to have her ideas and their business experience and bring new ideas that we weren't thinking about.” 
“I think not only did it give [employee] some experience, it also gave our social worker some experience with how to educate and get 
things accomplished as a team.” 
 
“It allowed us the capability to find people outside of our regular pool of people and for us to consider people outside our field. It also 
allowed giving people a chance to give them opportunity again that other companies wouldn't offer.” 
 
“One, I think that we’re providing a service for people for job related skills. We think we’re a good healthcare training opportunity. And 
two, the benefit to us is that the opportunity for a 6 month investment is good for the time available and the returns can be finely tuned 
and can helped to change behaviors. It’s helpful because it makes it worth our while. The other benefit is we need regular coverage at 
the clinic and were an all volunteer organization so it’s nice to have some accountability for work placement. We can plan and make a 
placement with what their goals are. Another benefit is that people that come from WorkSource are similar to demographics to those 
that are our clients. It’s a free clinic for uninsured people and can be used as a networking, since people don't really know where we are. 
The partners were communicative and friendly, and on top of vetting the applicants.” 
 
“Very good, very good. Having individuals that may have some barriers, we understand that we're going to invest time and energy to 
improve themselves, and it helps our staff understand how to guide someone culturally.” 
 
“The benefit would be if you get a committed employee, it would help bring employment to them.” 
 

Financial 

Financial “There's a huge benefit. The cost of training the employee is high, and as long as you can do that, you can take a chance on the 
individual with very little risk.” 
 
“reimbursement for the training period” 
 
“It provides a paid training period, and we wanted to watch the loss of the training period. We learn from it, and they learn from it, but 
we benefit from the financial incentive. It's paid training and it really works out.” 

Financial/ 
Office 
Support 

“It was really good [elaborate]. The person who got this started was really helpful and we got free labor, which is always a good thing.” 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Positive 

Generic “Good” 
 
“Overall, the program is helpful. This individual said they would do something and just kind of quit.” 
 
“Positive” 
 
“The experience was positive and we would place another intern in the job.” 
 
“They've been positive. We didn't even know about [the program] and we didn't find out about it until it was already in the building.” 
 
“Very beneficial. Our hire has been great.” 
 
“Was a pleasure to work with Lana!” 
 
“We have a strong relationship with Worksource for supplying workers, so its helpful to find people they can assist that want to do the 
training.” 
 
“We plan on having interns come in in the future so we will see.” 



  

F-8  Housing Works | March 2017 
 

 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Hard 
worker 

Hard 
worker 

“Young eager want to exceed expectations and self proficiency and eagerness to learn” 
 
“We knew her. She had done an internship already. She did a great job here. She was very conscientious and hard working.” 
 
“She was a very hard worker, very positive personality and encouraging for people alongside her. She also had a huge amount of output.” 
 
“She was a great help. She was able to support us when we needed it. We have her as my on call staff now since she did such a great job. She 
worked out well and we can't do it very often, so it speaks a lot about her work ethic.” 
 
“One thing about her was she was a delightful person. She was willing to do whatever we asked and her professional presence was right there 
and doing the best of her ability. It's a great experience to get different people from different walks of life.” 
 
“It was positive [expand a little more?]; she took right to the job and worked well with the license entrance and data entry. She wouldn't give 
all of the correct information and had some trouble with being corrected but overall she seemed to get the idea.” 
 
“It was great. She was helpful, on time, had some computer skills we needed, got along with the staff and the students, smiling all the time.” 
 
“Extremely positive. She spoke the language of a group and she helped me come up with the lesson plan, get families together which was 
difficult, and she had a huge impact on the success on those families. She had great ideas from her previous experience and education.” 

Hard 
worker/ 
Office 
support 

“She was extremely detail-oriented and it was a great find at a good time. We used her for organizing projects that might not have been 
done otherwise.” 
 
“It was very helpful to have [employee] in this role to help our staff to keep up with the demand of work.” 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Hiring  

Hiring/ Test 
hire 

“We got to see if she was able to do the job and have some time to change jobs if we needed her to, without having to jump through too 
many hoops going through HR. She started off in something different than what she ended in.” 
 
“We get to try out a person as like a pilot program to see how they work, the quality, how professional they are, and if they're a good 
fit. At the end, you can decide if they are a good fit.” 
 
“To have the ability to have a resource to find qualified people to train to get the job done” 
 
“She came here already with her training intact and it made it easier for her to hire her. There is a shortage of CNA's in the community.” 
 
“It's been very useful for the hiring process.” 
 
“It prepared her to be employed by us.” 
 
“It is a great way to try and ‘test’ a new employee before committing a large amount of resources.” 
 
“Getting the staff for a new company when they sent a candidate that works in our community.” 
 
“Getting someone in to work a little quicker than not having applicants to fill the spots.” 
 
“Getting an employee that can present themselves that has a lot to work. It can be difficult to get a foundation, so it helps immensely.” 
 
“Because it is difficult to find people, through this process we found someone we were willing to take a chance on.” 

Hiring/ 
Office 
support 
 

“We had the opportunity to train someone and have them learn new skills and put them to use within the company.” 
 
“I like it because people know what the job is, but with her, she already had some experience with another building and went back to 
it.” 
 
“I felt like I was able to get someone with the background and skills needed for the job and was able to use that information for the 
agency. I knew her ability ahead of time and could focus on the actual job. I also felt like it gave me a snapshot on what I needed to train 
Denise on and she knew that she needed to grow without the explanations of letting her go since she knew it was a training position.” 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Helpful 
Insight 

Helpful 
insight 

“The benefit is that it actually highlighted the importance of not putting someone in a role that someone's not ready for. It seemed like 
she was set up to fail.” 
 
“Just to get a better understanding of the actual resources available that saved my time and energy.” 
 
“It helps us to be able to talk to and train people who don't recognize our language of our industry. It wasn't a bad experience by any 
means and I intend on using Worksource again.” 
 
“I think having [employee] in that role gave us the opportunity to see what we were looking for for a social worker. It ended up not 
working out with her, but it gives us a bigger pool to test out experience and develop a pool of candidates.” 
 
“Because her skill set was more than we expected, it allowed us to explore software we were using and enlightened us to how effective 
the software was being utilized.” 

Helpful 
insight/ 
Office 
support 

“It was helpful to see what personality best fits the role for what we had wanted him to do. It was helpful for what we are looking for in 
a qualified candidate. There were also a few projects that were beneficial as well that he did here.” 

Nonprofi
t Needs 

Nonprofit 
needs 

“Working in a nonprofit, we're stretched for funds and have a high demand. We place people across county and it can take a lot, so 
having Worksource it's incredibly helpful and we might not be able to function without it.” 
 
“It's very helpful. We are a staff of five and we're a shelter for  women and children, and most of it is volunteer ran, so its a huge benefit 
for the small staff to have an intern.” 
 
“It's been a good program because we're a non-profit and we don't have the financial support for lower roles. It would have to be done 
by volunteers that don't have as many hours as Worksource does.” 
 
“It gave us an opportunity to work with and provide an opportunity to someone who can be a great resource. We're a nonprofit that 
supports other nonprofits, and some of that is where we can find opportunities to impact peoples lives. Setting a proper expectation on 
where they're at and how we can have an impact. It really helps that people are actually receiving funds and getting paid for the 
opportunity.” 
 
“Because we're a volunteer run store, it gives us come consistency when we don't have volunteers to fill the need. They're also available 
to train and work well in specific areas in the store.” 
 



  

Final Report | Public Policy Associates, Inc. F-11  
 

 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Nonprofit 
needs/ 
Office 
support 

“It was great to have interns to help administratively. We're mostly volunteer staff and it's a tremendous benefit for us.” 
 
“As a nonprofit with financial constraints, it's a huge help to get our work done while providing someone with a terrific 
experience ready to find employment.” 

Nonprofit 
needs/ 
Financial 

“It gives us a reliable volunteer who takes the job seriously because they're getting paid through Worksource. Getting someone long 
term is also helpful.” 

Office 
Support 

Office 
support/ 
Capacity 

“She was really helpful because we didn't have a person with her experience on staff, so she really fit in.” 
 
“She provided a lot of clerical support that helped the department get caught up.” 
 
“She filled the need that we had as an intern since we couldn't as a full time employee at the time, so it was a huge benefit.” 
 
“[Employee] was good in that she was able to get things caught up with medical records. We had plans, but she was unable to 
continue.” 
 
“It's beneficial to have another employee in the building because she was able to cover times when we were short staffed and filling in 
in other areas. For us, it helped to have an intern and her for learning.” 
 
“It was beneficial, the work that she did. She was able to get project done that we might not have gotten done. It was back burner, but it 
was important.” 
 
“It was a huge that job that would've been very time consuming for normal staff and our other alternative would've been volunteer 
work but it would've taken months and months to complete.” 
 
“It allowed us to do a lot more work. She was motivated and with her efforts it allows us to deploy other resources in other directions 
and build a case to another position in our agency.” 
 
“Increased our production period.  Helped us fulfill the requirements of a grant we receive funding from.” 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

“I feel like she got a chance to come from a background knowing how to do the admin related stuff and took the knowledge base that 
she could contribute to us. She felt like she could take the knowledge to have a marriage. She felt free enough to do that and was in 
training to show she could be beneficial.” 
 
“For us, in her role, she provided us extra office support and offered time for other staff to focus on other tasks.” 
 
“Finished projects that were going to be difficult to complete because we didn't have a person to dedicate to them.” 
 
“As an archive, we have a storage facility and archive. I have projects that will last a while, and to have volunteers and help is 
invaluable to me. I have to have them in order to keep this place going.” 
 
“[Employee] was helpful, and we thought it gave her a chance to get more comfortable to get working, because she seemed to take a 
while to get back to work. [How did this benefit your company?] It enabled our more experienced staff to have relief and relieve the 
area where she was providing support to make their jobs less tedious.” 

Office 
support/ 
Financial 

“For me, it’s myself and a part time employee and for someone to do business administration, it was beneficial to free up time and they 
were getting paid through Worksource while she was getting on the job training. It was a win-win.” 

Office 
Support/ 
Hiring 

“It fills a position we created for him and its valuable. [How has it been valuable?] We depend on delivering on time and he’s 
coordinating those deliveries.” 

Office 
support/ 
Hard 
worker 

“She stepped in and made herself an invaluable part of the time and identify areas where she could help and support in areas and help 
assist hunt stuff down and packing and shipping.” 

Other 

Learn what 
not to do 

“For this particular position - I would screen more carefully and have more detailed work plans for the intern. I would also check in 
weekly regarding task(s).” 
 
“At the time, it was a benefit. [Can you expand?] It was more beneficial to her than to us because we'd have to explain it and when she 
wouldn't do it correctly. She was not very time efficient, and could've asked more questions.” 
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 Table F-4. Employer Responses: Benefits 
Theme Category Nature of Responses 

Challenging “Working with WorkSource was frustrating because they should have had her CNA test taken before she was looking for her job.” 
 
[re employee 1] 
“She was able to get some bits of work done. Her computer skills need more process; they're foreign to her. She may have known a PC 
system while we are a Mac system, which isn't new. The adjustment for some people is more difficult. It was another layer of 
complexity to make it difficult to understand.” 
 
[re employee2] 
“She was able to get some bits of work done. Her computer skills need more process; they're foreign to her. She may have known a PC 
system while we are a Mac system, which isn't new. The adjustment for some people is more difficult. It was another layer of 
complexity to make it difficult to understand.” 
 
“It was moderately beneficial. It was a challenge because the work is so nuanced that she was leaving by the time her work could pay 
off.” 
 

Don’t Know “Kind of limited because she was the only one who came through the program so far.” 
 
“It's difficult to answer that since I entered midway” 

No Benefits “None. It was more work than benefit.” 
 
“No benefits” 
 
“Michelle wasn't much of a benefit, especially since she was unable to perform the duties she needed to.” 

 
Table F-5. Employer Responses: Surprises  

Value Theme Nature of Responses 
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Table F-5. Employer Responses: Surprises  
Value Theme Nature of Responses 
Positive 
Surprise 

Skilled “At first, I was reluctant. She presented to be very quiet, but she was very skilled and well equipped she was.” 
 
“Yeah, part of his skill set was better than expected. He came better prepared and trained.” 
 
“When we had initially discussed it, it was at a different capacity than we anticipated. She was much more qualified than we 
expected.” 
 
“I was surprised I was able to gain a competent and intelligent employee.” 

Quality 
Person 

“It worked out better than I expected. He did a good job picking up on stuff. The surprise was the amount of initiative he took.” 
 
“It's just the personalities you meet. She was unique and a joy to be around and really added to our workplace.” 
 
“Natilie does a great job for us and has a great personality.” 
 
“Not really but I was pleasantly surprised by the quality of her ability as well as with the staff of Worksource; their timing and 
communication was excellent” 
 
“The position in itself is challenging and it takes intensive training, and even when they play the role of [a bachelor student] doing 
that job, I'm surprised at their leadership and training. [Employee 1 specifically?] She was able to train other volunteers and play an 
active role and pick up [the learning] enthusiastically.” 

Good Fit “For her it worked out really positive because it was a good match for her to fill for the organizations. We hosted another program 
that wasn't a good experience. The support she received was good as she used it as a benefit. It was surprising that it was smooth for 
her.” 
 
“The position in itself is challenging and it takes intensive training, and even when they play the role of [a bachelor student] doing 
that job, I'm surprised at their leadership and training. [Employee 2 specifically?] The program seemed to fit what she was looking 
for and learned and I think it helped her.” 
 
“Yes [elaborate?] It was a great experience and she really fit the role. We really needed someone and Worksource sent her at the 
prefect time. She took constructive criticism very well.” 
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Table F-5. Employer Responses: Surprises  
Value Theme Nature of Responses 

Generic  “Was very positive experience.” 
 
“We ended up hiring [person], even though it wasn't the intent” 
 
“All positive and everything was better than I expected.” 
 
“Great Employee. Quite happy.” 
 
“When she first started, she started off really good and really good. As she got more accustomed to the people, she was doing a lot of 
socializing. They just needed to maintain the same level of excitement for doing the work, but she seemed more interested in 
socializing.” 

Negative 
Surprises 

WorkSource 
lack of 
support 

“It didn't work at all. Lack of professional support from WorkSource was a bit surprising.” 
 
“It was a little bit cumbersome to get the contract going.” 

Time 
consuming 
for 
employer 

“There was a lot of work he was doing that was difficult to reassign when he left.” 
 
“Yes. I was surprised how much more additional work it made for myself.” 

Poor Skill “Yes, [elaborate?] In spite of the fact that I spot checked her work, I was unpleasantly surprised by the number of things that were 
wrong.” 
 
“Yes, she was assigned some tasks she expressed interest in but did not fulfill.” 
 
“Yes, the training needed more basic office skills. I encouraged her case manager to continue her education and through the 
certification, she was strongly lacking in those skills. It's a real disadvantage to send someone to a job without those basic computer, 
telephone and copy skills. They shouldn't be in this position if they don't have any assistant skills of some sort.” 
 
“She had trouble following directions and reading things before she did them, but she's not the only one. One of the things she was 
supposed to do was to check addresses and names, but it didn't always happen. Sometimes we didn't know it happened until she 
was gone. It seems to be a part of a society, not necessarily Worksource's fault.” 
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Table F-5. Employer Responses: Surprises  
Value Theme Nature of Responses 

Poor Fit “Somewhat. She in particular did well but didn't seem to have a desire to work in the field she was training in. It put her in a 
disadvantage not to work and we don't get the best work for people they're not training for.” 
 
“Yes [Elaborate?] I don't think he was aware what the position was and he might not have been aware of what he was getting into. I 
was surprised that [the job] wasn't communicated clearly for what he would be doing.” 

Lack of Skill “This person was not able to perform what she stated she could do.” 
 
“It was her first job and the place she was trained wasn't the best. She would've benefited if she went to one that was better than the 
one she went to.” 
 
“She actually spent more of her time with someone else, but she struggled a lot when we did have her. We had her working the front 
desk and struggled to grasp the level of work, but it can be difficult to get the concepts.” 

Lack of 
Experience 
coming in 

“My understanding was that she had more practical experience in some of the skill sets that have been communicated to us versus 
the actual. There was a much steeper learning curve initially. She had completed a course that gave her exposure to finance, but 
didn't have any background or experience, which we thought she had. We should have asked more questions.” 
 
“We assumed she had more experience than she did. There was more training than anticipated.” 
 

Behavioral 
Challenge 

“I would say that it was awkward at times to not know best how to help someone who had good intention but had some social and 
communication challenges. It's not about what you do, but how you act and social skills. The placement is a holistic placement, 
which we try to provide. It can be challenging when someone has more behavioral needs than we can handle.” 
 
“My surprise was that she was supposed to pass the CNA test and she flunked it 3 times. She also hurt herself, so I don't think she 
wanted to work.” 
 
“She called in a lot, so we couldn't continue to employ her.” 
 
“She just quit coming and missed lots of work with something came up and continued and eventually disappeared.” 
 
“She took pictures of things that should’ve been done and bombarded my phone at 2-3 in the morning.” 
 
“With this particular intern there was some behavioral concerns that may of contributed to some mental health issues.” 
 
“Yeah, her functionality wasn't very good, and sometimes she didn't call.” 
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Table F-5. Employer Responses: Surprises  
Value Theme Nature of Responses 

All Other “We knew we were going to be working with cultural situations. We knew that it was a part of what was happening, I felt sad that if 
there were other people from other cultures dealing with that, how difficult that would have been. We knew there were cultural 
things going on, but the more we talked to her, we found out priorities. We got that and I had this deja vu feeling that if this had 
happened with anyone else, it would have been frustrating. She was also accommodating when she learned, and was part of our 
learning process.” 
 
“With them, she didn't seem prepared to commit to having a job and it was surprising the amount of time she called out.” 
 
“She only worked a couple weeks but left due to medical problems. The building was too busy and too big.” 
 
“Somewhat. I was surprised she decided not to continue. The person she was working with said she felt there was enough people 
working and that she wasn't needed.” 

Not 
Surprised 

Positive “No, it was great to us and how it was a positive experience.” 
 
“No, not at all. We ended up hiring her at the end of the program.” 
 
“No, she did a great job and was very well liked.” 
 
“No, she was able to fulfill everything and everything went pretty much as planned.” 
 
“No, we were a little nervous figuring out what special needs [he needed], but he was able to accomplish the tasks we assigned him, 
so it went pretty well.” 
 
“No, she was solid and reliable.” 
 
“No. [employee] was extremely available at all times. If anything, she was ahead of her time. It was a smoothly run program.” 
 
“No. She was a pleasure to have at our office.” 
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Appendix G: Participant Survey Results – 
Early-Stage Participation  
 
The following tables present the final data from the Participant One Survey, as of May 
2015.  Participants were invited to respond to the survey after being enrolled for three 
months.   
 

Table G-1. Participants’ Perceptions of Orientation 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q1. In the orientation, the 
information I got about the 
program was easy to 
understand. 14 3.3 17 4.0 24 5.6 188 43.8 186 43.4 
Q2. In the orientation, I got a 
clear picture of what 
Housing Works was about. 17 4.0 35 8.2 32 7.5 179 41.7 166 38.7 
Q3. In the orientation, the 
time and effort that I would 
need to commit were clearly 
presented. 18 4.2 39 9.1 21 4.9 181 42.1 171 39.8 
Q4. In the orientation, I was 
given enough information to 
make a decision about 
joining the program. 23 5.3 19 4.4 18 4.2 190 44.2 180 41.9 
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Table G-2. Participants’ Perceptions of Enrollment 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q6. Enrollment in the 
Housing Works program 
was easy. 7 1.6 18 4.2 46 10.7 212 49.3 147 34.2 
Q7. The Housing Works 
Program requirements were 
explained clearly at 
enrollment. 13 3.0 34 7.9 31 7.2 207 48.0 146 33.9 
Q8. Enrollment had too 
many steps. 58 13.6 187 43.7 80 18.7 74 17.3 29 6.8 
Q9. Enrollment took too 
long. 62 14.4 203 47.1 76 17.6 63 14.6 27 6.3 
Q10. I had trouble getting 
the right documents for 
enrollment. 142 33.0 221 51.4 28 6.5 30 7.0 9 2.1 
Q11. I had trouble 
understanding what I was 
enrolling in. 114 26.5 210 48.8 43 10.0 50 11.6 13 3.0 

 
 

Table G-3. Use of WorkSource Services Prior to Housing Works 
Participants Responses to Q13 and Q14 Frequency Percentage 
Had used WorkSource  278 79.0 
Had not used WorkSource 74 21.0 
Never heard of WorkSource  71 16.5 

 
 

Table G-4. Prior Use of WorkSource Job Preparation Services 
Services Number Percentage of Respondents 
Q153. Job search workshops 172 39.9 
Q152. Career exploration 89 20.6 
Q157. Other 75 17.4 
Q151. Career mapping 82 19.0 
Q156. Job training 66 15.3 
Q154. Computer literacy help 49 11.4 
Q155. ESL instruction 11 2.6 
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Table G-5. “How does Housing Works compare to your prior 
experience with WorkSource services?” 

Participants Responses to Q16 Frequency Percentage 
Housing Works is much better 114 49.8 
Housing Works is somewhat better 53 23.1 
Housing Works is about the same 54 23.6 
Housing Works is not as good 8 3.5 

 
 

Table G-6. Participants’ Reactions to the Career-Mapping Workshop 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q17. The career-mapping 
workshop helped me to be 
clear about my strengths and 
career goals. 13 3.0 29 6.8 54 12.6 178 41.5 155 36.1 
Q18. The career-mapping 
workshop helped me to 
learn what I was ready for. 14 3.3 46 10.7 66 15.4 189 44.2 113 26.4 
Q19. The career-mapping 
workshop helped me 
identify my employment 
goals. 10 2.3 45 10.5 57 13.3 192 44.8 125 29.1 

 
 

Table G-7. “How helpful was the career-mapping workshop?” 
Participants Responses to Q20 Frequency Percentage 
Very helpful 226 52.6 
Somewhat helpful 157 36.5 
Not very helpful 31 7.2 
Not at all helpful 16 3.7 

 
 

Table G-8. “Do you recall creating an individual resource plan with 
your Housing Works case manager or employment specialist?” 

Participants Responses to Q22 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 378 89.4 
No 45 10.6 
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Table G-9. Participants’ Perceptions of the Resource Plan 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q23. I played an active role 
in making the resource plan. 7 1.9 13 3.4 21 5.6 187 49.5 150 39.7 
Q24. The resource plan 
makes sense to me. 6 1.6 13 3.4 32 8.5 180 47.6 147 38.9 
Q25. I can use the career and 
resource plan to stay on 
track with my training.  8 2.1 20 5.3 44 11.6 191 50.5 115 30.4 
Q26. My resource plan has 
no real purpose. 134 35.5 175 46.4 41 10.9 17 4.5 10 2.7 
Q27. With the resource plan, 
I found strategies to help 
meet my career and training 
goals. 7 1.9 21 5.6 51 13.5 198 52.4 101 26.7 
Q28. My resource plan 
shows how I can accomplish 
my goals. 5 1.3 20 5.3 43 11.4 201 53.3 108 28.6 
Q29. I expect to update the 
resource plan in the future. 4 1.1 11 2.9 40 10.6 193 51.1 130 34.4 
Q30. My case manager or 
employment specialist made 
all the decisions about my 
resource plan. 78 20.6 184 48.7 53 14.0 50 13.2 13 3.4 
Q31. I am using my resource 
plan. 13 3.4 29 7.7 51 13.5 183 48.5 101 26.8 

 
 

Table G-10. “About how often do you talk to VCM on average?” 
Participants Responses to Q34 Frequency Percentage 
About twice a week 99 23.5 
About once a week 175 41.5 
About twice a month 91 21.6 
About once a month 57 13.5 
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Table G-11. “Do you think that rate of check in with him/her is too 
much, too little, or just about right?” 

Participants Responses to Q35 Frequency Percentage 
Too much 22 5.2 
Too little 41 9.8 
About right 357 85.0 

 
 

Table G-12.  Participants’ Perceptions of the Case Manager 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q36. My case manager is 
always easy to reach. 9 2.1 32 7.5 29 6.8 190 44.4 168 39.3 
Q37. My case manager is 
very helpful. 10 2.3 12 2.8 46 10.7 145 33.6 218 50.6 
Q38. My case manager does 
not listen to me. 237 55.0 143 33.2 29 6.3 14 3.2 10 2.3 
Q39. My case manager 
seems to understand my 
needs. 12 2.8 22 5.1 43 10.0 162 37.7 191 44.4 
Q40. My case manager does 
not explain things to me in a 
way that I can understand. 212 49.2 165 38.3 31 7.2 15 3.5 8 1.9 
Q41. My case manager 
guides me but still allows 
me to make decisions. 14 3.3 13 3.0 33 7.7 197 45.8 173 40.2 

 
 

Table G-13. “Have you participated in the Career Link workshop?” 
Participants Responses to Q43 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 335 78.3 
No 93 21.7 
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Table G-14. Participants’ Perceptions of Career Link 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q44. The information on jobs 
was too vague. 54 16.2 144 43.1 67 20.1 54 16.2 15 4.5 
Q45. The Career Link helped 
me to see the job possibilities 
in the industry. 10 3.0 15 4.5 31 9.3 170 50.9 108 32.3 
Q46. The Career Link spent 
too much time on resume 
building and cover letters. 71 21.4 167 49.4 64 19.5 23 6.9 9 2.7 
Q47. The Career Link had 
good presentations about 
real world jobs. 6 1.8 15 4.5 37 11.0 165 49.3 112 33.4 

 
 

Table G-15. Participants’ Perceptions of the Housing Works Program 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q50. The Housing Works 
program will help me meet 
my personal goals. 11 2.6 17 4.0 53 12.4 184 42.9 164 38.2 
Q51. I am excited to be 
participating in the program. 10 2.3 13 3.0 42 9.8 158 36.8 206 48.0 
Q52. I think the program 
will help me get past 
barriers. 10 2.3 18 4.2 42 9.8 180 41.9 180 41.9 
Q53. The Housing Works 
program is what I expected. 21 4.9 61 14.2 82 19.1 166 38.7 99 23.1 
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Table G-16. Respondents’ Satisfaction 

Survey Responses 

Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied 

Very 
Satisfied 

# % # % # % # % 
Q12. How satisfied were you overall 
with the enrollment process? 10 2.3 19 4.4 247 57.7 152 35.5 
Q42. How satisfied are you overall 
with your Housing Works case 
manager? 12 2.8 23 5.4 145 33.9 248 57.9 
Q49. How satisfied are you with 
Career Link? 7 2.1 26 7.9 158 47.7 140 42.3 
Q54. How satisfied are you overall 
with the Housing Works program so 
far? 11 2.6 32 7.5 183 42.7 203 47.3 

 
 

Table G-17. “Why did you join the Housing Works program?” 
Participants Responses to Q55 Frequency Percentage 
Q554. Wanted to get a job 285 66.1 
Q551. Wanted to make more money 172 39.9 
Q553. Needed more training 212 49.2 
Q555. Wanted to get out of public housing 139 32.3 
Q552. Wanted to get a certification 149 34.6 
Q557. Other 137 31.8 
Q556. Case manager asked me to participate 46 10.7 

 
 

Table G-18. “Do you have any children that have to be supervised or 
have a sitter when you are not at home?” 

Participants Responses to Q58 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 199 46.2 
No 232 53.8 
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Table G-19. “What is your relationship status?” 
Participants Responses to Q59 Frequency Percentage 
Never married 201 46.6 
Divorced 94 21.8 
Now married 71 16.5 
Live with girlfriend, boyfriend, or partner 27 6.3 
Separated 26 6.0 
Widowed 8 1.9 

 
 

Table G-20. “Were you employed when you started the Housing Works 
program?” 

Participants Responses to Q60 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 128 29.8 
No 302 70.2 
Refused or missing 1 .02 

 
 

Table G-21. “Have you been employed within the last six months?” 
Participants Responses to Q61 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 88 29.0 
No 215 71.0 
Refused or missing 128 29.7 
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Appendix H: Participant Survey Results – 
Exiting Participants  
 
 

Table H-1. Use of the Resource Plan 
Participants Responses to Q1 Frequency Percentage 
Recalled using the resource plan after it was 
created 198 67.3 
Did not recall using the resource plan after it 
was created 96 32.7 

 

Table H-2. Participants’ Perceptions of the Resource Plan 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q2. I played an active role 
in updating my plan. 

4 2.0 7 3.5 12 6.1 84 42.4 91 46.0 

Q3. The plan helped me to 
stay on track with my 
training. 

4 2.0 6 3.0 16 8.1 87 44.2 84 42.6 

Q4. The plan helped me 
reach my employment 
goals. 

5 2.5 21 10.6 32 16.2 72 36.4 68 34.3 

Q5. My plan had no real 
purpose. 

80 40.4 81 40.9 21 10.6 11 5.6 5 2.5 

 

Table H-3. “About how often did you talk to VCM on average?” 
Participants Responses to Q8 Frequency Percentage 
About twice a week 73 28.2 
About once a week 95 36.7 
About twice a month 52 20.1 
About once a month 39 15.1 
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Table H-4. “Do you think that rate of check in with him/her was too 
much, too little, or just about right?” 

Participants Responses to Q9 Frequency Percentage 
Too much 21 8.1 
Too little 21 8.1 
About right 216 83.7 

 
 

Table H-5.  Participants’ Perceptions of the Case Manager 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q10. My case manager was 
very helpful. 

17 5.6 18 5.9 28 9.2 95 31.4 144 47.5 

Q11. My case manager did 
not listen to me. 

141 46.5 102 33.7 26 8.6 16 5.3 16 5.3 

Q12. My case manager 
understood my needs. 

14 4.6 22 7.3 28 9.2 109 36.0 130 42.9 

Q13. My case manager 
helped me overcome 
barriers to employment. 

20 6.6 31 10.2 48 15.8 101 33.3 102 33.7 

Q14. My case manager 
understood what I needed 
to do to find a job. 

15 5.0 29 9.6 24 7.9 116 38.3 119 39.3 

Q15. My case manager did 
not explain things to me in 
a way that I could 
understand. 

132 43.6 112 37.0 26 8.6 15 5.0 17 5.6 

Q16. My case manager 
coached me to achieve my 
goals. 

15 5.0 27 8.9 42 13.9 115 38.0 104 34.3 

Q17. My case manager 
directed me to the 
activities and trainings that 
helped me achieve my 
goals. 

15 5.0 24 7.9 38 12.5 115 38.0 111 36.6 

Q18. My case manager 
guided me but still 
allowed me to make 
decisions. 

15 5.0 12 4.0 23 7.6 130 42.9 123 40.6 
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Table H-6. Relation of Occupational Training to Prior Skills 
Participants Responses to Q36 Frequency Percentage 
Did the training during Housing Works 
build on prior studies? 

41 56.2 

Was the training during Housing Works 
a new direction? 

29 39.7 

 

Table H-7. Participants’ Perceptions of the Occupational Training 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q39. My training fit well 
with my career plan. 

2 2.7 3 4.1 13 17.8 25 34.2 30 41.1 

Q40. I received valuable 
support to help me select a 
training provider. 

2 2.8 4 5.6 12 16.7 27 37.5 27 37.5 

Q41. Housing Works 
helped me overcome 
challenges to enrolling in 
the training. 

3 4.1 2 2.7 15 20.5 28 38.4 25 34.2 

Q42. Housing Works 
helped me overcome 
challenges to completing 
the training. 

3 4.1 5 6.8 15 20.5 30 41.1 20 27.4 

Q43. I chose the right field 
of study. 

2 2.7 10 13.7 8 11.0 27 37.0 26 35.6 

Q44. I expect that this 
training will be useful in 
finding future 
employment. 

2 2.7 2 2.7 10 13.7 31 42.5 28 38.4 

 

Table H-8. “Are you currently working?” 
Participants Responses to Q47 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 164 61.9 
No 101 38.1 
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Table H-9. Participants’ Perceptions of Employment 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q48. I am satisfied with 
the support I received to 
secure employment. 

7 4.3 15 9.2 10 6.1 70 42.9 61 37.4 

Q49. The job I have 
matches with my career 
plan. 

19 11.7 24 14.7 23 14.1 51 31.3 46 28.2 

Q50. I could easily have 
gotten this job without 
Housing Works. 

29 17.7 41 25.0 30 18.3 36 22.0 28 17.1 

Q51. I feel that the job I 
have is part of my career. 

13 7.9 29 17.7 18 11.0 43 26.2 61 37.2 

Q52. Finding a job has 
been a positive experience 
for me. 

1 0.6 13 8.1 16 9.9 63 39.1 68 42.2 
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Table H-10. Participants’ Perceptions of Internships 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q54. I am satisfied with 
the support I received to 
secure an internship. 

2 2.9 3 4.3 2 2.9 30 42.9 33 47.1 

Q55. The internship was 
what I expected. 

4 5.7 7 10.0 13 18.6 24 34.3 22 31.4 

Q56. The internship helped 
me to develop my job 
skills. 

2 2.9 9 12.9 5 7.1 24 34.3 30 42.9 

Q57. The internship was a 
good fit with my career 
plan. 

1 1.4 4 5.7 10 14.3 28 40.0 27 38.6 

Q58. Having an internship 
was a positive experience 
for me. 

3 4.3 2 2.9 2 2.9 25 35.7 38 54.3 

Q59. Having an internship 
helped me with my job 
search. 

8 2.9 8 11.4 13 18.6 22 31.4 25 35.7 

Q60. Having an internship 
helped me to get another 
job. 

6 8.6 21 30.0 9 12.9 15 21.4 19 27.1 

Q61. My internship gave 
me useful experience in the 
field. 

3 4.3 2 2.9 3 4.3 33 47.1 29 41.4 

 

Table H-11. Participants’ Perceptions of OJTs 

Survey Responses 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Q62. The OJT helped me to develop 
my job skills. 

  3 8 8 

Q63. I am satisfied with the support 
I received to secure an OJT. 

1  3 8 7 

Q64. The OJT was what I expected.   7 8 4 
Q65. The OJT was a good fit with 
my career plan. 

 1 3 12 3 

Q66. Getting on-the-job training 
was a positive experience for me. 

  2 10 7 

Q67. My OJT opportunity gave me 
useful experience in the field. 

  3 10 6 
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Table H-12. Use of WorkSource Services Prior to Housing Works 
Participants Responses to Q68 Frequency Percentage 
Had used WorkSource  165 62.3 
Had not used WorkSource 100 37.7 

 

Table H-13. Prior Use of WorkSource Job Preparation Services 
Services Number Percentage of Respondents 
Q692 Job search workshops 111 36.6 
Q691 Career exploration 86 28.4 
Q696 Other 36 11.6 
Q695 Job training 44 14.5 
Q693 Computer literacy help 46 15.2 
Q694 ESL Instruction 5 1.7 

 

Table H-14. “How does Housing Works compare to your prior 
experience with WorkSource services?” 

Participants Responses to Q70 Frequency Percentage 
Housing Works was much better 75 46.6 
Housing Works was somewhat better 31 19.3 
Housing Works was about the same 38 23.6 
Housing Works was not as good 17 10.6 

 

Table H-15. “How much peer experience did you get in the Housing 
Works program?” 

Participants Responses to Q71 Frequency Percentage 
A lot 101 38.1 
Some 90 34.0 
A little 42 15.8 
None at all 32 12.1 
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Table H-16. Participants’ Perceptions of the Peer Experience 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q72. Other participants 
were a source of 
encouragement to achieve 
my goals. 

3 1.3 22 9.4 39 16.7 97 41.6 72 30.9 

Q73. Housing Works made 
me feel like part of a larger 
community. 

5 2.1 17 7.3 28 12.0 108 46.4 75 32.2 

Q74. My experience with 
other Housing Works 
participants helped me to 
persist toward my goals. 

3 1.3 26 11.2 34 14.7 107 46.1 62 26.7 

Q75. It was valuable 
sharing knowledge and 
ideas with others. 

2 0.9 6 2.6 24 10.3 105 45.1 96 41.2 

Q76. We helped each 
other. 

2 0.9 10 4.3 30 12.9 110 47.4 80 34.5 

Q77. I learned from others’ 
experiences. 

3 1.3 15 6.4 36 15.5 103 44.2 76 32.6 

Q78. Interacting with other 
participants helped me 
stay engaged and 
involved. 

1 0.4 17 7.3 35 15.0 98 42.1 82 35.2 

 
  



  

H-8  Housing Works | March 2017 
 

 

Table H-17. Participants’ Perceptions of the Housing Works Program 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q81. The Housing Works 
program helped me meet 
my personal goals. 

17 6.4 26 9.8 45 17.0 97 36.7 79 29.9 

Q82. The program helped 
me get past barriers to 
employment. 

16 6.1 34 12.9 47 17.9 86 32.7 80 30.4 

Q83. The program services 
were effective in helping 
me get ready for new 
employment, or to prepare 
for better employment 
than I had. 

14 5.3 18 6.8 40 15.1 105 39.6 88 33.2 

Q84. It was better for me to 
be in Housing Works than 
to deal with employment 
services and training by 
myself. 

12 4.6 16 6.1 32 12.2 90 34.2 113 43.0 

Q85. The Housing Works 
program made it easy for 
me to get employment 
services. 

16 6.1 30 11.4 50 19.0 87 33.1 80 30.4 

 

Table H-18. Respondents’ Satisfaction 

Survey Responses 

Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied 

Very 
Satisfied 

# % # % # % # % 
Q19. How satisfied were you overall 
with your Housing Works case 
manager? 

27 8.9 28 9.2 102 33.7 146 48.2 

Q45. How satisfied are you with your 
occupational training? 

4 5.6 6 8.5 30 42.3 31 43.7 

Q86. How satisfied are you overall 
with the Housing Works program? 

21 8.0 35 13.3 98 37.1 110 41.7 
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Table H-19. “What were the most useful services in the 
Housing Works program?” 

Participants Responses to Q87 Frequency Percentage 
Case management 107 35.3 
Career mapping 99 32.7 
Occupational coaching 90 29.7 
Career and resource planning 104 34.3 
Occupational skills training 94 31.0 
None of the above 54 17.8 
Internship 75 24.8 
OJT 39 12.9 
Basic skills such as reading, math, and 
writing 

28 9.2 

 
  



  

H-10  Housing Works | March 2017 
 

 



  

Final Report | Public Policy Associates, Inc. I-1  
 

Appendix I: Participant Survey Results – 
One-Year Post-Exit  
 
 

Table I-1. “Had You Ever Used Any WorkSource Services Before 
Participating in Housing Works?” 

Participants Responses to Q16  Frequency Percentage 
Yes  146 56.4 
No 111 42.9 
Refused or missing 2 0.8 

 
 

Table I-2. Prior Use of WorkSource Services 
Participants Responses to Q17 Frequency Percentage 
Career exploration 89 34.4 
Job search workshops 119 45.9 
Computer literacy help 48 18.5 
ESL instruction 5 1.9 
Job training 46 17.8 
Other 16 6.2 

 
 

Table I-3 “How does Housing Works compare to your prior experience 
with WorkSource services?” 

Participants Responses to Q18 Frequency Percentage 
Housing Works is much better 60 41.4 
Housing Works is somewhat better 28 19.3 
Housing Works is about the same 46 31.7 
Housing Works is not as good 11 7.6 
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Table I-4. “How much peer experience did you get in the Housing 
Works program?” 

Participants Responses to Q19 Frequency Percentage 
A lot 88 34.0 
Some 87 33.6 
A little 52 20.1 
None at all 32 12.4 

 
 

Table I-5. “I have stayed in touch with at least one of my Housing 
Works peers.” 

Participants Responses to Q20 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 81 35.7 
No 146 64.3 

 
 

Table I-6. “It was beneficial to have a group of peers in the program” 
Participants Responses to Q21 Frequency Percentage 
Strongly disagree 8 3.5 
Disagree 14 6.2 
Neither agree nor disagree 54 23.9 
Agree 86 38.1 
Strongly agree 64 28.3 
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Table I-7. Perceptions of Effectiveness 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 
Nor 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
# % # % # % # % # % 

Q24. The Housing 
Works program helped 
me meet my personal 
goal.  29 

11.
2 38 

14.
7 51 

19.
8 86 33.3 54 20.9 

Q25. The program 
helped me get past 
barriers to employment. 29 

11.
2 38 

14.
7 48 

18.
6 88 34.1 55 21.3 

Q26. The program 
services were effective 
in helping me get ready 
for new employment, 
or to prepare for better 
employment than I had.  28 

10.
9 34 

13.
2 35 

13.
6 93 36.0 68 26.4 

Q27. It was better for 
me to be in Housing 
Works than to deal with 
employment services 
and training by myself.  20 7.8 28 

10.
9 30 

11.
7 91 35.4 88 34.2 

Q28. The Housing 
Works program made it 
easy for me to get 
employment services. 22 8.7 33 

13.
0 54 

21.
3 91 35.8 54 21.3 

Q29. My case manager 
helped me to overcome 
barriers to employment. 28 

10.
9 32 

12.
4 48 

18.
6 87 33.7 63 24.4 
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Table I-8. Overall Satisfaction 

Survey Responses 

Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied 

Very 
Satisfied 

# % # % # % # % 
Q30. How satisfied were you 
overall with your Housing 
Works case manager? 29 11.3 34 13.2 89 34.6 105 40.9 
Q31. How satisfied were you 
overall with the Housing 
Works program? 16 6.3 49 19.1 93 36.3 98 38.3 
Q3. How satisfied were you 
with your occupational 
training? 5 4.5 9 8.2 51 46.4 45 40.9 

 
 

Table I-9. “After Housing Works ended, did you take any classes or 
vocational training?”  

Participants Responses to Q34 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 76 29.3 
No 176 68.0 
Don’t know 7 2.7 

 
 

Table I-10. “Please tell us about your certificate or degree program, 
study, or training.” 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Q1. My training fit 
well with my career 
plan. 

6 5.4 6 5.4 19 17.1 48 43.2 32 28.8 

Q2. The training was 
useful in finding 
employment. 

5 4.5 11 9.9 16 14.4 46 41.1 33 29.7 

 
 
 



  

Final Report | Public Policy Associates, Inc. I-5  
 

Table I-11. “In what ways did the internship experience help you?” 
Participants Responses to Q5 Frequency Percentage 
Showed me the realities of the industry 19 34.5 
Helped me decide whether this was the 
right career path 

23 41.8 

Gave me experience for my resume 33 60.0 
Got my foot in the door at this employer 14 25.5 
Helped me to get a job at this company 7 12.7 
Helped me to get a job somewhere else 8 14.5 
Reinforced my understanding of 
employers expectations 

21 38.2 

Improved my technical skills 20 36.4 
Other 3 5.5 

 
 
 

Table I-12. Perceptions of Effectiveness: Internship 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 
Nor 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
# % # % # % # % # % 

Q6. The internship 
experience turned out 
to be what I expected. 3 5.6 6 

11.
1 10 

18.
5 17 31.5 18 33.3 

Q7. Having an 
internship was a 
positive experience. 3 5.6 2 3.7 3 5.6 24 44.4 22 40.7 

 
 

Table I-13. In what ways did OTJ training experience help you?” 
Participants Responses to Q8 Frequency of 7 responding 
Got my foot in the door at this employer 

4  
Improved my technical skills 5 
Provided training to help me be successful in this position 

3 
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Table I-15. “Are you currently working?” 
Participants Responses to Q11 Frequency Percentage 
Yes, full-time 80 30.9 
Yes, part-time 75 29.0 
No 104 40.2 

 
 

Table I-16. Perceptions of Effectiveness 

Survey Responses 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 
Nor 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
# % # % # % # % # % 

Q12. I am satisfied with 
the support I had in 
Housing Works to 
secure employment. 12 7.8 22 

14.
3 20 

13.
0 52 33.8 48 31.2 

Q13. I could easily have 
gotten this job without 
Housing Works 18 

11.
8 39 

25.
5 38 

24.
8 27 17.6 31 20.3 

Q14. I feel that the job I 
have is on my career 
path. 14 9.1 33 

21.
4 26 

16.
9 48 31.2 33 21.4 

 
 
 

Table I-14. Perceptions of Effectiveness: OJT 

Survey Responses 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Q9. The OTJ training experience turned out 
to be what I had expected 2 2 3 
Q10. Getting OTJ training was a positive 
experience for me. 1 3 3 
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Table I-17. “Did you study or do training because you were working on 
a degree, credential, or license?” 

Participants Responses to Q35 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 55 72.4 
No 18 23.7 
Not sure 3 3.9 

 
 

Table I-18. “What degree or credential were you working toward?” 
Participants Responses to Q36 Frequency Percentage 
Associates degree 17 31.5 
Bachelor degree 4 7.4 
Advanced degree 1 1.9 
Certificate from a vocational training 
program 15 27.8 

Professional license 6 11.1 
Other license or credential 11 20.4 

 
 
 

Table I-19. “After Housing Works ended, did you complete any degree 
of credential?” 

Participants Responses to Q37 Frequency 
High school diploma or GED 1 
Associates degree 6 
Bachelor degree 1 
Advanced degree 1 
Certificate from a vocational training program 12 
Professional license 2 
Other license or credential  7 

 
 

Table I-20. “Was the class or training to increase your knowledge or 
skills for employment?” 

Participants Responses to Q38 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 17 81.0 
No 2 9.5 
Not sure 2 9.5 
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Table I-21. “Did an employer provide or pay for classes, training, or 
certification?” 

Participants Responses to Q40 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 9 12.5 
No 61 84.7 
Not sure 2 2.8 
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Appendix J: Services and Performance 
Goals and Results  
 
 

Table J-1. Performance Goals and Results 
Performance 

Measure 
Numerator/ 

Denominator 
End of Grant 

Target 
Result 

Credential 
attainment 

# of participants who 
earned an industry-
recognized credential by 
exit 

210 Met. 308 unique individuals 
earned 536 certificates, 
degrees, or diplomas 

Internship/OJT 
completion 

# participants who 
completed internship or 
On-the-Job Training by 
exit 

210 Not Met. 155  individuals 
completed a placement of 
179 who started an 
internship or OJT 

Long-term Basic 
Skills 

# of participants who 
entered long-term basic 
skills divided by # who 
completed instruction by 
exit 

75% Met. Early in the grant, 77% 
of those who entered LTBS 
training also completed it. By 
2014 those who needed long-
term basic skills training 
were no longer eligible for 
the program. 

Entered Career 
Plan 
Employment 
 

# of participants who 
attained employment in 
chosen industry divided 
by # employed at exit 

75% Not met. 42% of all 
participants who attained 
chosen industry 
employment; however, 69% 
were employed in a targeted 
industry, even it was not 
their initial choice of 
industry. 

Entered 
Employment 

# of participants who 
entered employment by 
exit divided by # 
unemployed at 
registration 

65% Not met. 46% of participants 
unemployed at registration 
who entered employment by 
exit 

Retained in 
Employment 
 

# of participants 
employed at both 2nd and 
3rd quarters after exit 
divided by # employed at 
exit 

70% Met. 82% of participants 
employed at exit who were 
also employed at both 2nd 
and 3rd quarters after exit 
quarter 

Six-Month 
Earnings  
 

Sum of earnings the 2nd 
and 3rd quarter after exit 
divided by two. Of those 

$12,000  Not Met. $8,092.59 is the 
average earnings in the 2nd 
and 3rd quarter after exit 
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employed in first or 
second or third quarter, 
and regardless of 
employment status at 
registration 

(n=308) of those employed in 
first or second or third 
quarter; regardless of 
employment status at 
registration 

Earnings 
Increase  
 

Of those employed in first 
or second or third quarter, 
and regardless of 
employment status at 
registration. Summation 
of earnings in the second 
and third quarter after 
exit minus the summation 
of earnings in the 6 
months prior to 
enrollment 

20% Met.  Of those employed at 
registration 53% increase in 
wage earnings in 2nd and 
3rd quarters after exit 
quarter, from 2 quarters prior 
to registration (n = 241) 

Employment 
Barriers 

# of participants who 
report that barriers to 
employment have been 
removed divided by # of 
participants responding 
to the question 

65% Not met. 63% of participants 
responding to the exit survey 
said the program helped “get 
past barriers to employment” 
and 67% said casemanagers 
helped them overcome 
barriers to employment. 

Subsidy 
Reduction  
 

Original:  Average annual 
reduction in subsidy by 
households that retain 
employment because of 
an increase in income 
directly attributable to a 
participant’s employment 
income and controlling 
for other factors 

 $     3,250  Not met.  Average annual 
reduction in subsidy was 
$536.28 

Retention:  This is slightly different from the initial calculations by WSI which included those employed 
at registration and are in career plan employment during Q2 and Q3, as well as those not employed at 
registration and entered any employment by exit and retain that in Q2 and Q3. Our calculations are for 
first quarter, not exit quarter, and are not based on career plan employment.  Earnings: The two earning 
metrics are different from the initial calculations by WSI which were estimated based on hourly wage at 
exit.  Our figures are derived from wage record earnings of those employed in quarters one or two or 
three, and regardless of employment status at enrollment and not confined to career track employment.   
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Appendix K: Comparison Group Survey 
Results  
 
The following tables show findings from all the Comparison Group Surveys: Screener 
items at enlistment, Survey One, and Survey Two.  A total of 284 cases had complete 
data from all sources, and comprised the final Comparison Group.  
 

Table K-1.  Motivation  

Comparison Group 
Responses  

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Having good resources and 
support would help me keep 
a job  0 0 

1 0.4 11 3.9 88 32.2 173 60.9 

Getting job training can help 
me improve my skills 0 0 0 0 

8 2.8 97 35.5 168 59.2 

I plan on finding a job that 
pays a living wage 

2 0.7 6 2.1 31 10.9 76 30.3 136 47.9 

Getting the right training to 
develop new job skills can 
help me find and keep a job 
in my field of interest  0 0 

1 0.4 

14 4.9 1001 36.2 163 57.4 
With the right resources and 
support I could find a job 
that pays a living wage 2 0.7 1 0.4 21 7.4 95 35.4 149 52.5 
Attending job training will 
give me good ideas 1 0.4 2 0.7 22 7.7 126 48.5 109 38.4 
With the right resources and 
support I could find a good 
job  0 0 1 0.4 18 6.3 107 40.5 138 48.6 
I believe that I can improve 
my knowledge and skills by 
participating in job training 0 0 2 0.7 17 6.0 115 543.6 130 45.8 

 
Summing all the motivation items into one score, the total score possible ranged from 8 
to 40.  The actual scores ranged from 8 to 29, and averaged 12.1.  
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Table K-2. Relationship Status 
Self-report Frequency Percentage 
Now married  17 6.0 
Live with girlfriend, boyfriend, or partner 14 4.9 
Divorced  81 28.6 
Widowed 13 4.6 
Separated 27 9.5 
Never married   131 46.3 

 

Table K-3.  Interest in Industry at Time 1  
Very or Somewhat Interested Frequency Percentage 
Construction 42 14.8% 
Health Care 170 60.1% 
Manufacturing 72 25.4% 
Office Administration 152 53.7% 

 
It was common for individuals to be very or somewhat interested in more than one 
industry. In total, 132 individuals (46.6%) were very interested in one or more targeted 
industry at time 1.   

Table K-4.  Barriers to Job Training 
Comparison Group Responses Frequency Percentage 
Transportation is likely to be a 
problem 140 49.5 
Childcare is likely to be a problem 75 26.4 
It would be hard to find enough 
hours in the day for a job 90 31.7 
I could be available for a training that 
took a while, like an entire week  208 73.2 
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A total of 117 (41.3%) individuals used any WorkSource services between October 2012 
and April 2016.  The nature of these services accessed is shown in the table below.   
 

Table K-5. Prior Use of WorkSource Services 
Comparison Group Responses Frequency Percentage 
Career exploration 55 19.4% 
Job search workshops 72 25.4% 
Computer literacy help 24 8.5% 
ESL instruction 6 2.1% 
Job training 26 9.2% 
Other 55 19.4% 

 
Education and training 
The following table identifies a variety of actions taken that reflect an investment in 
increasing one’s job skills between October 2012 and April 2016.  This includes 

 15.5% of the comparison group members completed any paid or unpaid job 
internship, or OJT  

 12% completed a credential 
 34%  had taken a class to increase knowledge or skills for employment, and/or 

worked toward a credential (not necessarily completed a credential) 

 

Table K-6. Efforts to Invest in Job Skills,  
between October 2012 and April 2016 to verify 

Comparison Group Responses Frequency Percentage 
Completed any paid or unpaid internship, or 
OJT 43 15.5 
Worked toward a credential 65 22.9 
Completed at least one credential 34 12.0 
Taken a class to increase knowledge or skills 
for employment (not for credential) 61 21.5 

Of those, class taken was paid for by 
employer 22 7.7 

Taken a class to increase knowledge or skills 
for employment, and/or worked toward a 
credential  93 32.7 
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Table K-7.  Type of Credential Completed*  
Comparison Group Responses Frequency Percentage 
High school diploma or GED 7 2.5 
Associates degree 7 2.5 
Bachelor degree 4 1.4 
Certificate from vocational training program** 9 3.2 
Professional license*** 2 0.7 
Other certificate 8 2.8 

* 34 respondents earned 37 credentials 
** examples: business, medical records, certified medical assistant, certified construction management 
*** examples: cosmetology, truck driving, insurance sales, or real estate 
 
 

 
 


