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1L Overview of Housing Panel Discussion and Introductions 2:10 p.m.
Chair, Robert Genuario
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A. Jeff Freiser, Executive Director, Connecticut Housing Coalition
Housing Facts and Connecticut’s Responses 2:20 p.m.

B. Scott Bertrand, President, ConnNAHRO
Connecticut’s Public Housing 2:30 p.m.

C. Diane Randall, Executive Director, Partnership for Strong Communities
Innovative Approaches 2:40 p.m.

D. Timothy Bannon, Executive Director, Connecticut Housing Finance Authority
Foreclosures and Homeownership 2:50 p.m.

E. Carol Walter, Executive Director, Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness
Homelessness in Connecticut 3:00 p.m.

F. Fran Martin, Associate Director, Corporation for Supportive Housing
Supportive Housing 3:10 pm.
IV.  Council Discussion with Panelists and State Agency Partners 320 p.m.
Mary Cattanach DSS, Michael Santoro DECD, and Dimple Desai OPM

V. Summary and Next Steps | 3:50 p.m.
' Chair, Robert Genuario



The public option we already have

By Jack Thompson and Robert Shanbaum

Published: Wednasday, September 2, 2009 10:58 AM EDT

Wwhile our national debate on naalth-care reform, and the “public option” in particular,
continues to rage, a few things are worth noting. First, those who see reform as creeping
socialism and who argue passionatety for a return to the America our founders intended
should make note of the first public option. In 1798, Congress created the Marine Hospital
Fund, which established federally run hospitais to care for sailore and seamen, financed by a
taderal tax on their wages of 20 cents per month. That system grew into the Public Health
Service, which operated hospitals continuously until 1981 and which persists today,
comprising most heaith-related departments of the Department of Health and Human
Services.

Second, there is another pubiic health-care option: 1,100 community heaith centers that
provige care yearly to more than 15 million people (200,000 in Connecticut) at more than
5,000 delivery points. These “federaily gualified health centers” get the mejority of their
funding from the federal government through direct grants, Medicare, and Medicaid. But they
also receive substantial funding from other sources. For example, federal grants and direct
payments from individuals constitute similar portions of the centers’ overall revenue.

These centers can provide medical care to anyone. How much more “pubiic” could an option
be? They accept all forms of insurance. For people who lack insurance, they charge on a
sliding scale based on the patient’s income, including, for persons having littie or no income,
zero.

Since their origins in the early 1960s, when they were established to provide services to
migrant farm workers, the centers have served medically underserved populations. Congress
has extended the health-center concept to serve urban communities, the homeless, and
residents of public housing. Simifar programs sefve schools, rural communities, and Native
Americans. A significant expansion occurred during the Bush administration, which doubled
faderal grants to the centers between 2001 and 2007 (to $2 billion), and saw the number of
access points rise to §,000.

still, public awareness of the centers lags. Most of us, including many who go without
adequate heaith care, don't know they exist.

One of the most significant elements of the health-care-reform debate centers on controlling
the upward-spiraling cost. The president has said that reform without cost-controf features
would constitute failure. But the centers already do many of the things proposed from all sides
in the debate, and they are some of the lowest-cost health-care providers in the U.5.

Federal law affords the centers advantages, and imposes requirements, that help accomplish
this.

First, the centers are required to be nonprofits, so the provision of care doesn't include that
component of costs — the profits of providers or insurers. Many commentators have said a
major contributor to rising health-care costs is the fee-for-service system. Under that system,
providers’ incomes increase in proportion to services they provide, not outcomes they
produce.

While the centers generally operate on a fee-for-service basis, the internal architecture of the
centers, whare physicians are salaried employees whese incomes are not related to services
randered or tests performed, incentivizes producing good cutcomes. Also, the centers
participate in the National Health Service Corps, which allows practitioners to pay off the
expense of their education ang training by working in gualified facilities for a period of time.

A related cost-control idea that hasn't been floated prominently is that the most direct way to
reduce the cost of health care should be to providé more of it. If the market pricing
mechanism works, making more health care available should result in lower costs. And if the



market pricing mechanism doesn't work, the discussion should be focused on something
completely different, such as a reguiation-driven single-payer system.

One way to increase supply would be to éxpand NHSC, That would involve making more
money available to NH5C, but it would also require more Iinvestment in medical schools and,
perhaps, an insistence that medical schools drop unnecessarily high barriers to entry.

Another frequently heard claim is that malpractice awards are & significant contributor to high
health-care costs. That's debatable, but in any case the centers may, on application, be
covered by the Federal Tort Claims Act, in which case they and their employees are immune
from malpractice actions. -

Expanded use of information technology is often touted as essential to reducing costs, The
centers have received substantial grants to pursue electronic medical records systems. If
implemnented, these systems will promote efficiency and reduce errors, and could provide
invaluable information to doctors about the efficacy of treatments, thus promoting the practice
of evidence-based medicing, another reform generally agreed to be essential.

The centers can provide patients with “med ical homes” where they receive primary care — '
preventative care that promotes wellness and treats iliness at the lowest possible cost. When
specialist care is needed, the centers can ensure that it is obtained.

All of this is happening in community health centers. There is no reason to believe this model
cannot scale up and provide guality care at reasonable cost to a broad cross-section of
Americans, not just the uninsured and underserved.

No matter what form reform takes as we craft a more secure safety net for more Americans,
the role the centers serve providing “a safety net for the safety net” will be critical. This is the
*public option” we already have, that already works, and on which we should build our next-
generation heaith-care system.

Jack Thompson is the state representative for the 13th District. Robert Shanbaum is an
attorney. Both men are Manchester residents.
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Jeff Freiser, Executive Director, Connecticut Housing Coalition
The Coalition represents more than 250 member organizations inciuding
nonprofit developers, housing services agencies, resident associations, and
advocates and works to expand housing opportunity and to increase the
' quantity and quality of affordable housing.

Scott Bertrand, President, Connecticut Chapter of the National Association of

' Housing and Redevelopment Officials (CONN-NAHRO)

CONN-NAHRO represents local Housing Authorities in Connecticut and is
dedicated to maintaining a leadership position in the Connecticut housing
industry. CONN-NAHRO promotes safe, decent, sanitary and drug free housing
environments by providing training and support services to our member
agencies through assistance to State Legislators, tenant organizations and the
general public.

Diane Randall, Executive Director, Partnership for Strong Communities
The Parmership for Strong Communities coordinates strategic housing policy,
education and advocacy. A catalyst for change, the Partnership oversees
operations of The Lyceum Resource and Conference Center which provides a
common ground for all those dedicated to advancing solutions to homelessness,
the development of affordable and supportive housing housing and fostering the
creation of vibrant and healthy communities.

Carol Walter, Executive Director, Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness
The Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness, in partnership with
communities throughout the state, is working to end homelessness in
Connecticut through community organizing, advocacy and education.

Fran Martin, Associate Director, Corporation for Suppottive Housing (CSH)
CSH is a national organization with a local program in Connecticut which helps
communities create permanent housing with services to prevent and end
homelessness.

Timothy Bannon, Executive Director, Connecticut Housing Finance Authority (CHFA)
CHFA helps alleviate the shortage of housing for low- and moderate-income
families and persons in Connecticut.

State agency staff also participating and available for questions:

Mary Cattanach, Depariment of Social Services

Michael Santoro, Department of Economic and Community Development
Dimple Desai, Office of Policy and Management



Department of Social Services

SECTION 8 HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM

Federal Authority:

24 CFR Part 982

Summary of Program:

A housing program that helps families and individuals in obtaining decent safe,
sanitary housing in the private rental market by providing rental subsidies directly
O PrOgram OwWners.

Section 8 funds are also used to support project based supportive housing
projects, to assist disabled households and to help families referred by DCF whose
lack of adequate housing is a ptimary cause of the separation, or mminent

Special Use: | separation, of a child or children from their families.,
Administrative Agency: | DSS contracts administration of program to John D’Amelia & Assoc. LLC
Eligible Uses: | Housing

Population Served:

Very low to moderate income farhilies and individuals

Families or individuals whose income 2t the time of intzke 15 50% of the median
income, as published by HUD annually, for the arez of the state in which the

Eligible Applicant: | family or the individual lives.
Family typically pays 30% of adjusted gross monthly income less a utlity
Match Required: | allowance, not to exceed 40% in the first year of occupancy.
Funding : | Federal Funds, HUD *09 CY Funding Appropriation $49,578,012

Number served:

6,323 households (CY 09)

STATE RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Statutory Authority:

CGS Sec. 17b-812

Sutnmary of Program:

A housing ptogtam that helps families and individuals in obtaining décent, safe, '

_sanitary housing in the private rental market by providing reatal subsidies directly

tO PLograrm OWDers.

RAP funds are also used to support tenant and project based rent subsidies to
individual and family supportive housing projects - an integral part of the
Interagency Supportive Housmg Initiative, for rent subsidies to assist the
transition of clients from nursing facilities back out into the community and for

Special Use: | Family Unification client referrals from DCE.
Administrative Agency: | DSS contracts administration of program to john I’Amelia & Assoc. LLC
Eligible Uses: | Housing and some family supportive services
Population Served: | Very low to moderate income families and individuals
Families or individuals whose income at the time of intake is 50% of the median
income, as published by HUD annually, and/or as determined by the DSS
Eligible Applicant: | commissioner, for the area of the state in which the family or the individual lives.
Family pays 40% of adjusted gross monthly income less a utility allowance.
Match Required: | Elderly or disabled pay 30% of adjusted gross income less = utility allowance.
Funding : | State General Funds, SFY 09 Appropriation $27,753,623

MNumber served:

2,758 households (SFY 09)




TRANSITIONARY RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Statutory Authority: | CGS Sec. 17b-811a
A housing program designed to help families leaving Temporary Family Assistance
(TFA) afford privately owned rental housing. Eligible families may receive a rent
Summary of Program: | subsidy for up to one year. ’
Administrative Agency: | DSS contracts administration of program to John D’Amelia & Assoc. LLC
Eligible Uses: | Housing
Population Served: | Very low to low income families and individuals :
A family who's Temporary Family Assistance has been stopped and are living in
privately owned rental housing. Must have an adult family member working at
least 12 hours per week, or 2 working adult in the family whose income from all
Eligible Applicant: | sources exceeds the TFA payment standard, -
Match Required: | Family pays 40% of adjusted gross monthly income Jess a utility allowance.
Funding : | State General Funds, SFY "09 Appropriation $1,186,680

Number served:

150 households per month (SFY 09)

SECURITY DEPOSIT GUARANTEE PROGRAM

Statutory Authority:

CGS Sec. 17b-802

.Summaty of Program:

Provides security deposit assistance so families may obtain permanent rental
housing. Agreement between DSS and landlord in lieu of up-front cash. Landlord
has up to 30 days after tenant move-out to file claim for damages.

Administrative Agency: | Administered in DSS regional offices
Eligible Uses: | Security Deposit
Population Served: | Very low to low income families and individuals
Annual gross income of applicant and his ot her household should not exceed
' Bligible Applicant: | 150% of the fedezal poverty income guidelines,
Match Required: | No
Funding : | State General Funds, Federal SSBG funds SFY *09 $1,212,691

Number served:

4683 households (SFY 09) |




Office of Policy and Management

HOUSING FOR ECONOMIC GROWTH (A.K.A HOMECT) PROGRAM

Statutory Authority:

CGS Sec. 8-13 (m-x)

Surnmary of Program:

This program provides incentives to municipalities for creating Incentive Housing
Zones (IHZ) in eligible locations. Incentive Housing Development means 2
residential or mixed-use development that meets the following criteria — is located
within an approved incentive housing zone, is eligible for financial incentive
payments, and sets aside 20% of the units for the households earning 80% or less
of area median income for 30 years. A unit is affordable if it costs no more than
30% of 2 petson’s annual income.

Mote information about the [HZ requirements and funding incentives can be
found at the following link: | '
hitp: / /www.ctgov/opm/cwp /view.asp?a=20908¢=413526&opmNav GID=18
07 ;

Special Use:

n/a .

Office of Policy and Management, Contact: Dimple Desai, CD Director, (860)

Administrative Agency: | 418-6412 or Dimple.Desai@ct.gov
Eligible Uses: | Provide technical assistance funds and incentives to municipalities
Population Served: | Very low to moderate income families and individuals
Eligible Applicant: | Municipalities
Match Required: | None
$3.6 Million 1s provided to OPM for administration, technical assistance and
incentives. $400,000 is provided to DECD for making grants to nonprofit
Funding : | housing assistance or nonprofit housing development organizations.
No. of municipalities | 35 municipalities have been approved for technical assistance funding to create
involved: | IHZs (identify location/s, draft regulations, draft design standards, etc.)




Department of Economic and Community Develomnenf

SMALL TOWN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (STEAT)

Statutory Authority: | CGS §4 -66g
An economic development and community conservation program designed to
promote economic development and community quality of life projects. Eligible
uses of this program include: economic development projects, transit, recreation,
solid waste disposal projects, social service projects, housing projects, and historic
Summary of Program: | preservation and redeveloprment projects. :
T The STEAP program is an indirect Housing Program. There is a partner agency
for this program. The parter agencies ate various state agencies, which review
Special Use: | and share comments with the Office of Policy and Management.
Administrative Agency: | Office of Policy and Management
Eligible Uses: | Econormic Development and Community Consetvation L
Comnecticut cities and towns, where the general population benefits from such
Population Served: | projects, o
Eligible Applicant: | Connecticut cities and towns that are inelipible for Urban Action bonds.
Match Required: | N/A
Funding : | State Funds, SFY 2008-2009 allocation- $20,000,000

Number served:

0 housing units in SFY 2009

FLEXIBLE HOUSING (AFFORDABLE) PROGRAM

Statutory Auvthority: | CGS §8-37pp
The affordable program is DECD’s primary housing production program. The
program provides broad authorities to DECD to fand housing and related
facilifies. Financial assistance can include, but is not hmited to, grants, loans, loan
guarantees, deferred loans or any combination thereof. The program benefits ate
quality, affordable housing to Connecticut residents, preserve existing affordable
Summary of Program: | housing, promote and support homeownership and mixed income developments.
Special Use: | N/A
_Administrative Agency: | DECD _
Acquisition, rehabilitation, new construction, demolition, homeownership, mult-
famnily rental housing, adaptive re-use of historic structures, special needs housing,
Eligible Uses: | redevelopment of vacant properties and infrastructure improvements.
Population Served: | Individuals or families with incomes up to 100% of Area Median Income (AMD).
: Municipalities, Non-Profit Organizations, Local Housing Authorities, and For-
Eligible Applicant: | Profit Entities.
Match Required: | N/A
Funding : | State Funds, SFY 2008-2009 allocation- $10,000,000

Number served:

114 households (SFY 08)




URBAN ACT

Statutory Authonty:

CGS §17b-811z

Summary of Pr,ogram:.

Redirects, improves znd expands State activities which promote community
conservation and redevelopment and improve the quality of life for urban
residents of the State.

Administrative Agency: | DECD with OPM serving as a pattnet agency.
| The construction or rehabilitation of commercial, industrial and mixed use
structures and the construction, reconstruction or repair of roads, access ways
Eligible Uses: | and other site improvements.

Population Served: | There are no limitations to the populations served by the Urban Act
The eligible applicants for the program are Municipalities, Non-Profit
Corporations, For-Profit - Sole Proprietorships, For-Profit - Partnerships, and

Eligible Applicant: | For-Profit — Corporations.

Match Required: | N/A
Funding : | State Funds, SFY 2008-2009 allocation- §20,000,000

Number served:

90 upits (SFY 08)

FEDERAL HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

Statutory Authosity:

Title II of the Csanston-Gonzales National Affordable Housing Act, 1990, as
amended and 24 CFR Part 92

Summary of Progfam:

Program is designed exclusively to create affordable housing for low and very-

low income households. Typical projects address abandoned, substandard and

housing affordability problems in local communities. The HOME Program is
flexible and provides gap financing for a range of activities from acquisition
and rehabilitation to new construction of rental and single-famnily housing and
also consumer loan programs for homeownership initiatives.

Administrative Agency: | DECD
Provides gap financing for a range of activities from acquisition and
rehabilitation to new construction of rental and single-family housing and also
Eligible Uses: | consumer loan programs for homeownership initiatives,

Population Served:

For rental housing, the income limits are 50% and 60% of the AMI and for
homeownership, the limits are 80% of AMI. HUD publishes HOME income,
rental, and home sales price limits annually.

The eligible applicants for the program include individuals, families,
municipalities, for profit and non-profit developers, housing service providers,

Hligible Applicant: | and housing authorities.
Match Required: | DECD incurs 2 25% matching obligation for the HOME funds it expends.
Funding : | Federal Funds, SFY 2008-09 allocaton $12,045,404

Number served:

1,035 households (SFY 08)




PREDEVELOPMENT COSTS

Statutory Authority:

CGS §8-410

 Summary of Program:

Designed to provide financial assistance in the form of interest free loan to
Developers for predevelopment costs incurred in connection with the
construction, rehabilitation or renovation of decent, safe and sanitary dwelling
units for low and moderate- income families. Unless sooner paid, developer
shall repay the loan in full upon the receipt of construction or permanent
financing for the Project, but in no event later than twenty-four (24) months
from the date of a loan agreement with DECD. Loan amounts are limited to
$250,000 per project.

Administrative Agency: | DECD ‘
The eligible uses for the program include appraisals, market studies,
environmental studies, planning and design, options for land purchase, and
other costs to determine initial project feasibility that may be determined
Eligible Uses: | eligible by the Commissioner.
_ The population served by the Predevelopment Costs program is low and
N Population Served: | moderate income homeowners and tenants- usually 0% AMI to 100% AML

The eligible applicants for the program are non-profit developers, housing
authorities, municipal developers, Hmited partnerships, partnerships, and joint

Eligible Applicant: | ventures where at Jeast one member is one of the aforementioned entities.

Match Required: | No
Funding ; | State Funds, SFY 2008-2009 $2,000,000

Number served:

18 projects (SFY 08)

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM FOR
SMALL CITIES

Statutory Authority:

Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, Public Law 93-
383, as amended; 42 U.S.C.-5301 et seq;. Progtam regulations are at 24 CFR 570,
subpart I {for participating States) '

Summary of Program:

CDBG funds can be devoted to a wide range of activities that best serve the
applicants own particular development priorities, provided that these projects
(1) benefit low- and moderate-income families; (2) prevent or eliminate slums
or blight; or (3) meet other urgent community development needs. The State
CDBG Program provides States with annual direct grants, which they in turn
award to smaller communities and rural areas for use in revitalizing
neighborhoods, expanding affordable housing and economic opportunities,
and/or improving community facilities and services.

Administrative Agency:

DECD

Eligible Uses:

The eligible uses for the program are broad program categories that include
housing, public service, public facilities, economic development, and planning.
Within these broad categories, they must meet national objectives.

Population Served:

Tow- and moderate-income persons (generally defined as members of low-and
moderate-income families that earn no more than 80 percent of AMI)

Eligible Applicant:

Local governments that conduct community development activities.
Communities eligible for State CDBG funds are municipalities with fewer than
50,000 residents (except certain central cities), and non-urban counties
(generally those with populations of 200,000 or fewer, excluding any




entitlement cities contained within the county). Though only eligible applicants
may directly apply to DECD for Small Cities funds, grantees may provide
grants or loans to any sub-recipient that is a Community Based Development
Organization (CBDO),

Match Reguired:

No

Fundmng :

Federal Funds, SFY 2008-09 Allocation § 13,330,342

Number served:

1,008 urnuts (SFY 2008)




Connecticut

Houslng HOUSING FACTS:
THE NEED TO ACT

The cost of housing in Connecticut is high

e You need fo make $21.60 per hour to afford a 2-bedroom apariment in Connecticut.!

e A family making median income could not gualify for the median sales price home in 117 of the state’s 169
municipalities.

e Betwsen 2000 and 2008, the median house price in Connecticut increased by 62.4% whsle income rose only 39.1% 2

Connlecticu't does not have enoqgh affordable housing

¢ There are 3 very low-income households for every 1 affordable and available ren%al unit?
» The state’s gross vacancy rate is 31% lower than the national rate.*

o Approximately 344,000 Connecticut households need housing that is more affarcfable they earn less than 80% of the
area medlan income and spend more than 30% of their incorme for housing.”

Current levels of state and federal assistance are inadequate

e State bondlng authority for housing :nvestment has dwindied from a high of over $100 million annually in the late
1090s, to $20 million in Fiscal Year 2009.°

e  Our state-financed public housing has a backlog of unmet capital needs exceeding $479 million.”
Waiting lists for housing subsidy programs administered by State agencies have walt times of three fo six years

in ng;d-ZDGT, more than 48,000 households applied for 1,000 anticipated rent subsidies when DSS opened its waiting
list.

The consequences are real

e Forty percent of owners with mortgages, 23 percen’i of owners without mortgages, and 48 percent of renters spent 30
percent or more of household income on housing.®

»  Housing-related costs including utilities, and housing and shelter are the top requests for assistance from callers to
United Way 2-1- 1)

¢ Among the 3,444 homeless households included in Connecticut’s Pomt-:nfﬁme Count, the rnost commonly cited
reason for leaving one's last place of residence was rent problems

Sources

1. National Low Income Housing Coalition, Qut of Reach, 2008

2. HOMEConnecticut, Affordability in Connecticut, 2008

3. New England Public Policy Center Policy Briefs No. 07-2: Crowded out of the Housing Market, March 2007
4. .8, Census Bureau, Housing Vacancies and Homeownership, 2008

5. Klepper-Smith, D., DataCore Pariners, LLC, Updated Perspectives on the Need for Affordable Housing within

Conneclicut, June 2008
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management, FY2010-2011, Governor’s Budget/Capital Program, February 2009
Connecticut Housing Finance Authority, State Assisted Housing Portfolio, May 2006
Partnership for Strong Communities, CT Housing Priority Issues: Section 8 and SEVRA, 4/30/09
1).S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2007
. United Way of Connecticut, 2-1-1 Commurnity Connection Newsietter, January 2009
. Reaching Hotme Campaign, 2008 Point-in-Time Count Report, July 2008
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“Out of Reach”
Connecticut
Housing | 2(’1@9

Coalition

You Need To Earn $21.60 an Hour
To Afford the Rent in Connecticut

Stamford-Norwalk Region Most Expensive in Entire Country

A person must earn $21.60 an hour to afford the rent for a modest two-bedroom apartment in -
Connecticut, according to a national report issued today by the Connecticut Housing Coalition in
coordination with the National Low Income Housing Coalition. This “housing wage” is the
amount a person must earn to afford a typical two-bedroom apartment, without spending more

than 30% of total household income on housing costs.

“Oyut of Reach,” the annual report prepared by the National Low Income Housing Coalition,
concludes that full-time work does not provide enough income for many families to afford a
modest apartment. In fact, a person earning the state’s minimum wage of $8.00 per hour must
work nearly three full-time jobs to afford the statewide fair market rent of $1,123 per month for a
two-bedroom apartment. In terms of annual income, a Comnecticut household must earn $44,938
a year to afford a typical two-bedroom rental.

Among the report’s other findings:

e The Stamford-Norwalk metropolitan area is the most expensive rental market in the entire
country — surpassing cities such as San Francisco, Honolulu, New York and Boston — with a
“housing wage” of $32.75 an hour,

The Danbury region is the eighth most expensive rental market in the nation.
In terms of statewide averages, Connecticut has the sixth least affordable rental housing in the
country.

o The state’s combined non-metropolitan areas are also costly. The more rural regions of
Connecticut rank as the nation’s fourth least affordable for renters.

The Connecticut Housing Coalition also compared the Out of Reach conclusions with
Connecticut Department of Labor data for occupational wages in the state. It found that nearly
half (329 of 695) of the state’s occupations do not, on average, provide an income sufficient to
afford a modest two-bedroom apartment — including bus drivers, computer operators,
construction Iaborers, EMTs, food service workers, machinists, mental health counselors, nursing
aides, pre-school teachers, police and fire dispatchers, retail salespersons, reporters, secretaries
and tellers.

The report provides a snapshot of rental housing affordability across the country. The
Connecticut release of “Out of Reach” breaks down rental housing costs by each of the state’s
metropolitan areas. Rental figures are determined by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development for apartments of moderate quality in each area.
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Connecticut
Housing
Coalition

WHO CAN’T AFFORD A MODEST
APARTMENT IN CONNECTICUT?

The 2009 “Out of Reach” report finds that you need to earn $44,938 annually in order to afford a
Connecticut apartment at a “Fair Market Rent” determined by HUD, using the federal affordab111ty

standard of spendmg no more than 30% of income on housing costs.

The Connecticut Department of Labor reports the average wages for 695 occupations in the state.
Connecticut residents in 329 of these occupations — nearly half — do not earn enough on average to
afford a modest two-bedroom apartment. A sampling of these occupations appears below.

- Ambulance Drivers

Anirmal Control Workers
Audio and Video Technicians
Automotive Service Technicians
Bakers

Barbers

Bookkeeping Clerks

Building Cleaning Workers
Bus Drivers

Buichers

Cashiers

Child Care Workers

Computer Operators
Construction Workers
Crossing Guards

Court and Municipal Clerks
Customer Service Representatives
Dental Assistants

Dental Laboratory Technicians
Deskiop Publishers
Dry-Cleaning Workers

EMTs and Paramedics

Farm Workers

Sources:

Food Preparation Workers
Grounds Maintenance Workers
Hairdressers and Cosmetologists

Hazardous Material Removal Workers

Home Appliance Repairers
Hotel Desk Clerks
Insurance Claims Clerks
Janitors

Legal Secretaries
Machinists

Maids

Medical Assistants
Medical Secretaries
Mental Health Counselors

~ Motion Picture Projectionists

Nursing Aides

Office and Payroll Clerks

Painters

Personal and Home Health Aides
Pest Conirol Workers

Pharmacy Technicians

Police and Ambulance Dispatchers
Pre-School Teachers

Psychiatric Aides

Radio and TV Announcers
Rehabilitation Counselors
Reporters and Correspondents
Retail Salespersons

Roofers

Secretaries

Security Guards

Shipping and Receiving Clerks
Social Service Specialists
Substance Abuse Counselors
Tailors and Dressmakers
Tax Preparers

Taxi Drivérs

Teacher Assistants
Telephone Operators

Teliers

Travel Agents

Truck Drivers

Veterinary Technicians
Waiters and Waitresses
Welders

Word Processors

Connecticut Department of Labor, Connecticut Occupational Employment & Wages — Statewide 2008,
htto:/iwww.ctdol state.ct.us/lmi/internet/oes statewide.pdf

National Low Income Housing Coalitioh, Out of Reach 2009, http://www.nlihc. org/oor/o0z2009/

04-14-09

30 Jordan Lane, Wethersfield, CT 06109 » phone: 860.563.2943 - fax: 860.529.5176 « info@ct-housing.org » www.ct-housing.org
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13,642 people used Emergency Shelters in CT durmg 2008.
ThIS includes 528 children, 333 families, and 4,010 single adults’.

100%

96%
82%

88%
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84%
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Due io a lack of available beds, CT emergency shelters had to furn away people 26,907 times

in 2008". This is just about double the number of people they served

The average housing wage necessary for a 2-bedroom apartment in

CT is $21.60/hour, or a salary of $44,938/year”.
27% of single adults and 32% of adults in families said that they left
3

their place of residence due to Rent Problems



Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness
77 Buckingham Street, Hartford CT 06106 | P (860) 721-7876 | F {860) 257-1148 j www.cceh.org

Over the course of a year....
Data collected on in-state emergency homeless shelters by the CT Department of Social Services
between October 2007-September 2008, reveals:

. 1,078 children between aged birth to 5 years old stayed in emergency
shelter.

. Eviction® was cited by 44% of respondents as the reason for loss of
housing.

. Unemployment and Expenses Exceed Income were cited by 47% of
respondents as factors contributing to homelessness.

On any given day...
Data from CT Counts 2008, Point-in-Time Count, a one day collection of statewide homelessness
data, conducted on January 28, 2009, reveals that in the state of Connecticut:

« 34% of sheltered single adulis and 55% of unsheitered single adults
were chronically homeless”.

36% of homeless single adults and 18% of homeless adults in families
had been hospitalized for mental health.

57% of single adults and 17% of adults in families had been in
hospital, detox, or rehab for substance abuse.

L]

13% of single adults had served in the military.

. 18% of single adults and 32% of adults in families were working.

1 (T DSS Annual Homeless Shelier Report FFY 2008 for Oclober z007-September 2008, Dogs not include people in non 35S funded sheiters, domestic violence shelters, "doublad up™
with friends or family, or living ouiside In cars.

2 "Out of Reach” report was Teleased by the Natiopal Low Income Housing Coalilion In Aprit 2008. Data represenls necessary hourly wage to afford & 2-bedroom apt. Bl 30% of insome.
3 UT Counts 2008, Pointin-Time Count, CT Coatition fo End Homelpssness, 2008,

4 Evickion® inclixdes the following reasons fur loss of housing; ‘Legal eviction’, ‘Lockeuf, Family/Friend Eviction”. Annual Homeless Shelier Demographic Repar! FF ¥ 2008, 2008,

5 Under the HUD definition, 8 persen who is "chronizally homeless”is an unaccempanied homeless individual with & disabling condiich who has either bean continuously homeless for &
year or more OR has had of ipast four {4) episodes of homelessness in the past three (3) years, in crder to be considered chronically homeless, & porsbn mus! have begr sleeping in &
place not meant for human habitation (e.g., fiving on the streets) and/or in an emergency homeless shelter,



cr Counts 2009 - _c'r“Statew:d Resul
| Dn the mght ofJanuarysZS 2009 Statew:de'r

There were approximately 4,154 people experiencing homelessness’
This number includes:

o 3320 households

o 2902 single adults

e 430 families

o 801 children in families

* Eviction = 'evicted for a reason othet than rent problems or foreclosure’, 'evicted due to fandlord’s foreclosure’, & 'forectosure of own home'.
**Sheltered and Unsheitered populations are aggregated here,

13% of single adults served in the military.

18% of single adults and 32% of adults in families were currently working.

58% of single adults and 18% of adults in families had been in a hospital, detox or rehab for substance use.
50% of single adults and 60% of adults in families had a 12 grade educatibn or hEgHerz.

38% of single adults and 18% of adults in families reported suffering from a health condition that limits their
ability to work, get around, and care for themselves.

34 % of sheltered single adults and sheltered adults in families and, 55% of unsheltered single aduits and
unsheltered adults in families found on the night of the count were Chronically Homeless®,

lTotai people count is derlved from the sum of sheltered single adults, sheltered adults in famlies, unsheltered single adults, unsheltered adults in families, unaccompanied youth, and
ehildren in famittes counted during CT Counts 2008 in the specified reglon,

! 12" grade education or higher includes; "GED', '12 Grade’, ‘Some College’, “Coflege Graduate’, ‘Graduate Degree’.

3 The HUD definition of homelessness intludes only people who reside in one of these places at the time of the count: an unshettered homeless person residas in 2 place not meant for

fuman habltation, such as ears, parks, sidewalks, abandoned bulidings, or oa the street, and a sheltered homeless persen resides In an emergancy shelter or transitional housing for
homeless persons who originally came from the streets o emergancy sheiters.




United Way 2-1-1 Housing-Related Requests for Services - Statewide

Fiscal Years 2007-2009

1]
10.3% g 56,730

a.*r%@

52,172

FY07 FY08 FY09

Callers to United Way 2-1-1 looking for housing-related assistance are
most often seeking:

® Below Market Rental Housing (LIHTC) % Mortgage Foreclosure Assistance
® Domestic Violence Sheliers % Rent Deposit Assistance

# Homeless Shelters ¥ Rent Payment Assistance

% Housing Authorities ® Subsidized Rental Housing

% Housing Search Information g Transitional Housing/Shelier

® Over 75% of housing-related requests for service come from households

that identify as low-income.

% 50% of housing-related requests for service come from those who live in
the state’s largest cities.”

w Over half of requests for service for Mortgage Foreclosure Assistance
come from households that identify as low-income.

® Callers looking for information on Mortgage Foreclosure Assistance most
often also receive information on Utility Assistance, Mortgage Payment
Assistance, Food Pantries and Temporary Financial Assistance.

* Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, New London, Stamford, Waterbury



Top 10 2-1-1 Housing-Related Requests for Services

Fiscal Years 2008, 2009

. | Hous clatéd Categories = 1 | FY08 |1 FY09 - | % Change
f. Homeless Shelter _ 13,269 13,087 -1.4%
2. Housing Search and Information 8,785 9,660 42 4%
3. Subsidized Rental Housing 8,518 8,208 -3.6%
4, Rent Payment Assistance ' 8,077 6,808 13.5%
5. Rental Deposit Assistance 3,832 4,267 8.5%
8. Housing Authorities 3,873 3,280 -10.7%
7. Mortgage Foreclosure Assistance 1,722 2,938 70.6%
8. Domestic Violence Shelters - 1,304 1,352 3.7%
9. Transitional Housing/Shelter 983 1,167 18.7%
10. Below Market Rental Housing (LIHTC) 1,358 1,084 -20.2%
Total (all housing-related requests for service) 52,172 56,730 8.7%

Top 10 2-1-1 Requests for Services
Fiscal Years 2008, 2009

o | FY0S | FY03 | % Change .
Utilities/Heat 42,528 65,769 54 6%
Housing/Shelter* 39,723 41,798 5.2%
Information Services 36,714 38,633 5.2%
Outpatient Mental Health Care 33,604 32,306 -3.9%
Substance Abuse Services 27,955 23,327 -16.6%
Financial Assistance 27,903 32,533 16.6%
Lega! Services 25,616 23,137 -0.7%
Public Assistance Programs 21,707 22,611 4.2%
Foed 17,662 21,569 22.1%
Health Supporiive Services 17,287 18,921 9.5%
Total (all requests for service} 462,526 | 482,309 4.3%

*Housing/shelter numbers are lower than in the previous tabie. The previous table
includes housing-related terms from other 2-1-1 categories, such as financial
assistance.

Prepared by the United Way of Connecticut, Community Results Center - 9/15/2008
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The Urban Institue is a nonprofit, nonpartisan policy research and educational
organization that examines the social, economic, and governance challenges facing the
nation. Views expressed in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the Institute, its frustees, or its funders.

This work was performed under contract with the State of Connecticut, in support of the
state’s Child Poverty and Prevention Council (CPPC). The project used the public
version of the TRIM3 microsimulation model. TRIM3 is maintained and developed at
the Urban Institute under primary funding from the federal Department of Health and
Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
(HHS/ASPE). Because TRIM3 simulations require users to input assumptions and/or
interpretations about economic behavior and the rules governing federal programs, the
conclusions presented here are attributable only to the authors of this report.

Many individuals contributed to this work, TRIM3 staff members Kara Harkins, Paul
Johnson, Jessica Kelly, Joyce Morton, and Laura Wheaton developed procedures and/or
performed programming. Ei Vin Mon at the Urban Institute helped with the review of
the literature on the employment effects of various poverty interventions, and Jamyang
Tashi assisted with producing the final report. Kathleen Short at the Bureau of the
Census provided guidance in the implementation of the NAS poverty measure. Pamela
Trotman of the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management provided ongoing
direction. We also acknowledge the long-standing support of HHS/ASPE for the annual
updating and maintenance of the TRIM3 microsimulation system, without which this
type of analysis would not be possible.
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1. Introduction

The Child Poverty and Prevention Council (CPPC) engaged the Urban Institute to
estimate the potential effects of numerous proposals designed to reduce child poverty in the state
of Connecticut (CT). The CPPC initiatives include increasing adult education, expanding and
improving safety net programs, and implementing other policies to strengthen families. The
CPPC required estimates for two measures of child poverty. The first measure includes only
cash income in family resources and represents the “official” poverty measure reported by the
U.S. Census Bureau. The second measure more closely approximates families’ net incomes.
This second measure adds capital gains and noncash income to cash income and subtracts taxes
and nondiscretionary expenses. The second measure, based on recommendations from the
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) as reported in Citro and Michael (1995), can capture the
effects of a broad array of government initiatives to reduce poverty. The measures also use
different thresholds to define poverty for families that are consistent with the different income
measures.

This report describes the analysis of how the initiatives under consideration by the CPPC
likely would affect child poverty.in CT. The analysis begins by establishing a “baseline,” or
detailed representation of how current government fax and spending programs in the U.S. and
CT affect poverty for the representative sample of families in the Current Population Survey
(CPS). The baseline includes 2008 program rules as applied to families in 2005 and 2006.

The analysis compares poverty estimates under different policy alternatives to those
estimated in the baseline. We show the effects of individual policies as well as the effects of a
combined set of policies, incorporating the likely labor supply effects of several of the alternative
policies. The poverty estimates represent a period before the current recession and present a
rosier picture of poverty in CT and the nation than exists today. Also, the labor supply effects
assume that the labor market could accommodate higher employment and wages that could resuit
from these types of policies. Thus, the estimates provide a sense of the relative effects of
different types of initiatives and their potential effects in an economy similar to that experienced
in 2005/2006.

This paper begins by describing the alternative measures of poverty that underpin the
analysis. Then we describe how we use the TRIM3 model to calculate these measures and
simulate alternative policies. The next section describes the CPPC initiatives and provides
estimates of their potential effects on child poverty. The final chapter summarizes the results
along with key caveats of the estimates. Appendices provide more detail on the model,
assumptions, and results for the interested reader.

II. Measuring Child Poverty

The analysis uses two approaches to measuring poverty. The first approach is the
“official” poverty measure used by the United States Census Bureau in its annual report on
poverty. The second approach approximates the definition recommended by the National
Academy of Sciences. As explained below, the two measures of poverty differ both in how they



measure resources available to families and how they define the thresholds below which a family
is counted as poor. The second measure of poverty is recommended by many experts because it
represents a more accurate, up-to-date measure of family resources and need.’

Resources. The official poverty measure only includes pre-tax cash income sources in its
resource definition, but the NAS measure includes a broader definition of resources that
approximates the net income available to a family (Table 1). The NAS measure begins with cash
income, adds capital gains and in-kind benefits (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) benefits,? housing assistance, and others), deducts federal and state income taxes
(including refundable credits), and subtracts nondiscretionary expenses such as the cost of child
care and transportation to work.? (As noted below, we account for nondiscretionary out-of-
pocket medical expenses through the thresholds used to measure poverty.) With this broad
definition of resources, the NAS poverty measure can show how government tax and benefit
policies affect family income and poverty status.

Thresholds. The official measure of poverty uses thresholds based on a subsistence food
budget times a factor of three. The measure was developed in 1963 and based on spending
patterns observed in a 1955 consumption survey (Blank and Greenberg 2008). The thresholds
represent nation-wide spending averages. The thresholds are adiusted by the change in the
Consumer Price Index (CPT) each year.

In contrast, the NAS thresholds are based on the most recently available Consumer
Expenditures (CE) data* Asrecommended by the NAS panel, we modify the national-level
thresholds from the CE data to reflect the cost-of-living in CT, with separate adjustments for
urban and rural regions within the state. These adjustments, supplied by the U.S. Census Bureau,
are based on differences in the fair market value of rents across the country. We also use the
Census thresholds that incorporate medical out-of-pocket expenses. Experts recommend
incorporating the effects of nondiscretionary out of pocket medical expenses on poverty, and
many recommend including expected expenses in the thresholds rather than subtracting actual

' Jeeland (2005) summarizes much of the research completed to evaluate the new measure of poverty as well as
expert opinion on its various elements.

2 As of Oct. 1, 2008, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) is the new name for the federal Food
Stamp Program. We use the new terminology in this report.

3 We follow Census Bureau procedures and cap the value of housing subsidies included as income at 44 percent of
the poverty threshold--the percent of the threshold considered to represent housing costs. Housing subsidies free up
income for purchasing food and other necessities only to the extent that they enable a household to meet the need for
shelter,

4 The Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey is a nationally-representative survey that asks respondents to record a
diary of many types of expenditures and that interviews respondents about other expenses. The CE data are used to
obtain national-level spending on food, clothing, shelter, and utilities, for families whose spending is at
approximately 80 percent of the median amount. Adjustments are made to allow for some spending on other items,
and farther adjustment is made for medical costs. See Appendix A of Short {2001) for details.



Table 1

Key Concepts, Official and NAS Poverty Measures

Concepis Census “Official” NAS Alternative
Resources (see Cash Income Cash Income
note), Wages, salaries, self employment Same as “Official”
Interest, dividends, rent, trusts
Social Security & Railroad Retire.
Pensions
Disability benefits
Unemployment compensation
Child Support
Veterans benefits -
Educational agsistance
Supplemental Security Income
TANF
Other cash public assistance
+Capital Gains
+Food Stamps/SNAP
+WiC
+LIHEAP
+Housing Subsidies
+ School funch
-Federal income lax
-Payroll Taxes
-State Income Taxes
+Federal EITC
+State EITC
-Child care expenses
-other work expenses
Thresholds National thresholds that vary by age (less NAS thresholds based on latest conswmer
than 65 and 65+), number of children and expenditures data and provided by the
adults. The original thresholds were based Census Bureai. Out-of-pocket medical
on the share of income spent on food in expenses are included in the thresholds.
1963 and have been adjusted by the change Geographic adjustments are included that
in the CP1 each year. vary by metro and nonmetro areas within
CT. The thresholds use a three parameter
scale that varies the thresholds for
differences in family size and number of
children. The medical portion of the
thresholids account for differences in
elderty/non-eldetly status, family size,
health insurance coverage and heaith status,
Notes:

(1) Resources and nondiscretionary spending in italics indicates a TRIM3 imputed value required either because
benefits are either underreported or not available on the Current Population Survey (CPS).
(2) Some data not available on the CPS are imputed by matching in data from other sources, but government

benefits typically are simulated by using program rules to estimate

family and individual eligibility, benefits. and

enrollment. Simulation procedures use state and federal administrative data to align/validate the results




expenses (Iceland 2005).” Inclusion of expected medical expenses in the thresholds treats these
expenses as a basic need for all families, including the uninsured.®

Table 2 shows the official poverty threshold and alternative NAS-based thresholds for a
reference family of two aduits and two children living in CT. The official CY 2006 poverty
threshold for a family of two adults and two children is $20,444.7 The NAS estimate that does
not account for geographic differences or medical expenses is $21,818 (6.7 percent higher). Note
that the two thresholds are not directly comparable, however, because they apply to two different
measures of family resources. The thresholds that account for geographic differences inCT
living costs are $25,139 for families living in urban areas and $23,503 for families living in rural
areas, about 15 and 8 percent higher than the national NAS thresholds, respectively. The CY
2006 geographic adjustment factors reflect higher-than-average housing costs in CT for both
urban and rural areas relative to the U.S.

The Census Bureau further provides thresholds that incorporate medical expenses, Using
quarterly data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey and data from the 1996 Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS), thresholds are calculated that adjust for differences in
medical costs observed by elderly/nonelderly status, health insurance coverage and health status
(Short, 2001). They assume that uninsured families need the same level of spending as those
with private health coverage.® As shown in Table 2, the inclusion of expected medical expenses
increases the thresholds in CT from 2 to 12 percent for a nonelderly family with two adults and
two children, depending on type of family health coverage and health status. For a 4-person CT
family living in an urban area whose members are all in good heaith, the NAS poverty threshold
is $27,620 if the family is uninsured, $27,579 if they are covered by private insurance, and
$25,572 if the family is covered by public insurance (Medicaid and/or SCHIP). Thus, uninsured
and privately-insured families may be counted as poor at slightly higher income levels than.
publicly-insured families, in recognition of their higher expected medical expenses. The NAS
thresholds also vary by family size.”

5 The Current Population Survey used in this analysis does not provide information about families’ out-of-pocket
(OOP) medical expenses, nor does the TRIM3 model impute expenses. Thus the use of the thresholds with medical
expenses provided the only feasible method of incorporating the effects of nondiscretionary medical expenses in this
analysis. :

§ Some argue that the use of “expected” medical expenses rather than actual expenses overstates actual medical costs
for many families and understates the costs for families that experience high medical expenses. Others argue that
erroneous poverty classifications using this method are probably modest {Tcetand 2005),

7 The Census Bureau calculates geographic adjustments to the poverty threshold, by state and by urban/rural area
within state, using the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Fair Market Rents (FMRs) (Short
2001). FMRs, developed for HUD's Section § certificates and vouchers program, represent the 40" percentiie of rent
(including utilities) for rental units meeting a standard quality of rental housing.

® That is, observed expenditures for the uninsured do not provide a reasonable estimate of their medical care needs
(Short 2001). '

® Appendix A shows the standard and alternative poverty thresholds for all family sizes, including the variations in
the alternative thresholds for metropolitan and non-metropolitan CT families.



Table 2
Official and NAS-Based Poverty Thresholds - Family of Two Aduits and Two Chiidren:

CY 2006
No Geographic Adjustment
Geographic forCT
Adjustment CT-urban CT-rural
Official Poverty Threshoid’ 20,444 NAZ NAZ
Alternative NAS-Based Thresholds °
Exclude Medical Expenses from Threshold 21,818 - 25,138 23,503
Medical Expenses in Threshold: Family Has® -
Private Insurance, Good Health 23,835 27,57% 25,783
private Insurance, Fair/Poor Health 24,402 28,116 26,286
Public Insurance, Good Health 22,194 25,572 23,907
Public Insurance, Fair/Poor Health 22,301 25,696 24,023
Uninsured, Good Health 23,971 27,620 25,822
Uninsured, Fair/Poor Health 24,078 27,744 25,938

" Source: U.S. Census Bureau: http:/iwww.census.gov!hhesiwwwipovertylthreshldithreshﬂﬁ.html

The official poverty thresholds do not include geographic adjustments.

* Alternative thresholds for a two adult, two child, reference family are obtained from
h’atp://www.census.govlhhes!wwwipovmeas/aitmeasﬁﬁinas_ﬂexperimentaithresholdsvz.xls, and
reflect threshoids calculated using the most recently avallable 12 quarters of Consumer
Expenditure survey data.

4 Following the Census Bureau's methodology, we adjust the threshold by insurance and heatth
status using the "risk factors" in table A-10 (Short, 2001).

The Census Bureau provides some variations on this approach to implementing the NAS
recommendations (Dalaker 2005). The measure used in this analysis represents a close
approximation to the general consensus of the Committee on National Statistics (CNSTAT) as
published from their workshop on June 15-16, 2004 (Iceland 2005).10 However, the Committee
members did not come to a single recommendation on every element of the measure. For
example, many workshop participants favored incorporating the value of housing to home
owners (not included in the measure used here), but there was little consensus on the method that
should be adopted. The “Measuring American Poverty (MAP) Act of 2009,” cosponsored by
Representative Jim McDermott (D-WA) and Senator Christopher Dodd (D-CT), calls for
development of a single “modern poverty measure.”

10 The NAS also recommended that resources include the vatue of school lunch and breakfast and subtract child
support payments made to another housshold; those elements could not be included in this analysis.



II1. Methods for Estimating Poverty Using TRIM3

This analysis requires an economic model that can capture the effects of current
government program rules on family incomes and poverty (the “baseline”) and can simulate how
alternative policies may affect income and poverty. We use the TRIM3 model, a highly-
developed and detailed microsimulation model of the key tax and benefit programs affecting
low-income families. The model has been developed and used at the Urban Institute for over 30
years, under primary funding from the Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (HHS/ASPE). The federal government uses the
model to understand the coverage and impacts of government programs. Recently, both the
Center on American Progress (CAP) and the Legislative Commission to End Poverty in '
Minnesota used TRIM3 to analyze recommendations to reduce poverty (CAP 2007 and LCEP
2009). The TRIM3 project’s website, trim3.urban.org, provides full documentation of the
model. Here, we briefly describe three key aspects of the model: the input data, baseline
simulations and poverty measurement, and methods for analyzing policy alternatives.

Input data. The data underlying this analysis are the CY 2005 and CY 2006 Annual
Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) files of the Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
The CPS is a nationally-representative survey of the civilian non-institutionalized poputation of
the United States, conducted monthly by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. The ASEC supplement
to the CPS, conducted annually, is the source of the official U.S. poverty statistics produced.”

Using two years of CPS data provides additional sample for Connecticut-specific analysis
and reduces the statistical error around the estimates presented. Even with two years of dafa, the
sample size for Connecticut is sufficiently small (about 600 unique Jow-income households) that
we cannot provide precise information on the impact of policies on detailed subgroups. For
example, while the effects of a particular policy on child poverty by race, ethnicity, or family
cotnposition can be computed, there would be a large “confidence interval” (range of
uncertainty) associated with those estimates.

The Baseline. The CPS provides a detailed set of information about families including
their demographic characteristics, work status, earnings and other sources of income. However,
the NAS poverty estimation requires additional information such as personal income tax lability
and nondiscretionary expenses. In addition, some of the CPS data are known to underestimate
receipt of government benefits (Wheaton 2008). We correct for this underreporting so that the
baseline represents the best estimate of the effect of government spending against which we can
compatre alternative program rufes.

We use simulation and imputation procedures to add the information required for the
NAS poverty definition and to correct for underreporting on the CPS (Table 3). The simulation
procedures use the information available on the CPS and the detailed program rules and
administrative data sources to calculate government benefits and tax liability for families. These
simalation procedures both “correct” for underreporting of benefits and add information on

' The CPS does not sample individuals in homeless shelters, prisons, nursing homes, and other types of institutions.
For more information on the CPS sample, see hitpu/fwww.censes goviens/,




family tax liability. We impute some of the other estimates required for the analysis such as child
care expenses and capital gains. These imputations use the best-availabie data detailing those
amounts and statistical procedures that predict the amounts, given different family
characteristics. In the case of work expenses other than child care, we use the estimates used by
Census Bureau researchers.

The TRIM3 simulation procedures are internally consistent and reflect current CT
policies. The procedures capture program interactions; for example, TRIM3-simulated values
for SSI, TANF, child care expenses and housing payments are used in simulating the amount of
Food Stamp benefits received. CT’s current tax and benefit policies are used, and simulated
caseloads for benefit programs are in line with CT’s actual caseloads. The simulations
incorporate changes in law between 2005-2006 (the years the data represent) and 2008 that are
important to the poverty estimates. These adjustments mean that any effects of alternative
policies are rélative to current law, rather than the laws in place in 2005-2006. More information
on the baseline simulations is included in Appendix B.

For each family, baseline poverty status is assessed two times — once comparing cash
income to the standard poverty threshold, and again comparing the expanded resource measure
to the alternative poverty threshold. In the case of the standard poverty measure, We assess not
only whether families are below poverty, but whether they are below two times the poverty
threshold.

Estimating the Effects of Alternative Policies, TRIM3 simulates the effects of different
program tules on family incomes and poverty by first calculating the direct effect of the
alternatives on families’ program benefits and taxes and second estimating any potential labor
supply response to the alternative policies. Recalculation of program benefits and taxes occurs at
the micro-level. That is, the model calculates benefit and tax eligibility under different program
rules for each family in the data base. For example, if access 10 child care subsidies is expanded,
each subsidy-eligible family is assessed and specific families are identified as the new subsidy
recipients. The model subsequently recalculates al] other benefits and taxes to capture any
program interactions. For example, if child care expenses are lower for a family receiving a new
child care subsidy, the child care disregard in the food stamp benefit calculation will be lower,
resulting in a lower food stamp benefit. Similarly, poverty status will be recalculated to capture
changes in family income and expenses.

The model also simulates changes in labor supply that may result from changes in policy.
For example, broader availability of child care subsidies likely will encourage parents to increase
their hours of work or to move into the labor market because their earnings net of child care costs
will be higher. The model uses estimates from the best-available economics literature to estimate
these effects. Typically, this literature provides estimates of the percent of adults likely to move
into the labor market or increase earnings in response to a percentage increase in net income.
The model uses these estimates to change labor supply and eamnings of relevant individuals. The
model assumes that the labor market could absorb additional workers and higher wages. Thus,
the estimates of poverty reduction that include labor supply effects should be considered best-
case or long-run scenarios.



TFable 3
Sources of Data for Family Resources and Needs,
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) Definition of Poverty

Element of Resources/Needs

Sources:
Data are either reported in the Current
Population Survey (CPS) or added to the
CPS using TRIMS3 simnlation and

imputation procedures,

Cash income
Wages, Salaries, self-employment Reported
Interest, dividends, rent, frusts Reported
Social Security & Railroad Retirement Reported
Pensions Reporied
Disability benefits Reported
Unemployment compensation Reported
Child support Reported
Veterans benefits Reported
Educational assistance Reported

Supplemental Security Income (§51)

Simulated to correct for under-reporting

TANF

Simulated to correst for under-reporting

Other public assistance

Reported

Near-cash elements (added to cash income)

Capital gains or losses

Imputed

Food stamps/SNAP

Simulated to correct for under-reporting

Women Infants and Children {WIC) benefits

Simulated to correct for under-reporting.

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program

Simulated to correct for under-reporting,

(LIHEAP)
Public and subsidized housing Subsidy receipt reported; vajue simulated
School lunch Imputed by Census Burean

Taxes (deducted from income)
Federzal income taxes and EITC Simulated
State income taxes and EITC Simulated
Payroll taxes Simuiated
Expenses (deducted from income)
Child care expenses Imputed

Other work expenses

Imputed using Census Bureau assumptions

Health insurance status (affects thresholds)
Medicaid/SCHIP coverage Simulated
Private health coverage Reported

12 Some data not available on the CPS are impuled by matching in data from other sources, but government benefits
typically are simulated by using program rules to estimate family and individual eligibility, benefits and enrollment.
Simulation procedures use state and federal administrative data to align/validate the results.



The model subsequently recalculates all benefits and taxes based on these revised earned
income estimates. In section V, we describe results of alternative policies with and without
expected labor supply responses. We also reference the literature we use to simulate these
responses. These estimates are, of course, illustrative since the economic literature typically
provides a range of possible estimates.

IV. Child Poverty in CT and the Nation

Child poverty in CT was tabulated using two definitions of poverty — the standard
definition and the NAS-based definition, as described in Sections II and III. Poverty was also
tabulated for the nation as a whole and for adults as well as children.

As discussed above, the two definitions vary both in the measure of resources {more
comprehensive in NAS) and in the threshold (higher in the NAS definition). A particular family
may be poor under one definition and not poor under another definition, depending on that
family’s measured resources and poverty threshold under the two definitions.

Child Poverty. CT and US. The official poverty definition shows 88,000 CT children in
poverty, compared with 90,000 using the NAS methodology (Figure 1). One reason for the
stightly higher NAS poverty count is the higher cost of housing in CT that is reflected in the
NAS poverty thresholds. About twice as many CT children (207,000) live in families with
incomes below 2 times the official poverty threshold - often used as a measure of low-income
status.

Child poverty rates are substantiaily lower in CT than in the US as a whole (Figure 2).
Using the official definition of poverty, 10.7 percent of CT’s children are poor, compared with
16.9 percent of children nationwide.”® Using the NAS definition, the CT child poverty rate is
10.9 percent, while the US child poverty rate is 13.4 percent. (In the US as a whole, the
combination of the NAS resource measure and thresholds reduces the child poverty rate, but in
CT the NAS rate is slightly higher.)

Table 4a shows poverty rates for all individuals in CT and Table 4b shows poverty rates
for the nation as a whole, using both the official and NAS definitions. The NAS poverty
definition shows a significantly higher poverty rate for all persons in CT (11.3 percent)
compared with the official definition (8.5 percent). The biggest difference between the two
definitions is for older adults; the official rate for persons in families with a member 65 or older
is 7.5 percent, while the NAS definition increases the rate to 14.0 percent. The NAS poverty
definition does not assume that persons ages 65 and older need less for basic needs than younger

¥ These poverty estimates are specific to the CPS-TRIM data and methods used for this analysis; estimates may
differ across surveys. For example, the CPPC’s January 2002 Progress Report (CPPC, 2009) shows that the
American Community Survey estimates 11.6 percent.of CT children in povesty in 2005, and 11.0 percent in poverty
in 2006, using the official poverty definition. The difference between the 10,7 percent baseline poverty rate for
2005/2006 in this analysis (using the official definition) and the 11.3 percent average in the ACS data is due
primarily to differences between the ACS and CPS data (such as differences in sampling variability, questions about
sources of income and survey timing) rather than the TRIM adjustments for under-reporting of TANF and S51
income. Nelson (2006) compares state-level poverty estimates from the CPS and ACS data.



adults as does the official poverty definition. Also, the NAS thresholds reflect the impact of out-
of-pocket medical spending, which is higher for older adults than younger persons. 4

Figure 1
Connecticut Children in Poverty,
2005/2006 (thousands)
250
207

200
150
100 88

50

0 - T T "
<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS Poverty
Poverty Poverty -

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data. ‘

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results,

(2) Estimates from the TRIM3 model correct for underreporting of governiment benefits and include unrelated
individual children under age 15 in the family of the householder (Census excludes these children from the poverty
universe). Thus, poverty estimates from the TRIM3 mode! differ slightly from those published by the Census
Bureau.

(3) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(4) The alternative {NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

The patterns in CT differ somewhat from those for the entire nation. The national poverty
rate is only slightly higher using the NAS definition (12.7 percent compared with 12.4 percent).
The poverty rate for older adults is much higher using NAS (14.9 percent compared with 9.6
percent). And the national-level child poverty rate is substantially lower using the NAS
definition than the official measure (13.4 percent compared with 16.9 percent). The addition of

“ Additional data on poverty in CT are included in Appendix B.
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non-cash benefits to the resources of families with children moves many over the NAS poverty
threshold. However, since the NAS poverty thresholds for CT are substantially higher than the
official thresholds (due to the relatively high cost of housing in CT), this effect is muted, and
some previously non-poor families with children fall below the NAS threshold.

Antipoverty Effectiveness of Government Programs. Government programs can reduce
poverty through cash and near-cash benefits, tax credits, and subsidy programs. If cash income
prior to any governiment programs were compared to the NAS poverty thresholds, 15.1 percent
of children would be measured as poor (Figure 3). The inclusion of food and housing benefits
reduces poverty to 10.5 percent. Federal taxes, including the EITC credit; reduce the poverty
rate to 8.7 percent. The subtraction of child care and other work expenses from net income
increases it to 11,0 percent. While only the final figure should be reported as a poverty rate, the
table illustrates the ability of government programs to affect family economic well-being.

Figure 2
Children’s Poverty Rate in
Connecticut (CT) and United States (US)

38.8

Poverty:

<100% official
B <200% official
<100% NAS

Connecticut 2005/06 U.8. 2005

Qource: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data,

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) Estimates from the TRIM3 model correct for underreporting of government benefits and include unrelated
individual children under age 15 in the family of the householder (Census excludes these children from the poverty
universe). Thus, poverty estimates from the TRIM3 model differ slightly from those published by the Census
Bureau,

{3} The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) o the
official US poverty thresholds. '

(4) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.
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TABLE 4a
“BASELINE" POVERTY IN CONNECTICUT, TWO POVERTY MEASURES

Population: 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data ™
Poficies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated appropriately

Official Poverty Definition ®
Connecticut, 200572006 Average {numbers in thousands)

Persons by family type’

R .| Chidren
Number of persons by famdly poverly All Persons <48

status and type of person ~
Poor ar low income

in families | Infams. wf | inother
with chitdren| person 85+ | {amilies

<100% poverty 298 98 188 35 104

100<200% poverly 460 {19 242 C 95 123

Totaf <200% 756 207 400 131 226
200<300% poverty 530 134 288 0g 135
300+ % poverly 2. 188 480 1,128 230 §30
Total personts 3475 820 1,816 458 1,181
96 poor (<100% poverty) 8.5% 10.7% B.7% 7.5% 8.7%
&, pook or near-pooy {<200%} 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 28.0% 19.0%

Alternative (HAS) Poverty Definition ®

Connecticut, 2005/2008 Average {numbers in thousands)
Persons by fanily typs'
Chifdran .
Nurniber of persons by family poverty At Persons <18 tn families In fams. wf | in other
) P with chitdren| person 65+ | families
siatus and type of person
Poor of low intoms
<109% poverty 383 90 174 45 164
100<200% poverly 1.034 z81 &01 183 250
Total <200% f.426 371 775 248 404
200<300% poverty 783 179 40a 104 25¢
300+ % poverty 1.266 271 832 116 537
Tofal persons 3,475 824 1,816 468 1,11
% poor (<100% poverty] 11.3% 10.9% 2.8% 14.0% 12.5%

aource: The Urban institute, abulaiions using the TRIM3 microsimutation model and the 2005
angd 2p07 ASEG data.
Noles:

! T estimales were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT gstimale is the
average of the 2005 and 2008 resulls.

2 Estimales from the TRIMS model correct for underreporting of governmeni benefits and
include unrelated individual children under age 15 in the family of the householder
{Census excludes these chiidren from the poverty measure). This, poverly estimates
from the TRIM3 modal differ stightly fram those published by the Census Bureall,

¥ The official poverty definifion compares the cash income of & famity {all related persons in
a household) to the official US poverty thresholds.

* Columns for persens by family fype inckude both children and adults. Persons in families
with both children and persons 65+ arg in the "families with children” column.

® The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and
subtracts fax Hability and work-related expenses, The poverly threshalc uses an updated
market basket of goods and is adjusted for stale of residence, urpandrural staus, health
status, and health insurance stalus.
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. TABLE 4b
»a ASELIHE" POVERTY IN THE NATION, TWO POVERTY MEASURES
Population: 2005 U.S, data i
Policies: Current rufes for taxes and vransters, deflated appropriately

Official Poverty Definition ®

Total U.6., 2005 (numbers in thous.}
Persons by family fype’
” g 0 families

Flurmber of persons by family poverty All Perscns | Children <18 with In f(amsg:i }{.ﬂ o@?er
status and tvpe of persan * ‘ chitdren person S amiES
Poar of ow incotmne |

<100% poverly 35,347 12435 21,530 3,575 11,243

100<200% poverty 54001 § 16008 371,654 9,585 13,362

Totai <200% §1,248 - 28,500 53,384 13,260 24,605
20<300% poverty 50,634 13.36% 28,658 8,066 13,911
306+ % poverly 151,852 31,615 72,858 15,816 83,177
Total persons 293,834 73476 155,001 37,141 101,693
% poar («100% poverty) 12.4% 6.9% 13.9% 5.5% 11.1%
% poor or near-poor {<200%;) 311% 35.8% 34.4% 35.7% 24.7%

Alternative {NAS) Poverty Definition s

Total U.S., 2005 {numbers in thous.)
Persons by family type”
N . in families .

Number of persons by family poverty All Persons |Children <18 ™ in famségwf’ %fn o??er
statis and type of person ° children | PEFSON BuF | TamHes
Poor of low ncome

<100% poverty 37,242 8,848 18,249 5,650 13,442

100=200% poverty 54,626 28,350 57,401 14,480 22,745

Totat <200% 121,868 38,205 75,650 20,030 36,187
200<300% poverty 66,435 16,460 36,513 7.972 21,854
300+ % povery : 55,528 18 811 42,738 9,138 43,851
Totat persons 293,835 73476 155,002 37,140 101,692
% poor (<100% poverly) 12.7% 13.4% 11.8% 14.9% 13.2%

gseurce: The Urban nstitute, igbulations using the TRIM3 microsimutation medal and the
2006 and 2007 ASEC data.
Notes:

' o7 estimales were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the
average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

2
The official poverty definition compares the cash Income of a famity (ak related parsons
in 2 household) to the official US poverty thresholds. .

® cofumns for persons by family type inciude both children and aduiis. persons in families
with both children ang persons 65+ are in the “Families with chiideen® cobuman.

“ Tne aiternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and
subiracts tax fability and work-refated expenses. The poverly threshold uses an updated
markst basket of goods and is adjusied for stale of residence, urbanfrural status, health
stafus, and health insurance status.
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Figure 3
Effect of Government Programs on Child Poverty in
Connecticut (NAS Poverty Threshold)

fACash lncome

Plus Food and Housing
Benefits

Less Federal Tax

Plus Federal EITC

® Less State Tax

® Less Child Care and Work
Expenses

Connecticuf 2005/06

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subfracts tax iability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, healih status, and health insurance status.

Poverty Gap. The “poverty gap” is one measure of the extent of poverty, as opposed to
its incidence. The poverty gap is defined as the aggregate amount by which poor families fall
below the applicable poverty threshold. It is the aggregate amount of money by which incomes
of poor families would have to increase in order for all families to be exactly at the poverty
threshold. The poverty gap for families with children in CT is $351 million using the official
poverty threshold and $372 million using the NAS threshold (Figure 4).
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Figure 4
Poverty Gap for Families with Children in Connecticut
(2005/2006, in millions)
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 20035 and 2006
results. .

(2) The Official Poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

V. Potential Effects of Initiatives to Reduce Poverty

The CPPC’s recommendations for reducing poverty fall into four major categories: 1)
Family Income and Earnings potential, 2) Education, 3) Income Safety Net, and 4) Family
Structure and Support. The Commission asked the Urban Institute to simulate the effects of
options. in each category. Options were selected on the basis of their potential effect on child
poverty and the feasibility of providing reasonable estimates for the recommendations. Policy
options are described below, and the estimated impacts on child poverty in CT are presented.
Additional simulation results are provided in Appendix D.
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Family Income and Earnings Potential

These options include guaranteed child care subsidies, increased usage of the federal
EITC and expansion of homeless diversion programs. We simulated the effects of the child care
subsidy option, but not the others. Our review of the literature on EITC participation found no
information specific to the CT participation rate. Nationally, about 86 percent of eligible families
with children participate in the EITC (US General Accounting Office 2001). This estimate is
considered a high rate of saturation. In fact, national models of the EITC find fewer families
with children eligible for the EITC than actually receive it (Wheaton, 2008). Some families that
technically do not qualify receive the EITC, often because of a misunderstanding about the child
dependency definition. Most of the tax units eligible for the EITC but not recetving it are single
adults eligible for a small federal credit. Since there is no information on the characteristics of
nonparticipating adults and the effects on child poverty would be minimal, this option was not
simulated. We also could not simuiate the homeless diversion program alternative because
homeless families are not represented in the CPS.

Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies. This option assumes that Child Care and Development
Fund (CCDF) subsidies are an entitlement for eligible families. Following CT’s current CCDF
policy, families with incomes less than or equal to 50 percent of state median income (SMI} are
initially eligible for subsidies. Families can continue to be eligible as long as income does not
exceed 75 percent of SMI. Using the SMI levels released in 2008, a family of four gains initial
eligibility with income up to $46,908, and remains eligible with income up to $70,368. Families
must pay copayments that range from 2 percent of income (for families with income up to 20
percent of SMI) to 10 percent (for families with income at 50 percent of SMI or higher). TRIM3
simulates this option by assuming that all eligible families not currently receiving a subsidy
would apply for and receive subsidies if they have child care expenses. >

We simulate the direct effects of this option on net family income and poverty, holding
constant families’ employment and earnings; we then simulate the option assuming that more
parents would be employed. Schaefer, Kreader, NCCP, Ann Collins and Abt Associates (2006)
review the wide range of estimates of the effect of child care subsidies on employment, and
report that estimates often vary by study group. Estimates range from an 11 percent increase in
the probability of employment for low-income families (not on welfare) for each $1,000 annual
increase in subsidies (Bainbridge, Meyers and Waldfogel, 2003) down to about 4 percent for
single parents and secondary earners (Houser and Dickert-Conlin,1998). We used the lower end
of the range of estimates (3 percent if unmarried and 8 percent if married), given the uncertainty.
The employment effect is simulated in TRIM3 so that the targeted effect applies to all single
parents and secondary earners who are not working. Elasticities apply only to parents with
children under age 13.16

' Asnoted in Table 3, child care expenses are imputed. Statistical equations based on the Survey of Income and
Program Participation (SIPP) estimate a family’s probability of having expenses and the amount of expenses, based
on family structure, parent empioyment and education, and number and ages of children. Imputation results are
aligned to data on the incidence and amount of expenses from the 2002 National Survey of America’s Families.
"*deally the probability of employment would vary by the age of the youngest child (e.g. under 6 and 7 to 13}, but
the available studies do not easily lend themselves to an age breakout. -
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As Figure 5 shows, increased child care subsidies would not independently affect the
official poverty measure since child care expenses are not included in the resource measure.
However, incorporating employment effects would reduce child poverty to 9.2 percent from the
baseline estimate of 10.7 percent. The guarantee of CCDF subsidies to eligible families would
reduce child poverty as measured by the NAS definition from 10.9 percent to 10.4 percent,
through the direct change in family net income; and would reduce child poverty to 9.5 percent
assuming the employment effects occurred as modeled.”

Figure 5
Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies: Effect on Child Poverty Rate in CT, with and without
new employment (2005/2006)
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25 : '
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CCDF, With
New
Employment]
<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation mode! and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC
data.
Notes:

{1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the vatue of non-cash income and subtracts tax lability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for description of policy and empioyment effects assumptions.

17 Note that this simulation increases the number of CCDF subsidies by approximately 24,000 without employment
effects and by approximately 31,000 with employment effects.
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Eduecation Initiatives

The CPPC has prioritized four education initiatives. The first would expand Early
Childhood Education through support of the Early Childhood Education Cabinet’s proposals
targeting children aged birth to five. The second initiative would enhance Youth Dropout
Prevention efforts to reduce the number of students who drop out of high school. The Post-
Secondary Education initiative would expand access to state colleges for late teens and young

-adults, particularly in community colleges and expansion of programs intended to encourage
high school students io pursue a college education. The Workforce Development initiative would
enhance the existing GED program for working poor families receiving TFA and literacy and
examine how youth who drop out of high school can obtain 2 GED.

Modeling Assumptions. Given these broad recommendations, we simulated the potential
effects of a hypothetical set of education and training policies on employment and earnings. We
modeled likely employment and earnings effects of general initiatives to increase the share of
high school drop outs that attains a General Education Degree (GED), increase the share of high
school graduates that atain an Associates Degree (AA), and increase the share of high school
graduates that attain job training.’* We made broad assumptions about the number of individuals
in CT that would benefit from additional education and training to demonstrate the potential of
these types of initiatives. Of course, the number that would benefit ultimately depends upon the
level of CT’s additional investment in education.

We did not specifically include the Early Childhood Education or the youth initiatives. In
the short run, these effects would not reduce child poverty, However, the simulations showing
the effects of increased education and training on adult employment and earnings generally
illustrate how education initiatives potentially can affect poverty.

We turned to the recent économics literature to choose likely employment and earnings
responses. to initiatives that would increase adult education and training. There is no broad
consensus about the ability of increased post-secondary education, GED completion, “workforce
development” or job training programs o raise employment and earnings for disadvantaged
youth and adults (Folzer 2008). However, some approaches hold promise based on recent
experimental evaluations, and other experimental studies provide guidance on how job fraining
might affect employment and earnings. Also, given the uncertainties surrounding the effects of
these types of initiatives we provide high and low effects for each of these simulations. The
effects shown in the literature usually apply to small samples and specific initiatives that would’
not necessarily be reproduced through new policies. While we base the estimates on the
“average effects” shown to the extent possible, we still must extrapolate the effects shown in
recent studies despite differences in the population base and likely differences in program design.

Table § shows the assumptions adopted for three types of education and training
initiatives similar to those that CT is considcring.19 To model the impact of increasing AA

18 A1l adults through age 49 who are not currently in school and who are not disabled were considered potential
candidates for obtaining the additional education or fraining.

19 \ore information about the economics literature summarizing the effects of education and training on
employment is provided in Appendix C.
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degrees, the simulations assume that one-half of the 600,000 CT adults under age 50 with a high
school diploma but no higher degree would obtain an AA degree.zo Lerman {2007) summarizes
recent literature showing that two-year attendance at a community college and completion of the
AA could raise the earnings of male graduates by as much as 30 percent and female graduates by
47 percent. We hypothesize a lower-effect scenario that increases wages for men and women
completing the AA degree by 15 percent (with no new employment) and a higher-effect scenario
that assumes a 40 percent increase in wages for employed individuals that complete the AA and
a 15 percent increase in employment among those completing the AA recipients who were not
currently employed. Individuals that gain a job are assumed to find full-year employment for 35
hours per week, at $18 per hour (the 2006 median hourly rate for individuals in CT with an AA
degree).

Table 5
Work and Employment Assumptions Used in Education Scenarios

Ik

Simulation Target Group Responses
Low High
Completion | 50% of nondisabled adults 15% increase in 15% increase in
of AA Degree | under age 50 with high earmnings work, 40% increase
school as highest degree in earnings
Post- 50% of nondisabled adults 8% increase In 6% increase in work,
secondary | under age 50 with high garnings among 20% increase in
Job Training | school as highest degree workers earnings
Completion | All adults under age 50 not 8% increase in 10% increase In
of GED in schoal and not disabled earnings among work; 25% increase
who did not complete high workers in earnings
school

Notes: (1) See text and Appendix C for the empirical Hiterature supporting these assumptions.

To simulate the effect of increased completion of the GED, we rely primarily on a
summary by Bos et al. (2002) of lessons learned from different adult education programs. They
found a 28.5 percent increase in annual carnings of those completing their GED (relative to not
having the GED) in the third year of follow up. Experts warn that GED completion must be
targeted and include a connection to employment to ensure its effectiveness, Also, this study’s
synthesis of experimental results applies to a narrowly-targeted group of former welfare
recipients. :

2 A new degree is not assumed if the adult appears disabled.
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We assume that CT implements a policy that achieves 100 percent GED completion
among high school drop outs. There are approximatety 135,000 CT adults under age 50 with no
high school diploma or GED; we assume they would all obtain a GED unless the CPS survey
data indicate that they are disabled. In the low effect scenario we hypothesize that earnings
increase by 6 percent (among those currently employed). The high effect scenario assumes that
earnings increase by 25 percent among those empioyed and that 10 percent of those not currently
working begin to work. Individuals that gain a job are assumed to find full-year employment for
35 hours per week, at $14 per hour; the hourly rate is the median for individual in CT with a
diploma but no higher degree.

Many experts still consider the JTPA results (an experimental study conducted in the
1980s) the best estimates of the labor supply effects of adult training (Bloom et al. 1997).
Estimates of effects on annual earnings for adult men and women within 30 months of treatment
are 10 percent for adult women along with a 2.1 percentage point increase in employment and
earnings effects for adult men are 53 percem:.21 Results from some of the more recent National
Evaluations of Welfare to Work Strategies (NEWWS) sites suggest larger effects for post-
secondary participants. One site, for example, produced a 21 percent gain in employment and a
25 percent earnings gain. We hypothesize a lower-effect scenario that increases wages by 6
percent (with no new employment) and a higher-effect scenario that assumes a 20 percent
increases in wages for employed individuals that complete the training and a 6 percent increase
in employment among those completing the training who were not currently employed.
Individuals that gain a job are assumed 10 find full-year employment for 35 hours per week, at
$18 per hour; the hourly rate is the median for individual in CT with an AA degree.

Effects of Education and Training on Child Poverty. Increases in education among adults
in CT would reduce poverty using both the official and the NAS measures. Of course, the larger
effects occur in the high employment effect scenarios. If half of the adults with a high school
degree went on to complete an AA, we estimate that the child poverty rate would decline by at
least a full percentage point using the high employment effect assumptions using both the official
and the NAS poverty measure (Figure 6). The share of children living in low-income families
would decline by more than 2 percentage points.

Increases in GED completion among high schoo! dropouts have stightly less effect on
child poverty (Figure 7). Under the scenario with greater employment and earnings effects,
poverty declines by 0.9 percentage points using the official measure (from 10.7 t0 9.8 percent)
and by 0.8 percentage points using the NAS measure (from 10.9 to 10.1 percent). The lower
employment and wage effects only slightly reduce child poverty rates.

Consistent with the employment effects discussed above, increases in job training have
the smallest effect on child poverty (Figure 8). In the higher-impact scenario, increases in job
training are estimated to reduce child poverty by 0.2 percentage points using the official
definition and by 0.4 percentage points using the NAS measure.

21 GAO (1996) cautions that these effects fade somewhat over time.
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Figure 6
Half of Adults with a FL.S. Diploma Obtain an AA Degree: Possible Effect on Child Poverty

Rate in CT (2005/2006)
30
25.2 24.5 Baseline
25
20
® Lower
15 : Empl./Wage
10.7 10.6 10.9 10.7 44 Effects
10 i o
# Higher
5 Empl.Wage
Effects
0 A

<400% Official <200% Official <100% NAS
Poverty

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRDM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1} CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 20606
results. ‘

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (ail related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds. _

(3)The aiternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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Figure 7
All Adults without a .S, Diploma or Equivalent Obtain a GED: Possible Effect on Child
Poverty Rate in CT (2005/2006)

30
25.2 261 @ Baseline
25 24.4
20
% Lower
15 — Empl./Wage
10.7 10.3 g 10.9 10.6 401 Effects
10 ] e T
o
Higher
5 Empl./Wage
Effects
0 .

<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS
Poverty

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation mode] and the 2606 and 2007 ASEC
data,

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006

resulis.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.

If CT implemented all three education initiatives and the assumed employment effects
could be realized, the combined effect on child poverty would be much larger. The official child -
poverty rate would decline by 2.4 percentage points based on the official poverty measure
(Figure 9 and Table 6a) and by 2.7 points using the NAS poverty measure (Figure 9 and Table
6b) if the high employment effects were realized. The effects on poverty reduction would be
much smaller with weaker employment effects.

The poverty gap also would shrink in these scenarios that combine the effects of the three
initiatives. Using the official poverty measure, the poverty gap for families with children would
decline by $19 million under the low employment effect scenario and by $74 million (21
percent) in the high employment effect scenario. The poverty gap reductions are somewhat larger
using the NAS poverty definition - $26 million under the low-employment scenario and $89
million (24 percent) under the high employment effects scenario. These results reflect the
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offsetting changes in benefit eligibility and taxes in the NAS poverty measure. As earnings
increase and more adults become employed in the higher education scenarios, some will lose
SNAP and possibly other in-kind benefits but they will gain earned income and possibly
refundable credits.

Note that these scenarios target adults ages 18 to 49 who are not currently disabled or in
school. Some of these adults have children and some do not. If CT targeted parents for these
investments, the effect on child poverty would be larger.

Figure 8
Half of Adults with a H.S, Diploma Obtain Job Training: Possible Effect on Child Poverty
Rate in CT (2005/2006)
30
o5 25.2 248 540 Baseline
20
& Lower
15 Empl/Wage
10,7 10.6 10.5 10.9 10.8 10,5 Effects
10
Higher
5 Empl.Wage
Effects
0 -

<100% Official  <200% Official <100% NAS
Poverty

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes: '

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market Basket of poods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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Figure 9
Increasing AAs, GEDs, Job Training: Possible Effect on Child Poverty Rate in CT
(2005/2006)

Baseline

LoWer
Empl./Wage
Effecis

@ Higher
Empl.Wage
Effects

<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS
: Poverty

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation mode] and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data. .

Notes: _ .

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
resuits.

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.,
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TABLE 6a
BAPACT OF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF GEDS, AAs, AND JOB TRAINING PROFILE'
Using 2008 and 2006 Connecticut date ™

Standard Poverty Defintfion * Baseline

Persons by family &pe ©
AltPersons | Children | infams.wi | mfams.w/ | Inother
chidren person 65+ | faniiies

wumber pool of low income (hol)

< 6 paverly 96 2] 158 35 164
100<280% poverly 460 11§ 242 ag 123
Total <200% 756 207 406 134 225
% poRi (=100% poverty) 8.5% 10.7% 8.7% 7.5% 27%
% peaf or near-pust (20%}; 21.5% 28.2% 22.0% 25.0% TO0%
Poverty gap imillchs, 2008 5) £ §1,032.6 33510 TET. & §593.7

Increased Education, Low EmploymentWage impacts
Persons by family iype ©

Al Persons | Chidien | infame. w! | misme.w | Inother
children person B5+ | families

Mumier poor or low income (thou,}

<3 (0% poveny - 282 &3 145 25 89
180<200% poverty 442 413 27 1] 20
Total <200% . 7i4 186 376 137 238
% poor {<109% poverty) B.1% 16.1% B.2% T.E% B.3%
%, DoTI O NEaT-pooy (<200%:} 20 8% 23 0% J8T% 28.0% 12 3%
Poverty gag fmillions, 2008 &) ¥ 1.065.5 53320 874 S$ha6.t

increased Education, Large EmploynenyWage Impacts
Persons by family tpe ©

All Persens | Chiidren [infems. v | Infame.wf | Inother
children L person 35+ Tamilies
Mumber poer of fow come {Ehou.}
<3 DB% poverly 251 69 122 34 95
100<200% poverty 405 450 200 o7 69
Tolal <200% 655 168 322 131 204
% pooF (<109% poverty) T.2% 2.3% §5.7% 7.3% B.09%
% pOot of near-poor {(<200%; 18.9% 20.5% T.T% 25.0% 1T A%
Poverty gap {millions, 2006 5} i 59350 $2774 587.4 5571.2
Notes:

* This simulation assumes that CT implements = broad poficy to increass the atiainment of AA degreesand training among
the $00,000 CT adults up to age 4% who are not in school and who have a diploma {or equivalent) but no higher degree,
and to increase the attainment of GED degress among the 135,000 CT adults up to age 48 who are not in school and who
have no diploma {or equivaient),

2 &T estimates were crealed for 2005 and 2008 separately; each CT estimate is the avarage of the 2005 and 20106 results.

5 Estimates from the TREW3 mods] correct for underreporiing of government benefits and include
vnrelated individual chitdren under age 15 in the family of the householder {Tensus excludes these
chidren from the paverly measure). Thus, poverty esfimates from thee TRIW3 modet differ sfightly
from those published by the Cengus Bureau.

4 The official poverty definifior compares cash income to the official poverty threshoids. The alternative (NAS) poverty
definition counts the value of non-cash income and stibfracts tax fiability and work-selated expenses. The allemative
poverty threshalds are based on the [atest consumer expenditure datn and are adjusied for geegraphic differences in cost
of fiving.

5 The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to B o fandiies currently balow poverty up 1o the peverty
threshold. Figures apply to families with chitdren, families withou! clvifdren but with elderdy members, and other famifies.

8 Golumns for persans by family type include both children and adults. Persons in faniilies with both children and elderdy are
in the families with chidren” column,

* Govemmend cost changes are combined jederal and siate. Cosls fall for akt cash and non-cash benefits. Coliectons
increase for federsl payrol and income tax and siate income tax.
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NAS Poverty definifion?

TABLE 6b :
IMPACT CF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF GEDS, AAS, AND JOB TRAINING PROFILE
Using 2005 anel 2006 Connecticut data™

Baseling

Parsons by family typa”©

sppersons | Childrens | infama W { Infams. wi | Fother
chilgdren person B+ families
suerber poof {Thou}
<$00% povetly %3 ag i74 65 154
%% poor {=100% poverty) 11.3% 0.9% 2.8%: 14.60% 12.8%
Poverty gap (miffions, 2005 S}s’ $1,348.8 F27T1.5 $248.8 3728.0

Increased Education, Low Employment'Wage Impacls

Persons by family type®

Ali Persons | Children inTams. W | infams. & inoiher
ciildren person 85+ families
Number poor (thou
<{00% poverty are 85 182 65 145
% poof {<1005 poverty) 10.7%: 10.4% £ 9% 14 8% 12.15%
Powerty gap fmilions, 2008 §1° 51,2984 G455 52433 37045

Increased Education,

Large EmploymentiVage Impacts

Persons by famiy type®

Al Persons | Children infams. wf i Infams. wf i other
children person 85+ families
Nunher poor fthou.) )
<{00% povery 332 &8 i32] . 66 136
% poor {<100% poverly} .5% 8.2% 7.2%; 44 5% 11.4%
Poverty gap (milions, 2006 5% 51,168.4 §282.5 §247.3 $663.7

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2005 and

20067 ASEC data.
Notes:

1 This simulation assumes that CT implements a broad poliey to increase the attainment of AA degreesand
training among the 600,000 CT adults up to age 49 who are nat in school and who have a dipfoma {or
equivaient) but no higher degree, and o increase the atiainment of GED degrees among the 135,600 CT adults
up %o age 49 who are not in school and wha have no diploma (or equivalent).

1 0T estimates ware crested for 2005 and 2008 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and
2008 resulls,

3 pedimates fram the TRIM3 madet cosrect for undemreporting of government benefits and inchide
unretated individuz! ghiidren under age 15 in the family of the householder (Census excludes
these children from the poverty measure). Thus, poveriy estimates from the TRIM3 modet differ
slightly from those published by the Census Bureau.

“ The standard poverty definition compares cesh income fothe official poverty thresholds. The aftemative poverty
definition counts the value of tansier bensfits in income and sublracts tax liability and work-related expenses.
The sbemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consurier gxpenditure data and are adjusted for
geographic differences in cost of living,

® The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to fift all families currently bedow poverty up 1o
the poverty threshold. Figures apply fo famifies with children, familizs without children but with elderly members,
and olher famiies, ' ‘

¥ Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persans in families with both children and
elderly are in the “families with children” column.

7 .
Govarnment cosi changes are combined federal and state. Costs fall for al cash and non-cash benefits.
Collections increase for federal paveall and income tax and stats income tax.
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Income Safefy Net

Possible policy changes related to the income safety net include: case management for
young mothers on TANF, addressing the abrupt termination of TANF benefits, and increased
access to safety net programs by families eligible for those programs (SNAP, LIHEAP, WIC,
housing subsidies, and Medicaid). Below, we examine the potential impacts of increased access
to safety-net programs and of one approach to addressing the abrupt termination of TANF
benefits. Case management for young mothers on TANF cannot be modeled because the
underlying data (the Current Population Survey) does not provide a sufficiently large sample of
this group; however, case management for TANF leavers is examined as a Family Structure and
Support option. '

Enhance access to programs. Not all households who are eligible for government
assistance receive that aid, either because they are not aware of the help or choose not to apply or
not to comply with program requirements, or because the program is not an entitlement and there
are insufficient funds to serve all families who would like to enroll. Program participation rates
can be estimated by comparing persons or households receiving help to those who appear
eligible for that help according to the simulation model. In Connecticut, participation rates in
key programs appeat to be as follows®: -

» Food Stamps/SNAP: Approximately 60 percent

o LIHEAP: Approximately 50 percent

e WIC, infants and children: Approximately 50 percent (with very high participation for
infants, less high for children)

o Public and subsidized housing: Approximately 30 percent

o Medicaid: 70 percent

23

We simulated the effects of higher participation rates in these programs on poverty. We
assumed that participation in all five programs would reach 85 percent, about the highest rate
achieved in some states for programs such as SNAP and WIC. In order to achieve these higher
participation rates CT would need to implement sirong outreach efforts and to adopt the most
liberal program access options available. For non-entitlement programs that have capped
resources such as LIHEAP and subsidized housing, these higher rates could only be achieved if
additional federal or state monies became available to pay for additional benefits, Also, higher
participation in subsidized housing assumes that families that rent live in housing units costing at
least the fair market rent in CT.% Since the CPS does not provide an estimate of rent, this

22 Estimating Connecticut’s TANF participation rate is complicated by the large number of families in Connecticut
who have reached the time limit. The CPS data do not indicate if a family has previously hit a TANF time limit.
The estimate of currently-eligibie families (and thus the estimate of the participation rate among eligible families) is
sensitive to the assumption of how many otherwise-eligible families are in fact ineligible due to having already hit
the time limit.

2 This uges 80 percent of State Median Income (SMI) (low-income) as the maximum allowable income to be in
public or subsidized housing. Households are only considered eligible if their required copayment would be less
than the fair market rent for an apartment of the size they appear 0 require. :

2 The fair market rent for urban areas for a two-bedroom unit was $1,028 in 2006, for example (812,336 per year).
A household would need to earn $42,080 in order to afford this type of rental, assuming that families should pay no
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hypothetical simulation must base the housing subsidy calculation on the fair market rent in CT.
For example, a family with two children and cash income below $43,040 would be eligible for
some subsidy. These higher participation rates, especially for the non-entitlement programs,
should be considered illustrative, a demonstration of the potential effect on poverty.

Increased access to these in-kind benefit supports would not affect child poverty using
the official measure of poverty because these benefits are not included in the resource measure
for the official poverty measure nor do they affect the poverty thresholds. Using the NAS
poverty measure, the increase in receipt of SNAP reduces child poverty by a small amount
(Figure 10). Increasing the SNAP participation rate to 85 percent from approximately 60 percent
is estimated to reduce child poverty by 0.2 percentage points, to 10.7 percent. The poverty effect
is limited because SNAP benefits usually are not sufficient to move a family above the poverty
line. The increase in Medicaid/SCHIP participation has no effect on child poverty. While receipt
of public insurance reduces the NAS poverty threshold relative to no insurance coverage, the
increase in CT program participation is relatively small (from 70 to 80 percent), and many of the
families gaining coverage already have a child covered by SCHIP.”

The increases in receipt of housing subsidies, LIHEAP and WIC have a large effect on
the NAS child poverty rate. This is mostly due to the increase in housing subsidies. As
explained above, 85 percent of eligible families would receive a subsidy sufficient to limit their
housing costs to 30 percent of their income. For example, the subsidy would phase out at
$42,480 in income for a family of four. Families of this size at the poverty threshold {$27,579 as
shown in table 2) could afford $8,274 in rent per year. Since the annual fair market rent is
$12,336, they would receive a subsidy of $4,062 per year. A family with income at one-half the
NAS poverty threshold ($13,790) could pay $4,137 in rent and receive an annual subsidy of
$8,199, enough to bring them up to about 80 percent of the poverty threshold (for a family in
good health with private health insurance). Nonetheless, the additional family resources would
be substantial and would require a large increase in the cost of housing subsidies.

The changes also reduce the NAS poverty gap (Figure 11) by significant amounts.
Increasing the SNAP participation rate would reduce the poverty gap for families with children
by $16 million (4 percent); increases in the participation rates for LIHEAP, WIC and housing
subsidies would reduce the poverty gap for families with children by $130 million (35 percent).
The increased SNAP benefits are well targeted to poor families. Of the total $41 miilion in
increased SNAP benefits due to the higher participation rates (for all families, not just families
with children), $34 million (82 percent) reduces the poverty gap (Appendix Table D9.). In
contrast, increased participation in housing subsidies, LIHEAP and WIC is not well targeted.
Only 41 percent of increased costs ($274 million out of $670 million) go towards reducing the
poverty gap for families living in CT (Appendix Table D10).

more than 30 percent of net income for rent. (Net income is calculated as cash income less a $480 annual deduction
per dependent child and out-of-pocket child care expenses. This example assumes no child care costs.)

%5 The model uses the public health insurance thresholds if anyone in the family has public coverage. Unfortunately,
the thresholds are not sensitive enough to pick up differences in out of pocket medical spending based on the share
of the family with health insurance.
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Figure 10
Increasing Selected Enrollment Rates to 85%: Effect on
Child Poverty Rate in CT (2005/2006)

12 10.7 40.7 10.7 10.7 10.9 10,7 10.9
10 - . o
Baseline
8 85% SNAP
6
85% LIHEAP, WIC,
4 Housing
85% Wedicaid and
2 SCHIP
0 —

<100% Official <100% NAS

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
resuits.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses, The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and heaith insurance status.

(3) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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Figure 11
Increasing Selected Enroliment Rates to 85%: Effect on Poverty Gap for Families with
Children in CT (millions of 2006 dollars)
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0
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation mode} and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data. '

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results. ‘

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax Hability and
wotk-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of restdence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3} See text for description of pelicy and employment effects assumptions.

Address abrupt termination of benefits. While all transfer programs have a point at
which increased income results in a family becoming ineligible, the “cliff effect” is perhaps
strongest in the TANF program. The combination of Connecticut’s 21-month lifetime time limit
and generous earned income disregard (for benefit computation purposes, earnings are fully
disregarded up to 100 percent of the poverty guideline) results in a situation in which a family
can move from receiving over $500 in TANF in one month (in addition to their earnings) to
receiving no TANF benefit in the next month; about a third of the lost TANF is offset by an
increase in SNAP benefits.
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Options for reducing abrupt termination of TANF benefits were addressed by Jack
Tweedie of the NCSL.%* One option is to reduce the earnings disregard percentage {(while
continuing it even after earnings reach the poverty level, to address another issue—the lack of
incentive to increase earnings once earnings approach poverty). ‘Note that this option would
actually reduce the income of some current TANF recipients (those with earnings below poverty,
currently receiving the 100 percent disregard). Another option presented by Tweedie is a post-
TANF earnings supplement.

Numerous choices would be required in the design of a post-TANF earnings supplement.
The amount could be fixed (the same flat payment to all post-TANF earners), it could vary with
the number of hours worked, it could provide a floor on a person’s wage rate, or it could be
designed to “fill the gap” between a family’s earnings (or earnings plus other benefits) and the
poverty guideline. Decisions would need to be made concerning the treatment of the supplement .
by other programs (whether it would be counted partly, fully, or not at all for purposes of
determining food stamp benefits, for instance). Another key design choice is the length of time
that the supplement is available.

In the absence of a detailed design, we modeled a single illustrative approach —a
supplement that would make up the difference between an individual’s actual wage rate and
$10/hour. For an individual working full-time at $8 per hour, this would provide a monthly
benefit of approximately $350. We assumed that it would be available for one year, which
suggests that up to 3,000 families per year would benefit (the approximate number of families
who leave the TANE program during a year who have earnings at the point that they leave the
program).

The policy has a limited effect on the poverty rate due to the smal]l number of families
affected. The official child poverty rate is estimated to fall from 10.7 percent to 10.5 percent,
and the NAS child poverty rate falls from 10.9 percent to 10.8 percent (Figure 12). However, the
NAS poverty gap for families with children falls by 5 percent ($354 million compared with $372
million as shown in Figure 13).

Two points are important to note. First, whether the policy lifts an individual family out
of poverty depends on the specifics of the design. In the simulated design, individuals not
working full-time or full-year would not necessarily be raised out of poverty, and a family with a
full-time full-year worker would be raised out of poverty only if receiving other benefits.
Second, it is possible that a post-TANF wage supplement could induce more families to work;
we did not simulate that possible impact. '

26 “Leveling the Cliffs: Improving Job Retention and Advancement in Connecticut.” Undated Powerpoint
presentation, Jack Tweedie, National Conference of State Legislatures,
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Figure 12
Policies Related to Child Support and TANF: Effect on Child Poverty Rate

12
10.710.510.7 10 4 10.910.810.810.6
10 Baseline
8
Post-TANF Wage
6 Suppiement
Post-TANF Case
4 Management
3 Full Payment of Child
2 Support Awards
0

<100% Official <100% NAS

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2003 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results,

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for descriptions of policies.

Family Structure and Support

The CPPC is interested in several policy options related to family structure and support,
including: providing case management to overcome employment barriers, expanding fatherhood
initiatives, and addressing “marriage penalties” in government programs.

Provide case management to overcome barriers to employment, We simulated the
potential impacts of a case-management approach similar to the Post-Assistance Self-Sufficiency
(PASS) program——which implemented case management combined with other services for
former TANF recipients in Riverside, California. Over a two-year period, the employment rate
among individuals assigned to PASS was 4 points higher than among the control group. Total
garnings over the 2 year period were approximately 11 percent higher among the program group,
with two-thirds of the gain from additionaj employment, and the remainder from higher wages.

(See Appendix C for more information.)
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In consultation with CT state staff, we assumed that the program would focus on the
families who have earnings at the point that they leave TANF ~ approximately 3,000 per year.
We model the program as if it had been in place for 5 years, and we assume that the employment
gains are permanent. The anti-poverty impacts are very small—there is no measurable change in
the official poverty rate, while the NAS poverty rate for children falls slightly from 10.9 to 10.8
percent (figure 12). As is the case with the simulation of the post-TANF wage supplement, there
i a greater impact on the poverty gap. Using the NAS poverty definition, the poverty gap for
farnilies with children falls by 4.6 percent ($355 million compared with $372 million). Families
who are helped to retain jobs by a case management approach do receive higher incomes than in
the absence of the program. However, the relatively small numbers of families affected, and the
nature of the jobs they obtain, imit the anti-poverty impact.

Figure 13
Policies Related to Child Support and TANE: Effect on Poverty Gap for Families with
Children (millicns of dollars)

400
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.
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) C¥ estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts fax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status. :

(3) See text for descriptions of policies. ‘
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Expand fatherhood initiative. Expansions of fatherhood initiatives may increase
employment rates for fathers with children living elsewhere and potentially increase child
support receipt for custodial mothers. Fathers with children living elsewhere may respond to
increased investments in their education and training or better connections to employment
prospects. Fatherhood initiatives may also increase incomes for custodial parents through
additional child support collections that are passed through to custodial families. We modeled
the antipoverty impacts of one outcome of a fatherhood initiative — increased child support
payments. Specifically, we simulated the impact of closing the entire gap between the amount of
child support income that is due to low-income custodial families in CT and the amount that is
actually received by those families. The official child poverty rate is estimated to fall from 10.7
to 10.4 percent, and the NAS child poverty rate falls from 10.9 to 10.6 percent (figure 12). In
most cases, the amount of the child support award is not sufficient to raise the family above the
poverty level, even when the award is paid in full. However, the full payment of all child
support awards would reduce the poverty gap for families with children by 5.1 percent (using the
NAS poverty definition) as shown in figure 13.

Note that our estimates do not include the potential impacts of a fatherhood initiative on
the family of the parent paying the child support. In the absence of new employment, the
increased child support payment would reduce resources available to that family. If the non-
custodial parent gains new or better employment, his/her family could have higher resources,
even after the full payment of child support to the non-custodial children.

Reduce/eliminate marriage penalties, Marriage penalties may exist in both tax and
transfer programs. In the case of Connecticut’s state income tax system, a cohabiting couple
may pay less in income tax than a married couple. In the case of TANF, Connecticut may
consider a portion of a step-parent’s income as being available to the rest of the family, while no
income is deemed from a non-parent cohabiter.

We simulated one method of reducing marriage penalties that is used in many states—-but
not currently used in CT: allowing “combined separate” filing for state income tax purposes.
This approach aliows a married couple to essentially file as two single individuals on the same
return, reducing income tax liability for many married couples in which both individual are
employed. However, the change did not produce any measurable reduction in poverty in CT.
This suggests that there are very few families in CT who are still poor despite having two earners
and who have state income tax Hability.

Effects of a Package of Recommendations

We simulated the combined impacts of all the simulated policies: child care subsidy
expansion, education and training initiatives (assuming the larger employment and earnings
impacts), increased access to benefit programs, full payment of child support awards, and
policies directed at recent TANF leavers. We show these results with and without the expansion
of housing subsidies due to the large cost of housing subsidies and the fact that a large share of
these costs would benefit families above the NAS poverty threshold (Figures 14 and 15).
Assuming the increase in housing subsidies, the official child poverty rate would fall by 3.3
percentage points from 10.7 to 7.4 percent (31 percent). The NAS poverty rate for children
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would fall from 10.9 to 4.9 percent, a drop of 6 percentage points (55 percent). Comparing the
results that exclude the housing subsidy expansion (Figure 15) to those with the expansion,
highlights the dramatic efiect of the housing subsidy expansion on child poverty. Without the
housing subsidy expansion, NAS child poverty would drop by 3.8 percentage points (35
percent).

Figure 14 ‘
Combined Policies with High Employment and Earnings Assumptions: Effect on Child
Poverty Rate in CT (2005/2006)

30
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Education, Child
Support, Case Mgmt.
and Wage Supp. for
TANF Leavers

<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
resuits.

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all refated persons in 2 household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

{3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax Hability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status,

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions,
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Figure 15
All Policies Except Housing Expansion:
Effect on Child Poverty Rate
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC
data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006

resuifs,

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household} to the
official US poverty thresholds,

(3) The alternative {(NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.

Even with the combined packages of policy changes, substantial numbers of children
would remain poor in CT — approximately 41,000 using the NAS definition of poverty (4.9
percent) and the full package of benefits. A key characteristic of children who remain poor is that
they do not generally live with adults who are full-time full-year workers (Figure 16). Assuming
the most expansive package of changes, 12 percent of the remaining poor children live in
families in which all the adults are elderly, disabled, and/or students; an additional 19 percent
live with an apparently employable adult who is not currently working. These families may have
been aided by the increased program participation rates, but would not have been affected by
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expanded child care subsidies or increased education and training. Fifty-six percent of the
children who would remain poor live with an adult who is working either part-year or part-time.
These families may have benefited from increased earnings due to education and training;
however, for adults working few weeks or hours, an increase in the hourly wage is insufficient to
raise the family out of poverty. Only 22 percent of the children who would remain poor (under
the NAS definition) after the package of policy changes simulated here live with an adult who is
a full-time full-year worker.

Figure 16
Children Who Remain Poor
(NAS definition)

o Children < 100%

Household Characteristics NAS Poverty
All adults are elderly, disabled, or o

12%
students
iNo adult is working 10%
Adult working PT or PY 56%
At least one adult working FT and FY 22%
Total children in poverty after child
care, education/training, benefit- 41,000
access policies

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC
data.

Note: (1) The atternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability
and work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.
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V1. Summary

The CPPC has considered a wide range of proposals to reduce child poverty in
Connecticut. Proposals considered in this report include policies to guarantee child care
subsidies, increase employment and earnings throu gh adult education and training initiatives,
enhzance access to income safety net programs, improve outcomes for welfare leavers, and
increase child support payments. The CPPC has also considered numerous other policies that
could not be modeled using our current methods; for instance, early childhood education could
be an effective poverty reduction tool, but the Jong-term outcomes could not be modeled with
our current approach.

The assessment of the CPPC’s options required measuring their effects on child poverty
using both the Census Bureau’s official measure of poverty based solely on cash income and a
measure that considers all resources of the family and nondiscretionary expenses following
recommendations from the National Academy of Science (NAS). The second measure of poverty
also takes into account higher lving costs in CT relative to the nation because it uses
geographically-adjusted poverty thresholds. The alternative poverty measure allows the CPPC to
analyze the effects of policies that affect cash income as wel} as noncash benefits and income
taxes.

About one in ten (10.7 percent) of the children living in CT were poor in 2005/2006
based on the official measure of poverty, and the rate increases to 10.9 percent using the
alternative measure. While these rates are somewhat lower than for the nation as a whole they
demonstrate that many CT children are growing up in resource-deprived families.

Analysis of the options under consideration shows the challenge of designing policies
that can effectively reduce poverty rates in the near term. However, policies can substantially
shrink the gap between family resources and the poverty threshold and reduce the number of
children living in deep poverty. Also, a combination of these policies could substantially reduce
child poverty. Some key findings based on estimates of the NAS poverty rate are:

o Guaranteeing child care subsidies to all families with income less than 50 percent of state
median income would reduce poverty by 0.5 percentage points through the direct effect of
reducing working families’ expenses. But poverty likely would be reduced by 1.4 percentage
points if parents responded to this employment incentive and increased their earnings.

o Investments in education through programs that increase completion of AA degrees among
half of those with only a high school education, ensure GED degrees for all CT adults who
did not finish high school, and provide job training to half of nondisabled adults with a high
school education potentially reduce poverty through their positive effects on employment and
earnings. Using the best economics literature for guidance on the size of these potential
effects, the estimates show that child poverty would decline by 2.7 percentage points if all of
these policies were implemented under the most optimistic employment assumptions. The
poverty gap for families with children would fall by about 11 percent.

e Policies that would increase access to government safety net benefits (food stamps and
Medicaid/SCHIP) through outreach and other administrative initiatives would have relatively
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small effects on child poverty rates, since each of these benefits alone is generally not
sufficient to move a family above poverty. Increased access to these safety net benefits
would, however, reduce the poverty gap for families with children. For instance, if 85
percent of the CT families eligible for food stamps (SNAP) benefits received those benefits,
the NAS poverty gap for families with children would fall by 4.3 percent.

s A policy to substantiaily expand housing subsidies to fow-income families that rent and
increase participation in low-income energy assistance and WIC could reduce the child
poverty rate by 3.2 percentage points. The hypothetical housing subsidy option would limit
the potential rent payments for low-income families to 30 percent of the fair market rent in
CT. However, about 60 percent of the new housing subsidies would go to families with
incomes above the NAS poverty line and substantially increase government outlays for
housing assistance. :

» An option to supplement the wages of some individuals leaving welfare that would
effectively replace some of the loss in income that occurs when families with earnings leave
welfare would have only a small effect on the poverty rate. The simulated supplement
increases earnings to a minimum of $10 per hour, which is often not sufficient to move
families above poverty even after other benefits are added to income. Also, only a small
share of families ever receive welfare and would benefit from this option. This policy,
however, would substantially increase the incomes of families that leave welfare and help
them over the transition to self sufficiency.

e An option to support families leaving welfare through case management also would have
only a small effect on the CT child poverty rate, but a positive effect on the relatively small
number of families that would benefit. Recent research suggests that this type of initiative
can increase employment and earnings among the group affected.

» Options to increase the receipt of child support would have small effects on child poverty
(0.3 percentage points) since child support awards to poor families are often fairty small.

e IfCT implemented all of these policies at the same time, the combined effect would have
larger effects on child poverty than the separate options alone. A package that includes the
child care subsidy expansion, education and training initiatives (with large employment and
earnings effects), increased participation in safety net programs (inchuding the expansion of
housing subsidies), full payment of child support awards, and case management and wage
supplement for recent TANF leavers would reduce the NAS child poverty rate from 10.9 to
4.9 percent. Child poverty would fall by almost 55 percent.

The CPPC has considered many different avenues for reducing child poverty. While
successful education policies combined with large employment effects and substantial increases
in housing subsidies could reduce child poverty dramatically, many other avenues would have
small effects on the NAS poverty rate. Such policies surely would benefit children living in
poverty, but would not be sufficient to move families above the threshold that defines a specific
poverty line. Assessment of the policy effects also should take into account the substantial
reductions in the poverty gap. These reductions also suggest reductions in the share of children
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living in deep poverty in CT. (Unfortunately, the data available for these estimates do not
provide sufficient sample to measure the percent of children living below one-half the poverty
line.)

Policy choices may be guided by the characteristics of the children who would remain
poor even if the modeled policies were implemented. Among the children who would remain
poor after the imposition of the education/training, child care, and safety net participation rate
policies, only 22 percent live with an adult who is a full-time full-year worker. The majority of
the children who remain poor lives in families with an adult working either part-year or part-time
(56 percent). The rest of the children who remain poor are in families in which all the adults are
elderly, disabled, and/or students (12 percent), or with an unemployed adult (10 percent).

. The estimates of the CPPC policy alternatives were completed using a complex economic
model housed at the Urban Institute. As described in this report and its appendices, these
estimates require numerous imputations and assumptions. In assessing fatherhood initiatives and
wage supplements for TANF leavers, the modeled policies are intended to illustrate potential
effects rather than reproduce an exact proposal. The assumptions regarding the employment
effects of various policies can no doubt be debated by economists since the literature is far from
definitive. We do provide high and low estimates to show the range of possibilities. Also, we
assume that the labor market would respond by employing more individuals who would want to
work and by rewarding individuals who completed more education or training. This assumption
requires a strong labor market. Thus the reader must consider the estimates with these caveats in
mind.
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Appendix A: Poverty Thresholds

Table Al shows the Official and NAS thresholds by family structure and size. The NAS
thresholds apply to a nonelderly family with private health insurance coverage and good health
living in urban and rural areas in CT.*" The non-medical portion of the NAS threshold is
adjusted for differences in family size and number of children using the Widefg accepted “3
parameter equivalence scale” (Daleker 2005, Short 2001, and Iceland 2()05).2 Note that since
the official and NAS measures apply to different resource measures, they do not provide strictly
comparable thresholds.

7 A5 noted earlier, the NAS poverty measurss also vary by health insurance coverage and health status, The full set
of thresholds is available upon reguest.

2 ‘The medical portion of the threshold is adjusted for differences in family size. Adjustments are made for 1 person
and 2 or more persons for uninsured families and those with public coverage, and for 1 person, 2 persons, and 3 or
more persons for non-elderly families with private coverage. The factors used in the adjustment are obtained from
table A-10 of Shoit (2001).
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Table A1
Standard Poverty Threshold and Alternative Poverty Threshelds for Connecticut

(Assuming Medical Expenses "in Threshold" and Geographic aﬁu:ijustlmant)1

Standard Poverty Thresholds {Continental United States)
Related children under 18 years

Size of family unit

None

One person

Uinder 65 years. 10,488

65 years and over 9,668
Two persons

Housgholder < 65 13,500

Householder 65+ 12,186
Three persons 15,769
Four persons 20,794
Five persons 25,076
Six persons 28,842
Seven persons 33,187
Eight persons 37,117

Nine perscns or more 44,649

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: hitp/iwww.census.gov/

One

© 13,8806

13,843
18,227
21,134
25,441
28,9567
33,394
37,444
44,865

Two

16,242
20,444
24,662
28,380
32,680
36,770
44,269

Three

20,516
24,058
27,788
32,182
36,180
43,768

Four

23,691
26,938
31,2564
35,342
42,045

Alternative Poverty Thresholds for Connecticut: Metropolitan Areas

Size of family unit

None
One person 12,692
Two persons 18,409
Three persons 27,579
Four persens 23,270
Five persong 38,545
Six persons 43,510
Seven persons 48,232
Eight persons 52,755

Nine persons or more 57,111

Alternative Poverty Thresholds for Connecticut: Non-Metroplitan Areas

Size of famity unit

Noene
One person 11,865
Two persons 17,285
Three persons 25,783
Four persons 31,103
Five persons 36,035
Six persons 40,677
Seven persons 45,092
Eight persons 49,320

Nine persons or more 53,393

One

0
10,682
24,8522
30,488
35,951
41,081
45,858
50,516
54,952

One

0
18,400
22,825
28,500
33,810
38,388
42 910
47,227
51,374

Related Children Under 18 Years

Two

0

0
23,245
27.579
33,270
38,545
43510
48,232
52,755

Three

0

0

0
26,376
30,485
35,951
41,081
45,698
50,516

Four

e Qo 3 on b

29,339
33,270
38,545
43,510
48,232

Five

28,434
30,172
34,278
41,813

Five

OO OO0 0o

32,169
35,851
41,081
45,898

Related children under 18 years

Two

0

0
21,735
25,783
31,103
36,035
40,877
45,082
48,320

Three

0

0

G
24,659
28,500
33,610
38,388
42,910
47 227

Four

QOO o

27.428
31,103
36,035
40,677
45,082

Five

QOO OO0

30,075
33,610
38,388
42,810

Six Seven Eight+

28,885
33,171 32,880
40,790 40,5386 38,97

hhesiwwwipoverty/threshld/thresh08.himl

Six Seven Eightr

&

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 O
0 0 G
0 0 o
0 0 0
34,880 .0 it
38,545 37,617 0
43,510 41,081 40,063

Six Seven Eight+

oo oo
COoOOQO OO

32,818
3,036 35,074
40,677 38,388 37,45

1 Alternative thresholds are developed using the Census Bureau's FCSUM-CE poverty threshoid (following NAS
recommendations) for a family of 4, and geographic adjustments for Connecticut urban and rural areas. The
thresholds are adjusted for family size and number of children using the 3 parameter scale. Out-of-pocket
medical expenses are included in the threshold. Threshoids presented here are for a non-elderly family, with

private insurance, in good health.

45

0
0
O
o
0

0
0
0
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Appendix B: Baseline Simulations and Baseline Poverty Detail

As described in Section I of this report, many of the components of resources used in
the NAS poverty are either unavailable in the CPS data or are under-reported in the CPS. To
address that limitation, the following programs are simulated:

» Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)

e Food Stamps/SNAP Program

e Public / subsidized housing

e Federally-funded child care subsidies (Child Care and Development Fund, or CCDF)
e Medicaid and SCHIP enrollment

¢ Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)

o  Women Infants and Children (WIC) program

o Federal payroll taxes

» Federal income taxes

e Connecticut state income taxes

Each simulation applies the actual rules of the government program to the CT families in the
CPS data. For example, in the case of the Food Stamp Program, the simulation applies the same
rules that would be applied by a caseworker to determine if a family is eligible for benefits based
on family composition and income; in the case of federal income taxes, the simulation applies
the same steps as are involved in filling out a tax form to determine tax liability.

When simulating benefit programs, an additional step is required — choosing which of the
families eligible for a benefit will receive the benefit. The simulated caseload is chosen from
among the eligible families in such a way that its size and characteristics come acceptably close
to the size and characteristics of the actual caseload, as identified in administrative data.
However, small sample sizes prevent exact alignment. No adjustments are performed for the tax
simulations. The model assumes full compliance with al tax laws. Each family’s federal and
state income tax liability is'determined based on the actual tax laws and the family’s reported
characteristics and income.

All the simulations are internally consistent. For example, the simulated TANF benefits
are used in counting up cash income for purposes of determining Food Stamp eligibility and
benefits, a family’s simulated CCDF “copayment” is used as their out-of-pocket child care
expense amount in simulating the federal dependent care tax credit, and so on.

For this project, we first reviewed a set of simulations that applied the actual 2005 and
2006 program rules to the CT data in the calendar year 2003 and 2006 CPS data files, and
“aligned” the benefit program caseload results as needed to come acceptably close to actual
figures. Then, we created a slightly modified set of simulations - still using the CY 20035 and
CY 2006 CPS data, but slightly altering the program rules to incorporate selected differences in
program rules between 2005/2006 and 2008, Rules changes were incorporated so that, when
policy changes were simulated, they could be judged relative to the current policy environment
rather than fo the 2005/2006 pelicy environment.
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Simulations of Actual 2005 and 2006 Rules

The first three columns of Table B1 compare the results of TRIM3 simulations that
applied the actual 2005 and 2006 program rules to the CT data in the calendar year 2005 and
2006 CPS data files. As shown in the table, simulated caseloads and benefit amounts are within
10 percent of target for ali simulated programs — and much closer in most cases. For example,
the average monthly CT caseloads simulated by TRIM3 for the FSP, LIHEAP, and CCDF
programs are all within 2 percent of CT’s actual caseloads for those programs in 2005/2006.

Simulated tax figures are also quite close to actual figures, for the families relevant fo this
analysis. TRIM3’s estimated number of positive-tax returns with AGI under $100,000 is within
5 percent of the actual figure, and TRIM3’s estimated tax liability for this group is within 1
percent of the actual figure. For higher-income tax units, TRIM3 is within 2 percent of the
actual number of such units, but falls far short of their actual tax liability, due to the fact that
high incomes are subject to “topcoding” in the CPS data. One aspect of federal income tax rules
that is of particular relevance to lower-income families is the Barned Income Tax Credit (EITC).
TRIMS3 is within ] percent of the actual number of CT tax units taking the federal EITC, but falis
9 percent below the actual amount of EITC used by CT taxpayers in 2005/2006. The TRIM3
simulation falls 10 percent below the actual amount of state income tax collections; the shortfall
is likely related to the topcoding of high income amounts in the CPS data.

Simulations Incorporating Selected Aspects of 2008 Rules

For the “baseline” simulations for this project, we prepared simulations that differ
slightly from the ones represented in the 27 ootumn of Table B1. The baseline simulations for
this project incorporate selected rules changes between 2005/2006 and 2008, Specifically, we
captured the following changes in program rules:

TANF: 2008 benefit levels lower in real terms than in 2005/2006

Medicaid/SCHIP: expansions in eligibility for pregnant women and parents

LIHEAP: funding higher in 2008 vs. 2005/2006 '

Federal and state income taxes: changes in dollar amounts for deductions, brackets, etc.

e 8 6 O

These changes were captured so that the “haseline” would more accurately reflect current CT
law, providing a better point of comparison for measuring the impacts of alternative policies.

The last 2 columns of Table B1 show the impact of incorporating the more recent tax and
benefit policies into the baseline simulations for this project. Differences are generally small.
However, CT’s recent Medicaid eligibility expansions increase the Medicaid caseload, and
LIHEAP funding increases have substantially increased the households aided by that program.
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TABLE B1
TRIM3 SIMULATED TAX ARD TRANSFER FIGURES FOR CONNECTICUT, 2005/2006

RELATIVE TO ADMINISTRATIVE DATA,
AND IHPACTS ON SIMULATION OF INCORPORATING RECENT POLICY CHANGES

200512006 Average, using 200512006
Taws {ne updates 10 current kaws)

Basefine for this project-includes
rgcent policy changes

Pet. Change
. TRIM- refative to
Adrain. | Simwlated | TRIM as % | 300505 law
data® Dala of Admin. | simulation Reason for change
Transfer Pregrams
TANF {including state sep. programs) ' .
avgy. monthly casejoad {thou. of units} 227 212 93.5% -2.8% 2008 benefils lower in
annual benefits {milliohs) 118.9 1018 B5.8% T7% real tarms than 05706
Food Stamps i
avg. monthly caseload {theu. of unita) 110.4 1093 99.1% -{3.3% interactions with other
annual banelits {millions) 2381 2135 G1.0% 0.2% programs
Pubfic and subsidized housing
avg. monthly housshelds (thau.} 703 75°% - 6.0%
GODF-funded chilkd care subsidies
avg, manthly caseioad (thou, of children) &9 9.8 99.1% G.0%
Medicaid and SCHIP {nomvinstituionalized)
avg. m. enroliment {thou.) 451.0 4215 1{2.6% 5.4% expansions in eligitity
of pregnent women,
parents
LIHEAP
assisted houssholds fihou, of h'hglds)" w57 o5& 98.8% 16.7% LIHEAR funding higher
annual benefts {regular ard crisis) {milions) 44.% 437 95.8% B 7% in ‘08 than n 05406
WIC
avg. mo caseload infantsichildren (thow) 390 419 107.5% 0.0%
Federal Income Taxes, Retums and Liabidy :
Number of positive-tax returns (mill.) 1,2596.7 1,278.5 93.6% 0.3%
with AGH < $100,005 10040 9655 95.6% G.4%
Total tax liability, positive-tax returns {mill.} 22,3331 15,3608 74.4% (3.4% . -
__ vith AGI < $100,000 3R0E5 | 32420 | sesn | orw% | Shon olerences
Eamed income tax sredit in 2008 Lax law
returns with credit (thou.) 1745 i76.7 101.0% 0.6% tdefiated to 05‘,‘}‘5'} and
fotal credit {mill.) 2942 2658 90.6% 1.4% FOIDSI0E tax e
Siate income 13X
Tax collections (5 mill } £,4055 48834 90.4% 2.4%

Source: Urban Instiiute, data from the TRIM3 microsimulation mode

Hotes

' The "basaline” simulation for shis profect incorporates key changes in policies between 2005/08 ang the present, with doflar

amounts deflated to 2005/2008 for consistency with incomes In the 200512008 CP§ data.

% pdministrative figures are from gavernment sources, adjusied ar combmed for convistency with simulation concepts. In

particutar, [edicaid enrcBment exciudes the Instituionalzed poputation, which is not included in TRING.

¥ Includes estimates of households in public housing federaily-subsidized housing, and with CT-funded (RAP) subsidies.
4 The sctual number of households assisted by LIMEAP is estimated from data on households receiving each fype of help. Figures

apply to healing and crisis aid only.

The simuiabon includes only the households who aciually reporied being in public o subsidized housing in the CFS interview, not
those who are "sliocated” o be in such housing by Censts Bureau data editing procedures.
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More Data on Poverty in the Baseline Simulations

Section IV of this report presents data on the counts of CT persons in poverty and near
poverty, in total and by type of person, and using both poverty definitions. Tables B2 through
B5 provide more detail on poverty in the baseline simulations, as follows:

o Table B2 shows the characteristics of the individuals who are poor or near-poor in CT,
under each definition. Using the NAS definition, for instance, 24 percent of those with
income under 100 percent of the threshold are under age 18, 49 percent are from 18 to 54,
and 27 percent are age 55 or older.

» Table B3 provides poverty rates for key demographic groups in CT using the official and
the NAS poverty definitions. For example, the NAS poverty rates in CT are 8.1 percent
for whites, 19.4 percent for blacks, and 25.4 percent for Hispanics.

e Table B4 expands on the data shown in Figure 3 in Section IV of the report. The table
shows how the percentage of people below the NAS poverty threshold would change if
different income definitions were used in conjunction with those thresholds, for all
individuals in CT and for different types of persons. Note that only the last row of the
table — with the broadest resource measure -- can be interpreted as providing a poverty
rate, since the NAS thresholds are only intended for use with this measure of resources.
However, this type of analysis can be used to provide a sense of the anti-poverty
effectiveness of different programs. For instance, if only cash income were compared to
the NAS thresholds, 15.1 percent of children would fall below those levels; however,
when the value of food and housing benefits is added, the percentage falls to 10.5.

o Table BS shows how the “poverty gap” changes when different income definitions are
used in conjunction with the NAS poverty thresholds. As described in Section IV, the
poverty gap is the aggregate amount by which poor families fall below the applicable
poverty threshold.

49



TABLE B2

Charactaristics of the Poor and Near-Poer Population in Connecticut
Using the Official and NAS Poverty Measures !

Popuiation: 2005 and 2006 *

Bolicies: Current rules for taxes and transfers; deflated approptiately

Official Poverty Definifion || NAS Poverly Definitiorn
., TotaiUnder!] Under  Total Uncer
U;‘fs;\:fgy“ 200% of || 100%of  200% of
- Poverty poverly Poverty
Tolal Munsber of Persons (thous.} patis! 786 a2 1426
Distribution of Poor Persons by
Characterisiics
Race
White 46% h3% 54% B0%
Black 5% 16% 16% 15%
Hispanic 33% 25% 24% 20%
Qther 5% 5% 5% 5%
Total 106% 100% 100% 100%
Gender
hMale 41% 43% 43% 46%
Female 58% 5T% 57% 54%
Total 100% 100% 100% 0%
Age
<18 3% 28% 24% 25%
18-54 48% 47% 49% 48%
55+ 21% 28% 27% 25%
Total 100% 100% 100% 106%
Work Status {workers}
Full-time, full year 6% 4% 1% 23%
Full-ime, part year T% 7% B% 7%
Part-time, full year 4% 5% 5% B%
Pari-time, part vear 8% 8% 9% 7%
Al workers 5% 34% 3% 43%
Education Status (age 254} ‘
Less than High School 20% €% 19% 5%
High School 21% 24% 23% 25%
Iore than High School 18% 21% 23% 25%
All age 25+ 59% B2% £55% 65%

Source: The Urbar Institute, tahutations using the TRIMS microsimutation meds! and the

2006 and 2007 ASEC data.
Notes:

* The alternative poverly definition courds the value of fransfer benefits in mncome and
sUbtracts tax liability and work-related expenses. The povetty threshold uses an updated
rvarket basket of goods and is adjusted for state of residence, urbardrural status, heatth

stafus, and health insurance siatus.

2 T estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; each number is the average of

the 2008 and 2006 results.
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TABLE Bl
Poverty Rates in Connecticut for Population Subgroups,
Using the Official and NAS Poverty Measures’
Population: 2005 and 2006 2
Palicies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated appmpn’m‘efyg

Cificial Poverty Definition NAS Poverty Definition
Numbes of 5 1otat Under ., Total Under
People U196 100% “angg, of | Uler T 200% of
{thotr.) P : Poverty poverty Poverty
All Persons 3.475 B.5% 298% | 11.3% 41.0%
Race :
YWhite 2822 52% 156.3% B.1% R2T%
Black 34 13.5% 38.2% 18.4% 65.8%
Hispanic : 37e 26.7% 506% 25.4% 76.8%
Other 6% 12.2% 28.8% 14.9% 43.6%
Gender
Mate 1,698 T.4% 18.0% 10.0% 25.8%
remale 1,776 9.9% 28.4% 12.5% 43.8%
Age
<th 826 1.1% 25.6% 11.3% 45.4%
18-h4 1.81% T.8% 1%.3% 10.6% 38.3%
55+ 823 7.68% 23.3% 12.9% 42.8%
Work Siafus {workers)
Fuil-time, full year 1,265 1.4% 8.2% 3.5% 25.7%
Full-time, part year 240 9.1% 23.5% 12.4% 43.0%
Part-tims, full year 214 5.4% 18.1% 10.2% 38.2%
Past-fime, part year 230 8.7% 25.4% 15.0% 44 0%
Educaiion Status {age 25+) :
Less than High Schoot 275 21.4% E1.2% 28.5% 80.0%
High Schoof 700 B.8% 25.6% 131% 50.3%
Wore than High School 1,397 3.8% 11.2% 6.5% 25.3%

Source: The Urban institute, tabulations using the TRiM3 microsimulztion model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC
daia.
Wotes:

' The standard poverty definiton compares the cash income of farnily {all related persans in & househoid)
to the official US poverty threshoids. The aliemative poverty definition counts the value of ransfer benefits
in income and subtracts tax Habifity and work-related expenses. The poverly threshold uses an updated
market baskel of goods and is adjusted for state of residence, urbanfrural status, health status, and health
insurance stafus.

2 0T esiimates wers created for 2005 and 2006 separatety; each number is the average of the 2005 and
2006 resulis.

t The simulstion imposes 2008 policies for taxes and transfer programs. All doliar amounis are deflated fo
200512006 for consistency with mcomes in the 2005/2006 CPS data.
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TABLE B4
Poverty Rate of Persons in Connecticut
Using Different lncome Definitions Applied to the NAS Poverty Thresholds
Popuiation: 2005 and 2006 *
Policies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, defiated apprcpn‘areuf"

Persons by family type
Al Chiidren | In familiest in fams. In other
Persons <18 with | wf parson o
children 65+ farmiies
All Parsans {thou.} 3475 820 1,815 459 1,181
Poverty Rate, Comparing Each income :
Dlefinition to the Alternative Threshoid
Tolal Castr income 12.9 16,1 12.8 8.7 11.4
Phis Food and Housing Benefils 10.4 105 a1 13.8 0.2
Less Federal Tax (before the EITG) 1.0 11.2 9.9 13.9 11.6
Plus the EITC 9.8 3.7 76 13.8 11.4
Less State Tax 9.8 8.7 78 1348 1.6
tess Child Care and Work-Expenses
{definition used for alternalive poverty
ratz) 11.3 1.0 g6 14.0 12.9

Source: The Urbar Insitute, tsbulations using the TRIM3S microsimulation model and the 2006 and
2007 ASEC data.
Notes:

* The alternative poverty definition counts the value of fransfer benefits in income and sublracts iax liability and
work-reiated expenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted for
state of residence, urbardrural status, health status, and health insurance status.

? Cotumns that show persons by family type include both children and adults. Persans in families with both
chifdren and persons 85+ are in the “families with children® colurnn,

T estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each number is the average of the 2005 and 2005
resulis.

¢ The sirulation imposes 2008 policies for faxes and transfer programs. All dollar amounts are deflated to
2005/2008 for consistency with incomes in the 2005/2006 CPS data.
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TABLE BS
Paoverty Gap in Connecticut
Using Different Income Definitions Applied to the NAS Poverty Thresholds !
Population: 2005 and 2006 * :
Policies: Current riles for taxes and transfers, deflated appropriately®

Al Families - -
and _i—'arn;l:es Famxhes Other
Unrelated wnh‘reiated wilth elderly families
ndlividuals 2 children heads
All Famities (thousands) 1,581 5 305 175
Poverty Gap * {milions of doiars)
when each income definilion s
compared io the NAS thresholds
Total Cash income $1,734 $638 $289 $808
Plus Food and Housing
Benefils $1,276 $372 $244 $B855
Less Federal Tax {before the
EITC) $1,330 $395 3248 3684
Plus the EITC $1,241 $315 $246 $6E0
Less State Tax $1.241 5315 §245 3681
{.ess Child Care and Work-
Expenses (definition used for
altarnative poverty ratej $1,348 $372 $24% $728

Source: The Urban Insfitute, fabulations using the TRIRS microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC
data.
Notes:
t The altemative poverly definiion counts the value of transfer benefils in income and subtracts fax lability
and work-related sxpenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated markef basket of goods and is
-adjusted for state of residence, wbanfural status, health stalus, and health insurance slatus.
% Eor the family definiiions, individuats who five alone or in households with non-relafives are counted as
separate families, Children are defined as all individuals under age 18; elderly is age §5 or older,
* The poverly gap is defined as the amount of money that would be reguired fo ralse all families balow the
goverty leval up to the poverty Jevel.
s T esfimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately,
2006 results.

* The simulation imposes 2008 policies for taxes and transfer programs. AJl dollar amounts are deflated to
0052006 Jor consistency with incontes in the 2005/2006 CPS data.

each number is the average of the 2005 and
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Appendix C: Impacts of Education and Training on Employment and Earpings

Table C1 provides summarizes key aspects of the recent literature related to the impacts
of education and training on employment and earnings. The literature shown here was the basis
for the employment and earnings assumptions used in the simutations of increased AA degrees,
increased GED degrees, and increased job training.
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Appendix D: Detailed Simulation Results

These tables provide more detailed simulation results, including results for all
persons in CT, as follows:

D1: Guaranteed child care subsidies, no new job

D?2: Guaranteed child care subsidies, with new jobs

D3: Increased AA degrees, lower employment/earnings assumptions

D4: Increased AA degrees, higher employment/earnings assumptions -

D5: Increased GED degrees, lower employment/earnings assumptions

D6: Increased GED degrees, higher employment/earnings assumptions

D7: Increased job training, lower employment/earnings assumptions

D8: Increased job training, higher employment/earnings assumptions

D9: Increased participation in the food stamp (SNAP) program

D10: Increased enrollment in WIC, LIHEAP, and subsidized housing

D11: Increased enrollment in Medicaid

D12: Post-TANF wage supplement

D13: Case management for TANF leavers

D14: Full payment of all child support awards

D15 Combined simulation of guaranteed child care subsidies (with new jobs); all
education options (higher employment/earnings assumptions); increased participation in
SNAP, WIC, LIHEAP, subsidized housing, and Medicaid; case management and wage
supplement for recent TANF leavers; and full payment of all child support awards
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TABLE D9
IMPACT OF AN 85% PARTiCIPATIQN RATE IN THE FOOD STAMP (SNAP} PROGRAM !
Using the NAS Poverty Definition and 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data?

Baseline
Alternative (NAS] Poverty Definition
Persons by family type
Al Persons | Children | in families | infams. wi | Inother
with children| person 85+ | families
NumBer poor or iow income (thou.)
<100% poverty 383 80 i74 G6 154
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.9% 3 6% 14 0% 12.8%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 $3* $1,3488 $371.% $248.8 $728.0

85% of ESP-Eligible Households are Enrolled

Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persons by family tvpe®
All Parsons | Children infamilies | in fams. w/ In other
with children] person G5+ | families
Rurnber poor or fow income {thow.}
«100% poverty 364 88 164 65 154
% poor («100% poverty) 11.1% 10.7% 9.3% 14 0% 12.6%
Poverty gap {millions, 2005 §} 4 $1,315.2 $356.1 §237 .1 §7220
Cther key dala
Additional FSP hholds (thou.) 422
Cost of new benefits (mill,, 2003 $} %408
Reduciion in pov. gap {(ail fams.) $336
Pet. of cost that reduces pov. gap B2.3%

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimutation model and the CY 2005 and 20056

ASEC data,
Notes:

k Currenily, approximately 52% of households efigibie for FSP benefits in CT appear 1o fake those bensfits

in an average month, Although higher FSF enrol
aufomatic eligibility for FSP households, This simulafion assumes {hat there would be no incr

of LIHEAP caseloads,

Imest would increase WIC and LIBEAP eligibility due to
gases in WIC

® The alternative poverty definition counts the velue of transgter benefils in income and subfracts tax liability
and work-related expenses. The alternative poverty thresholds are basad on the latest consumer
expenditure data and are adjusied for geographic differences in cost of iving.  (This simulation has no
impact on the standard poverty definifion.}

: Columns for persons By family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both
children and persons 65+ are in the “families with chitdren” column.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to 4 all families currently below poverly up

1o the poverty threshold. Figures apply fo

merers, and other families.
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TABLE D18
IMPACT OF Al 85% ENROLLMENT RATE FOR SUBSIDIZED HOUSING, LIHEAP, AND wic!
Using the NAS Poverty Definition and 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data :

Baseline
Altermnative [NAS] Povernty Definition
Persons by family ype
All Persons | Children In families | in fams, wf In ather
with children] parsen 85+ | {amilies

Mumber poor or low income (thou.}

<100% poverty 343 a0 174 &6 154
% poor {<100% poverty} 11.3% 10.9% 5.6% 14.0% 12.9%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 ) ° 51,348.8 $3T1.6 $2488) 7280

Housing Subsidies, LIHEAP, and WIC Enroll 85% of Eligible Households -

Alternative [NAS) Poverty Definition

Persons by family type *

All Persons | Children Infamilies | Infams.wf | Inother
with children| person 65+ | famifies

Number poor o Tow incarmne {fhou.}

<% poverly 373 &4 127 58 138
%% poor (<100% poverty} 9.3% T.7% 0% 12.4% 11.5%
Poverty gap (miflions, 2008 $)* §1,074.8 $HT gzigpe £614.2
Other key daia

Additioratl Kholds with subs. housing (thou.}) 23

Additional Wholds with LIHEAP dhou. } £89.9

Additional persons with WIC (thou.)_ 216

Caost of ngw benefits (mill., 2008 8~ S670.2

Reducition in pov. gap {all fams.) §273.9

Pct. of cost that reduces pov. gap 40.9%

Source: The Urban kisiifute, tabulations using the TRIW3 microsimulation modal and the CY 2005 and 2006 ASEG
dala.
Notes:

t Currently, CT appears fo provide benefits 1o approximately 40 percent of households eligible for subsidized

housing, approximately 50 percent of households efigible for LIBEAP, and approximately 60 percent of infants and
children efigible for WIC.

? The altemafive poverty definition counts the value of ransfar benedits in incore and subfracts tax ability and work-
reinted expenses. The alternative poverty fhresheids are based on the fatest consutier expenditure data and are

. adusied for geographic differences in cost of Tving.  (This sinwiafion has no impact on the standard poverty
definition. )

* (olumns for persons by family type intluds both children and adults, Persons in families with both children and
persons 65+ are in the "families with children™ cotumn. ‘

* The poverty gap is the amount of meney that would be needed to Iift al famifies currently below poverty up o the
poverty threshold, Figutes apply to famiies with children, families without children but with 2iderly members, angd
other families.

® jncreased costs for subsidized housing, LIHEAP, and WIC are offsef sfightly by reduced FSP bensfits (due b lower
levels of excess shelter deductions).
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TABLE D11
IWEPACT OF AN OVERALL 85% ENROLLMENT RATE FOR MEDICAIDISCHIP'
Using the NAS Poverty Definition and 2005 and 2008 Connecticut daia®

Baseline
Alternative (NAS) Peverty Definitlon

Fersons by family type®

All Persons | Children In families | In fams. o In other
with children) person 85+ famifies

Number poor ¢f low income (thou.)

<{00% poverty 383 a0 174 &6 154
% poar $<100% povarty} 11.3% 10.9% 9.5% 14.0% 12.9%
Poverty gap {miflions, 2006 $3° $1,%48.8 §371.4 52488 8728.0

35% Overall Enroliment Rate for Medicaid and SCHIP
Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persans by family type ©
Al Persons | Children Infamilies | In fams. w/ in other
with children] person 85+ ] familizs

Number poor of low income {thou))

<100% povery 385 29 173 &2 154
% poor {<100% poverty} 11.2% 10.9% S.5% 13.4% 12.9%
Poverty gap (milliens, 2008 5)* 51,9247 5386.9 $233.8 §721.0
Ciher key data

New Medicai enrollees (thou.) a7.0

Souree: The Urban institute, tabulations using the TRIM2 microsimulation model and the CY 2008 and 2005 ASESC
data.
Noles:

* currerdly, GT appears to enfoll approximately two-thirds of the individuals eligibie for Medicaid or SCHIP in an
average month. However, most of the ligible individuals who arg not enrolied appear (in the CPS}io have some
nther type of insurance. With the methods being used for this analysis, new public coverage can affect poverly
ordy 1o the exient that individuals were previously uninsured,

‘ The alternative poverly definition counts lhe value of transfer benafits in income and subtracis tax liability and work
refated expenses. The alternative poverty threshodds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are
adjusted for geographic differences in cost of fiving.  {This simulation bas no impact on the standard poverty
definition, } .

® Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families wilh both children and
persons 85+ are in the "Tamilies with children” column.

1 The poverly gap is the amount of money that would be needad 10 Hift all famifies currently below poverty up to the
poverty threshold, Figures apply to famiiies with children, families without children but with elderly members, and
other families, ’
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Summary and Highlights
Economic Modeling
of Child Poverty and Prevention Council Initiatives

Prepared by the Office of Policy and Management (OPM)
Italicized portions include OPM’s preliminary cost estimates
based on general assumptions ‘

Background

The Child Poverty and Prevention Council engaged the Urban Institute to estimate the
potential effects of numerous proposals designed to reduce child poverty in the State of
Connecticut.

The report looks at two measures of child poverty. The first measure includes only cash
income and represents the official poverty measure reperted by the U.S. Census Bureau.
The second measure, which is based on recommendations from the National Academy of
Science (NAS) adds capital gains and non-cash income and subtracts taxes and
“nondiscretionary” expenses (child care and work-related).

Findings

According to the report, child poverty rates are substantially lower in Connecticut than in
the United States as a whole. In 2006, using the federal poverty level (FPL), 10.7% of
Connecticut children were poor compared with 16.9% nationwide. The percent of “near-
poor” (200% FPL) was 25.2% in Connecticut compared with 38.8% nationwide. Using
the NAS definition, the Connecticut child poverty rate was 10.9% while the national
child poverty rate was 13.4%.

The “poverty gap” or the amount of money by which incomes of poor families would
have to increase in order for all families to be at the poverty level is $351 million using
the standard definition and $372 million using the NAS threshold.

Using the Council’s priority recommendations, the Urban Institute was able to model the
impact on the state child poverty rate if some of the recommendations were implemented.
In general, no recommendation by itself would result in a significant decrease in child
poverty. The most effective single recommendation depends on the definition of poverty
used: for the federal poverty level it is guaranteed child care subsidies, for 200% FPL it
is increased attainment of AA degrees, and using the NAS definition it is increased
enrollment in nutrition, housing, and energy assistance programs. Across the board, the
least effective recommendation among those modeled is case management for TANF
leavers.

When combined together, the recommendations result in a significant decrease in child
poverty — especially using the NAS definition, but implementation would require
significant fiscal expenditures.



Recommendation Standard | 200% NAS
Poverty | Poverty | Poverty
Rate Rate Rate
(10.7%) | (25.2%) | (10.9%)

1. Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies, No Additional 10.7% 25.2% 10.4%

Employment

2. Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies, including 9.2%' 24.7% ]9.5%

additional employment (Model assumes 10,000 new

subsidies. At the current annual subsidy of $5,000 =

8§50 million)

3. Increased Attainment of AA Degrees, hypothesizing | 10.6% 24.5% 10.7%

lower employment and wage impacts

4. Increased Attainment of AA degrees, hypothesizing | 9.5% 22.6% | 9.8%

higher employment and wage impacts. (Mode!

assumes 300,000 new AA degrees. At a cost of $6,000

Jull subsidy at community college = $1.8 billion.)

5. Increased Attainment of GED degrees, 10.3% 25.1% 10.6%

hypothesizing lower employment and wage impacts -

6. Increased Attainment of GED Degrees, 9.8% 24.4% 10.1%

hypothesizing higher employment and wage impacts

(Model assumes 135,000 receive GEDs. To subsidize

the cost of 81300 per student = about $88 million for

the state and 388 million for local districts).

7. Increased Post-Secondary Job Training, 10.6% 24.8% 10.8%

hypothesizing lower employment and wage impacts

8. Increased Post-Secondary Job Training, 10.5% 24.0% 10.5%

hypothesizing higher employment and wage impacts.

(Model assumes 300,000 adults receive additional job

training. Current cost of job training ranges between

8750 1o 83,000 per slot. At $750 per slot, the cost to

provide 300,000 adults with additional job training

would be $§225 million.)

9. 85% Participation in SNAP 10.7%

10. 85% Enrollment Rate for Subsidized Housing, 7.7%

LIHEAP and WIC




11. 85% Enrollment Rate for Medicaid/HUSKY 10.9%
(Assuming current 70% enrollment rate, state cost
would be approximately $400 million to reach 85%

enroliment)

12. Post-TANF Wage Supplement 10.5% 25.2% 10.8%
13. Case Management for TANF Leavers | 10.7% 252% 10.8%
14. Full Payment of All Child Support Awards 10.4% 24.8% 10.6%
15. Combined impact of child care (#2), AA degrees | 7.4% 21.6% | 4.9%

(#4), GED degrees (#6), job training (#8), 85%
enrollment in selected programs (#9, #10 and #1 1),
post-TANF wage supplement (#12), case management -
for TANF leavers (#13), and full payment of all child
support awards(#14).

' Bolded percentages represent the single recommendation with the most significant impact on reducing the
child poverty rate in Connecticut.
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Executive Summary

g‘gmgﬁw@‘?he current subprime lending and foreclosure crisis has elevated the importance
. of housing in the eyes of the public, the media and policy makers. However, a

4. broader affordability crisis has been worsening for many years, threatening the well-
being of many more Americans, especially young children. In recent years, researchers have
found substantial evidence linking housing to a range of influences and outcomes with
long-lasting impacts that are particularly critical to the health and education of children.
These impacts have serious economic consequences for society as a whole; the
preschoolers of today will become tomorrow’s college graduates or high school dropouts.
Today’'s housing issues wiil thus ripple through the economy for decades.

This report, written for the Partnership for America’s Economic Success by Joydeep Roy of the
Economic Policy Institute, and Melissa Maynard and Elaine Weiss at the Pew Center on the States,
examines the links between housing and education

in the United States, focusing on implications for Children's development is Signiﬁcaﬁﬂy

cost-effective policies that have a real impact.' The affected by the environment in which
report sets out the different ways in which a lack of they live and interact, and housing
quality and neighborhood characteristics
are among the most fundamental as pects
of that environment,

affordable, safe and decent housing hampers
children’s educational attainment. It emphasizes the
significance of housing features themseives as well
as characteristics of the communities in which
children reside. Among the key findings: twice as many Americans (95 million) spend more than
30 percent of their income on housing than lack health insurance (45.7 million); 11 percent of
the U.S. homeless population is age 6 or younger; and three or more early life residential moves
can reduce a child's odds of graduating high school by nearly 20 percent compared to their non-
moving peers.

The goal of the Partnership for America’s Economic Success is to document the economic and social
returns on a range of investments in children during their earliest years, prenatal to age five. The best
of those investments help ensure that the country produces a healthy, well-educated workforce.

This report pays particular attention to young children and their families, highlighting the

shortrun and long-term impacts on society of the homes and neighborhoods where children spend
their early years. The report concludes with a brief description of various policies—existing,
proposed and potentially promising—to ensure that all children have stable and safe homes and
neighborhoods. As just two examples, supportive housing policies for families at risk of losing kids
to foster care and targeted lead-abatement strategies can provide long-term societal benefits.

Page | ] Partnership for America's Economic Success
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Affordability and Quality:
pathways of Housing Impact

Housing is much more than four walis and 2 roof, basic
shelter and a place 1o cat and sieep. Home is where
people grow, think, learn, relax and form their first
bonds and relationships. Housing is particularly
important for young children because i is the
foundation on which they build the rest of their Lives.
Children’s healthy development requires that a home be
sturdy and free of toxic hazards, and provide a place for
them to eat well, play safely and sleep soundly. In short,
the quality of a home affects a child’s ability to grow,
think, learn, relax and form those critical early bonds,
initiating 2 promising or problematic trajectory. This
trajectory can translate into not oniy school and life
success or faiture for the child, but also serious
economic consequences for society.

stable. schoc]s wﬂl mewtably achxeve at hxgher
levels, on average, than low-income children in
schools with high transiency, even if the latter

have excellent teachers.

— Richard Rothstein, anthor, Class and Schools:
Using Social, Economis, and Educatioual Reform lo Clase
. the Black-While Achievemeni Gap®

The impact of housing on kids—and, in particular, on
their later educational outcomes—can be seen through
two principal “lenses:” the affordability of housing, and
the guality of both the house itselfl and the
neighborhood in which it exists. While the two are
linked in many ways and both are associated with
household poverty, their negative effects are also
independent of one another and of low income itself,

As the foreclosure crisis illustrates, affordability is by far
the largest housingrelated obstacle facing today’s
families with young children. One in 33 current U.S,
homeowners nationwide faces foreclosure in the next
two years as a result of a subprime loan, according to 2
report recently released by The Pew Center on the

States. The report also found that 47 states and the
District of Columbia experienced at least a 20 percent
increase in the number of foreclosures between
December 2006 and December 2007, which has created
a surge of new renters in an already tight rental market,
The crisis will increase the stress on families with young
children with respect to both housing affordability and
quality.

Affordability

At the most basic level, the lack of affordable housing
puts safe, healthy, well-maintained housing out of reach
for too many families, leaving children in homes that can
impede their development. Affordability problems atso
lead to increased residential mobility, which has
detrimental effects on educational attainment. For
cxample, one study finds that moving multiple times as 4
young child, versus not moving at all, can reduce the
odds of high school graduation by nearly 20 percent. In
addition, frequent moves take difficult to quantify
psychological and emotional tolls on young children.
When families pay “too much” for housing, they have
less money left over to spend on their other needs,
including food, clothing, child care and health care, i
other income or housing options are unavailable,
families are forced to make difficult tradeoffs among
those basic necessities to meet housing expenses,
Finally, the extreme stress caused by housing insecurity
can strain parents’ relationships with one another and
their children.

Quality

Housing quality is much less of an issue than it was in
prior generations. Many parents and grandparents of
today’s children grew up without telephones, working
plumbing or proper insulation, conditions that are rare
today. $till, dangerous and unhealthy housing conditions
persist in some places, such as isolated rural communities
or inner cities. And the foreclosure crisis has brought with
it a new crop of housing quality problems. In California,
for example, West Nilednfected mosquitoes have been
making themselves at home in neighborhoods with high
rates of abandoned or empty houses, thanks to the pools
of water that tend to accumulate on these properties.?

Page 2 | Partnership for America’s Economic Success



Moreover, in some urban areas, concentrations of poor and
minority populations and corresponding rates of crime,
drug abuse and joblessness have brought about problems
with other aspects of housing that counter some of the
improvements in plumbing and other “basics”—insulation,
quality of windows, removal of lead paint—- that have
been made in recent decades.

Long-term Implications

Existing research suggests 4 number of fairly strong’
conclusions, notwithstanding the lack of substantial
longitudinal data that makes it difficult to pinpoint the
negative cffects of poor housing on young children’s
Jong-term odds of success in some areas. A sturdy roof

over a child’s head helps make it possible for that chiid

to arrive at school healthy, well-rested and alert. A
child who comes to kindergarten suffering from
asthma, poorly rested and unprepared is much more
likely to become a poor reader, drop out of high school
and experience other negative outcomes than z child
whose early home situation is stable and healthy. The

data also show that access to affordable housing is
increasingly difficult for a growing number of families
with young children, Many who are not poor, or cven
very close to poverty, suffer from the consequences of
being unable to afford decent housing, More families
are also unable to obtain homes that are safe, free of
toxing and mold, and located in neighborhoods with
good schools and neighbors.

Policy Options

But society can prevent the Eong&wm economic
consequences of putting chifdren on early roads o
failure through poor housing. A combination of
enforcement and strengthening of existing safe housing
and anti-discrimination laws; adoption of specific
strategics such as effective foster care and lead
poisoning prevention measures; consideration of new
measures, including fair lending laws; and tests of and
research into housing vouchers, income supports, and
other programs and policies to improve housing quality
and affordability can sct the country on a better path.

Figure 1: Housing Affordability, Quality and Neighborhood Affect Educational Aftainunent

Page 3 | Partnership for America’s Economic Success



Housing Affordability
and Education

The issue of housing is particularly relevant for young
children who Hve in or near poverty. Of the 73.3 million
children under age 18 in the United States in 2004,
almost 46 pereent, or roughtly 29 million', were members
of low-income famnilics.’ For a parent with two children,
this meant an annual income of $30,438 or less, or up to
$38.314 for a two-parent family with two children. Low-
income children are more likely to live in poor housing
conditions that significantly affect their education—and
their opportunities for a better life in the future,

A recent sudy by Pew's Economic Mobility Project
estimates that if a child is born into 2 family in the
lowest fifth of earners and grows up to carn a college
degree, he or she will have a 19 percent chance of
joining the highest fifth of earners in adulthood, and a
62 percent chance of reaching at least the middle class.
Given the wide disparity in educational attainment
among children from rich and poor families-the same

‘ '_&ﬁmﬁﬁammns of "ﬁuas_%&&sd}

study estimates that just over one in 10 children from
the poorest families have carned college degrees,
compared with more than ha!f among children from the
top fifth of earners—these results clearly indicate the
urgent imperative for policy makers to focus on
improving schooling. And one important factor in
achicving this improvement is helping parents create a
stable learning environment for their children.

The Quiet Crisis: Current State of Affairs
Understanding the link between housing and education
is particularly important because good, affordable
housing is increasingly out of reach for today’s American
families—with renters in many cases at greater risk of
losing their homes than homeowners. A recent report
finds that a worker must now carn at least $15.21 an
hour to afford a two-bedroom home at the national
median price, an increase of 37 percent since 19997
Housing experts tend to focus on 30 percent as a level

It is difficult to determine the precise effects of housmg conditions on the educatlonal attamment of chlidren: par,lcu arly ow—‘
income and otherwise at-risk children. Because of the dearth of expenmental evidence, researchers must estimate impacts by
comparing outcomes among families who live in better and worse housing, There are, of colirse, many reasons why families
ent up living in lowerquality housing. Thus, the fact that a family lives in poot housing orin a lower-quality neighborhood may
itself suggest something about the undetlying characteristies of or resources available to that family. As such, the differences
in outtomes between families who five in high- and low-quality housing are likely due to a combination of the housing itself
and the underiymg factors that led, them to tive where they do, ahd the two are quite hard to disentangle. Some family

charactar:stncs, such as parents schoolmg or incume, cari be measured and controlled for, whnie others, such a8 mental heatth

and even If thase obstacles are aédressed, the appilcabiiity of research in ong jocality or context ’to others.

Nonetheless, this review Is designed to be as rigorous s possible, Virtually all of the studies discussed are careful emplrical
analyses that attempt to control for potential omitted variables~such as income—and biases. With iespect to the particular
difficulties surrounding very young chiidren, the report combines existing data on that age group with established facts about
young kids' specific needs, vulnerabilities and capacities, and it gleans other information from school and later life outcomes.
As such, despite the flaws in the existing research, that body of literature provides some fairly strong findings. In particular,
affordability, as wali as qual;ty of both the housing unit itself and the nenghborhood in which it resides, matter greaﬂy for

" chiidren’s jife success, and thus soc:ety s economic well bemg
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Housing Burden: Low Income Families with Children

Pescent of f:_amil}es with children @ 75% of mote
who spend more than 30 percent . !
of their Income pr rent or mortgage B6% to 75%

at which families begin to make trade-offs among other
necessities in order to pay for housing. In 2001,95
miilion Americans paid more than 30 percent of their
income for housing, twice the number of people who

“[TThe gap between the wages of low-income

- Americans and their housing costs continnes
tor wxdcn Mothers and fathers must work two
or three ]ObS to be able to afford decent ‘and
safe housmg One in seven families pays over
50 percent of its income for housing, well
above the affordability standard. These fami-
lies are in precarious situations; they are one
medical emergency, one sick child, one car
problem away from losing the roof over their
heads.”
- Senator Christopher ). Dodd (D-CT)

lacked health insurance.® Housing affordability poses

a particular problem for low-income families, the
elderly, people with disabilities and families with infants
and small children. And the impact on the latter group
has long-ranging economic implications for socicty as

a whole.

56% to 66%
O less than 50%

o :'Sou!ce:mgs{;ounl . :

Impact on Renilers

The National Low Income
Housing Coalition (NLIHC)
finds in its 2007-2008 report
that the situation continues
to worsen. Pue to the
combination of rising
housing costs and
foreclosures that have forced
lowerdincome ex-owners into
the rental market, “the ranks
of those searching for rental
housing are swelling”?

While the focus of the
forcelosure crisis has been
on ex-owners, many of those
forced out are reniers; in
hard kit Cuyahoga County,
Ohio, for example, rental
units made up 35 percent of
foreclosure filings. A recent study examines the impact
on reaters of foreclosures there, which includes the
renter-saturated markets of Cleveland and East
Cleveland. The study estimates the fotal cost to county
renters of foreclosure filings at more than $10 million.™
Costs include lost and new security deposits, new reat
increases, moving and storages costs, and property
costs, with the totals averaging $2,500 per family. These
costs are hitting many renters—who tend to be more
financially vulnerable than homeowners—while they
glready zre struggling. The state's manufzcturing-based
economy is faltering at the same time, with a net loss of
200,000 non-farm jobs since 2000." “Often referred to
as ‘collateral damage, renters across a variety of
demographic characteristics can often find themselves,
through no fault of their own, looking for a new
residence with little notice,” the report states.

Housing Wage

The NLIHC tracks trends in the *housing wage,” or the
full-time hourly wage that a household needs in order to
spend no more than 30 percent of its income for an
apartment in a specific communiry at the U.S,
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)-
estimated fair market rent (FMR)."? The 2008 Housing
Wage is $17.32 at the national Jevel, ranging from $9.10
in Puerto Rico to nearly $30.00 in Hawaii. Several of the
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Estimated Costs for a Family Forced to
fliave Bue fo a Foreclusure, Cuyahogs
County, Ohic, 2007 '

Lost security deposit: C$474

New security deposit: $503
Rent char_}ge.‘(int.:reasa).: . $600 per ye}f;

- {850 per wionth)

- Appliahces, fuiifurs, clothing,

i

. $520.

: :Lqu _‘.of'ch.e"r p}r_b‘ssgséiblns lost:
'.Utiiita‘{ costsr N ‘ $89
Moving and storage costs: $322 _
Total cﬁsts: $2,508
Sourus Puliy Malters Dhis

country's most populous states are also among the most
expensive, with two-bedroom housing wages of:

+ §18.10 in Florida

« $22.25 in New Jersey

s $22.94 in Massachusctis
+ $23.03 in New York

» $24.0% in California

Moreaver, the housing wage has increased sharply

in the past few vears, with percent changes from
2000-2008 i the most expensive jurisdictions of
42.6 percent in New Jersey, 44.3 pereent in California,
45,5 pereent in the District of Columbia, 55.2 percent
in Wew York, and T1.4 percent in Hawali,”? .

This disparity between housing costs and wages is
becoming increasingly commonplace. In 2006, roughly
8.8 million renter househoids (almost one guarter of all
renters) reported household income below what a full-
time job at their state’s current minimum wage would
pay today. The NLIHC repost states that, in order to
cover housing costs at minimum wage, 2 household
must put in 66 to 120 hours per workweek, or 1.6 to
3.0 fulltime jobs, to make ends meet. The study also
points out that there is not a single county in the
country where a minimum-wage worker can afford a
one-bedroom apartment at the local FMR without
working more than 40 hours per week™"

Residential Moves

One of the most important ways in which a lack of
affordable housing manifests itself is in increased
residential mobility, which has proven to be a critical
factor limiting the educational success of poor and
minority children. Residential mobility almost always
means moving from one schoo} to another, which, as
detziied below, has additional adverse impacts for
children, including very young kids who are developing
school-readiness skills. This is true partly because
frequent moves are difficuit not only for the children
who move, but ,élso for their classmates—and poor
children tend to go to school together. Ih some schools
in minority neighborheods, mobility rates are more
thanr 100 percent. In othetr words, for every seat in
the school, more than two children are enrolied at
some time during the yeszr, It is zlso important to note
that mobility can be high not only for students, but for
teachers and administrators as well—and for the same
reason, a lack of affordable, decent housing in the
neighborhoods where they work,

There is not a single county in the country

wherea fg@himum—‘wage worker can afford a
‘.‘Qnéebedrddm'gpa;fmént at the local fair

market rent without working more than

40 hours per weei&.-_ ' o

Instability and Poverty

Children of iow-income households tend to change
residences niore often than those from higher-income
houscholds. In 2002, 6.5 percent of all children, but
10.1 percent of low-income children, had been living in
their current homes for less than six months, Low
income and minority students also change schools more
often than do their peers. A 1994 U.S, Government
Accountability Office (GAO) report found that 30
percent of the poorest children had already attended at
least three different schools by third grade, compared
with only 10 percent of middle-class children. Black
children are more than twice as likely as white children
to change schools this often. The same study also linked
such mobility to serious economic failures: Stadents
with two or more school changes in the previous year
were half as likely to be proficient in reading as their
stable peers. Mobile third grade students were neatly
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rsvice as likely as their
peers who had not
changed schools to
perform below grade level
in math."

Achievement Gap

The impact of mobility on the

achievement gap is surprisingly strong, -

One recent study corcluded that, if the high level of mobility among
poor students were redusad 10 that of their non
income-hased. test score gap woutd sheink by ~ -
relatively high level of mobility among biack studen were reduced
1o the level 0f their white ‘c’bunterparts, this alone wouid reduce the

Schooling and Mobitity
The practical effect of
mobility is surprisingly
large, especially on young
children, In a 1991 study,
Haveman, Wolfe and
Spaulding use carefil

Indeed, the literature black-white test score gap by
strongly indicates that ' -
residential instability is

associated with declines in academic performance,
including a higher fikkelihood of grade retention and
lower rates of high school compietion. A 2004 meta-
analysis of 26 studies* by Mehana and Reynolds found
that schoo! mobility is associated with a decline in
academic performance of clementary school children,
Swanson and Schneider (1999) suggest that a school
change in the final years of high school significantly
affects math achievement, with the decline in
mathematics petformance comparable to that of leaving
school alzogether. Scandon and Devine (2001), surveying
the literature in this area, further argue that negative
effects are magnified for children who experience
cumulative moves, with “hyper-mobile’ students having
the greatest academic impairment.”” Indeed, 2 recent
study concluded that if black students’ average mobility
were reduced 1o the level of their white counterparts,
this reduction in residential instability by itself would
reduce the black-white test score gap by 14 percent.
Similarly, reducing the mobility of low-income students
to that of other students would eliminate 7 percent of
the test-score gap by income."

Young Children and Mobility

Although the adverse effects of mobility may be more
apparent in school-age chiidren, research shows that
the impacts begin much earlier, and thus may have a
cumulative negative effect. In their review of the
literature, Moore, Vandivere and Ehrle (20000 conclude
that social and cognitive development are impaired
among children who have multiple chiid-care providers
compared with children who have z stable provider.
For example, children with multiple early child-care
providers displayed less developed playing capacity’—
a predictor of later school readiness—and made less
academic progress in first grade® than children with
more stable care.

controls to assess the
specific impact of
muitiple moves on the
odds of high school graduation for a sampie of children.
Not only is excess mobility among the strongest
predictors of jower school attainment—along with the
family’s financial status and parents’ own level of
educational attainment--but moves have the strongest
impact when they happen early in a child’s tife, With
zero location moves, the predicted probability that a4
child in the sampic will graduate high school is 88
percent; three location moves at any point prior to
graduation decrease that probability to 80 percent.
However, the study finds that if those three moves

One study found that a child who moves

three or more timmes between the ages of 4 and
7 is 19 percent less likely than his non-moving
peers to graduate from high school.

happen when the child is an adolescent—between ages
12 and 15~-the odds drop to 74 percent, If the moves
take place during the vulnerable ages of 4 to 7,the drop
is even sharper--to just 71 percent. In other words,
three moves during these children's vulnerable early
years reduced their odds of high school graduation
from 88 percent to 71 percent—or nearly 20 percent-—
compared with no moves. Any factor that contributes
to 2 nearly 20 percent drop in the odds of graduating
high school-a basic requirement for making 2 living

in today's econorny—merits the serious attention of
policy makers.
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‘M:chael Jones, n :L:L-yeamld who attends a Tennessee school that

. loses mote than 5O percent of Ets students every year, tald th

Chattanooga Free Press that havmg 50 many classmates coming a‘nci -

going s disruptive to learning. “If we're doing math stuff, when a new
student comes, we've got to do it again,” he sald®

Mobility has substantial effects not only on the children and
students who move, but aiso on thelr classmates, on the entire
~ school, and even the school system Schafft {2002) finds that
: .evlctaons the poor quality of Iow~cost hous:ng stock, and the

, ack of avaﬂab:!:ty of affordable homes were percewed by schoo! ‘

admmlstrators as major causes of schoo! mobsllty in upstate
New. York The Kids Moblhty Project in Msnnesota, whlch

conducted detailed surveys of families who mave.” states that
famiiies reported “relentiess and often futile searches” for safe
and affordable housing. They were often forced to stay with
relatives or friends and sometimes expetienced episedic
homelesshess. As such, policies that promote housing stability
seem to bring substaniial positive impacts, Indeed, Bartlett®
finds that stable, affordabie housmg was one of the few,

:_l;.supports that coukd lmprov esidentta] mob:hty patterns for

Vermont

'_poor mothers In.

Research as documented the impact of mobm y cm schools and
districts. Kerbow fmds that in the typrcal Chrcago eiementar ‘scho .
only 46 percent of the children who started in a gwan year were still in
the school four years later, Such high rates of school mobility sharply
disrupt the instructional environment for other children In the school *
in Chicago’s most moblle schools, Kerbow reports that teachers find it
difficult to pace thelr instruction and classes become more review-
oriented, so that by fifth grade, highly mobile schiools lag almost an
entire grade levei behind the more stable schoals, Fowler-Finn writes
“of the “enormous challenge” faced by adm:mstrators and teachers in
highty moblle schools trying to educate simultaneously mobile and

'stabie students As’ Rothstekn argues, "It is hard to’ |magtrte how.

- te.achers no matter how we!E tramed cai. be as effectwe for ch]ldren

“who move in and out of their classmums as they can e for those who

attend regularly."®

A number of studies also have noled the defrimental effects that a
high-mobiiity schooi Imposes on stable students, teachers and
administrators. Rumberger et al® report that average student test
scores for nan-moblle students are significantly lower In high schobls

‘ wnth high siudent mobihty rates And Aaronson’s research on
-homeownership suggests that hkghly mobile neig’hborhoods may
bring about detrimental effects for both the mobile and stable
children who iive there.®* '

School Mobility

Most studies have found that the effects of
mobility intensify when school and residential
mobility arec combined,” but the
circumstances surrounding the moves matter,
One study, the 1988 Kids Mobility Project,
assesses the academic performance of
children who moved homes but stayed in the
same Minnesota school district. The study
finds that standardized test scores were lower
for the children who moved, even when they
remained in the same school. Temple and
Reynolds (1999) find fewer negative
consequences of school mobility for students
who moved into better-quality schools, such
as magnets or academic academiecs. And data
from the "natural experiments” that resulted
from the Gautreaux litigation, discussed in
detail below, similarly suggest that moving to 4
different home may be positive in the long
run, if the move means that the child attends a
stronger school

Residential stability may work in multiple
ways. First, staying longer in the same
neighborhood may benefit children by giving
them knowledge of and access to available
community resources and may provide social
support networks for families.® Residential
moves often mean declines in social
connections—families’ social networks as well
as children's friendship networks.* When
children change schools, they must adapt to
new teachers, peers and curricula, disrupting
their educational progress. Moreover, the
underlying economic hardships that often -
cause the frequent moves in the first place
can exacerbate the impact of the disruptions
in pecr and social networks.™ Finally, as a
source of stress for parents, frequent moves
may affect parenting styles and limit the
degree 1o which parents can attend to their
children’s needs.
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ramily Characteristics

How children are affected by residential moves may
depend partly on the reason for the move, as well as on
pre-existing characteristics of families. For example, some
studies have found that the impacts of moving vary
depending on the children’s age;* gender;® and whether
the family includes two biological parents {neutcal) ora
single-parent, step-parent or other family structure
{negative).” For many disadvantaged families, a move may
be unwanted (for example, it may be necessary to move
following a divorce or a job loss), and the resources
available to deal with the stresses that accompany the
move may be Hmited. Thus, moving can be more
challenging for children in low-income or single-parent
families, or for those whose pareats have relatively low
levels of educational attazinment themselves, than it is for
children in more advantaged families.

& Promising Practics

The Michigan Department of Human Services launched &

pilot program in 2004 aimed at curbing high rates of

stident turnover in economically devastated Flint by
rovldmg housmg supports that aliow famehes to stay m

thelr homes **The median hauseho!d incomieé m Fisnt s

‘ ,j$27 891——far tess than what is néededt cover ess ntlai 7

‘needs such as food clothmg, transportatlo and holising,

' accordmg to the Econormc Pohcy lnstitut"
budget. calculator ln Flmt a smgle mothe Wi
children would need to make $30,384 to cover basu:
necessities, including $612 per month for housing. And a
family with two parents and two kids would need to make
$36,420.

Through Flint's program, the state provides monthly $100
subsidies directly to landlords, who agree to remain’in
compliance with housing codes and promise not to raise
rents, The pfogram also creates family resource centers
within schools, where casewoikers help connect familles
with secial services, The pllot gioup of 40 families has
benefited greatly from the program, with decreased
moves and significantly higher third grade test scores.
State officials hope that evaluations of the 2006
autcomes will provide the evidence they need fo take the
program to a larger scale;

In a study of young children, Tucker ct al.# find that
clementary school children living with both biological
parents who had moved multiple times did not lose
ground in schoo] compared with their classmates who
had moved only a few times or never. By contrast,
children living in less ideal family structures suffered
significantly. The anthors argue that this may be due to
lack of family resources to compensate for the loss of
routines and relationships. Results from the Moving to
Opportunity (MTO) housing voucher experiment—a
farge-scale, multi-site test of the impact of moving
farnilics from pubiic housing units, discussed in detail
later—also suggest that there were significant gender
differences in the effects on a variety of behavioral and
health outcomes among children, Girls appeared to
benefit from a move to lower-poverty neighborhoods
and boys appear to suffer from such moves. Far
example, girls in the treatment group expericnced a
reduction in stress and depression, as well as a decrease
in arrest rates for violent crime, while boys experienced
an increase in selfreported behavior problems, along
with a rise in arrests for property crimes.®

Affordability

Adequate, affordable housing provides important
benefits beyond basic stability: Families have more
money left over after paying the rent or mortgage.,

And this financial surplus benefits the children in those
families. Parents who can afford food, clothing, and

,In 2065 lower—mcome families with ch:ldren who
spent 50 ﬁaexcent or rioze on housing had only 3536
per month to cover all other expenses.

As a result, they spent..,

less on s
food kess on
clothing

less on
higalth care

.than those with housing outiays under 30 percent,

Sovrce: folnt Leater for Hoasing Studies at Harvard Univorsity,

heating and cooling, as welt as books and other
cducational materials, may experience less stress,
Richard Rothstein notes a recent study's finding that
families receiving housing subsidies spent 2 higher
proportion of their incomes on food than did eligible
families who did not receive them. If housing subsidies
allow families to redirect income to nutsition, they may
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Too Manyigimﬂies Sp}en& More Than Half of their Income on Rent

sntaiss 0¢ ghildron under & Whose |
averely rent. hurdened? -

* Sovere rental burden is defined as a family spending 50 percent or more of its income on rent.

also avoid weight-related health problems and their
consequent depressing effects on academic
achievement. Indeed, the Joint Center for Housing
Studies at Harvard University estimates that, among
households in the lowest guartile of annual speading
capacity in 2003, families with children and high
housing outlays (more than 50 percent of spending)
had, on average, only $536 per month left to cover other
expenses. This amourit represents about half the
amount that their counterparts with low housing
outlays (less than 30 percent of expenditures) had
available to spend. As a result, bottom-quartile families
with children that had high housing outlays spent 30
percent less for food, 50 percent less for clothes, and
nearly 70 percent less for health care.

Renter families with young children are of particular
concern, because the trade-offs of such a heavy rent
burden are especially costly. As Figure 2 shows, such
families are not uncemmon: In only Wyoming and
Nebraska do fewer than 15 percent of children under
age 6 live in families that pay half their income or more
for rental housing. And in 14 states, including California,
Florida, New York and Micligan, more than a fifth of
such families zre severely burdened.

Trade-Offs

Similar assessments of the
burden that housing might
impose on poor and middle-
class families are obtained
by researchers using
aliernate approaches. For
example, Kutty (20053
develops the concept of
“housing-induced poverty”
following the residual
income approach Lo
measuring housing
affordability, and applies this
to the 1999 American
Housing Survey. She
estimates that nearly 4
million households in the
United States are not
officially in poverty--but—
after paying for housing
cannot afford the “poverty
basket” of non-housing goods. This demonstrates the
impact of housing costs on the level of resources
devoted to children’s health and education. Indeed,a
2005 report from the Center for Housing Policy, titled
“Something's Gotta Give,” discusses in detail the

Source: PUMS, Consws 2005

tradeoffs between housing costs and other categories of
household expenditures,

Effects on Parenting

As noted in the state-to-state figures on hourly wages
needed to afford decent housing, one casualty of the
lack of affordable housing can be the need for parents
to work multiple jobs. The availability of decent,
affordable housing can lower parents’ stress and anxiety
and reduce the need for them to take on a second job.
Because parents are by far the most important influence
on very young children’s healthy development, simply
having more time to spend with children—and

being able to spend that time under less siressful
circumstances—may have a major impact. In their
review of the literature, Yeung, Linver and Brooks-Gunn
(2002 note that “economic hardships... Jead to less
supportive parenting practices, which ultimately have

a negative effect on children’s development”™®

Parents who have to work multiple jobs to afford their
housing may not be able to be as involved with and
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supportive of their children as parents who have
affordable homes. Reducing housing burden may
theréfore facilitate greater parental involvement in their
children's education, which is a key input in child
cognitive development.®

Homelesshess

For somme of the most atrisk familics, extreme housing
burden leads to homelessness, This status combines the
stresses of excess mobility with myriad other problems,
putting children in a severely vulnerable position and
potentially impeding their healthy development. The
U.S. Conference of Mayors estimates that, as a result of
the growing housing affordability crisis, between 4 and
6 percent of America’s poor become homeless each
year. In 2006, this transiated to between 1.5 and 2.2
million people who were newly without a home. The
conference also finds that homeless families with
children now represent 41 percent of the U.8. homeless
population, and that they are the fastest-growing
scgment (U.S. Conference of Mayors, 2002). Nearly half
of homeless people in suburban and rural areas are in
famnilies with children, Indeed, today’s “typical” homcless
family is a mother in her twenties with two children
under the age of 6. This is not a common image of the
homeless, and it ilfustrates the threat that the housing
burden poses to young kids and their famifies.

In San Luis Obispo County, California, the problem is
acute: almost 700 homeless students were enrolled in
school last year, a number that is expected to increase
as a result of the faltering economy.® “Homelessness has
a terrible effect on children,” says Kathy Hannemann,
assistant superintendent for Atascadero Unified School
District, in an interview with the New Témes of San Luis
Obispo. “There’s no family ply time, no reading with
their parent in the evening, no way to take 2 bath. They
come to school day after day in the same ¢lothes In
that district alone, there are 270 homeless students,
most of whose parents have jobs.

Numbers: Large and Increasing

Iz a 2001 estimate of annual homelessness, Martha Burt
and others at the Urban Institute conclude that the
number of persons (including children) experiencing
homelessness during a one-year time period was
between 2.5 and 3.5 million. In other words, roughly
one out of every hundred Americans is homeless at some

Homeless families with children how repre-
sent 41 percent of the U.S. homeless popula-
tion, and they are the fastest-growing segment
(11.8. Conference of Mayors, 2002). Nearly half
of homeless people in sitburban and rural
areas are in families with children. Indeed,
today's “typical” homeless family is a mother
in her twenties with two children under age 6.

point in a given year. The rising cost of housing and the
fact that poverty is often chronic contribute to these
startiing numbers (Burt,Aron and Lee, 2001).% HUD
estirnates that there were more than 400,000 homeless
people in emergency shelters or transitional housing on
an average day in January 2005 during the peak winter
season (HUD 2007). h alse finds that homelessness
disproportionately afflicts minorities, and that neasly one-
guarter of all sheltered homeless persons are age 17 or l
under. Young children are disproportionately homeless;
ahout 11 percent of il sheltered homeless people are
under age 8, while only 8 percant of the total U8,
population is in this age group.

impacts on Children

Homelessness is 4 source of extreme stress for children
who experience it. Nearly half of all homeless children
exhibit symptoms of anxiety or depression, and many
have difficultics with social or personal development
(Hicks-Coolick, Burnside-Eaton, and Peters 2003).
Homeless students tend to score poorly on
achicvement tests, have behavior problems, are more
likely to repeat grades in school and have lower future
expecrations for secondary educational attainment.®
Furthermore, when parents are unable to provide
adequate housing for their children, child protective
services may intervene and place children in foster
care, resulting in addirional stress for children. Families
across the country report being forced to put their
chikiren in “limbo care” (foster care, kinship care or
informal care with relatives or friends) after losing their
welfare benefits or becoming homeless. Of homeless
families surveyed in San Dicgo, 18 percent reported
that they had a child piaced in foster care.*

In their review of the literature, Jozefowicz-Simbeni and
Isracl (2006) discuss the challenges homeless students
face, inchuding the inability to find transportation,
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residency restrictions, lack of access to personal and
school records, difficulties accessing preschool and
Head Start programs,” guardianship problems and a lack
of basic resources, such as clothing and school supplies
(Rafferty, 1995; 1.8. Department of Education, 2001, Wall,
1996). The educational performance of homeless
children suffers not only from the stress and anxiety
associated with homelessness, but also from frequent
school changes, which, as discussed, significantly reduce
attainment. Further, parents who are or have been
homeless often have a history of housing instability,
econoric hardship and psychological problems that can
lead them either to voluntarily place their children with
fricnds or refatives or to have their children removed
from them involuntarily by child protective services
because of abuse or neglect.™ Given the rootless nanire
of homelessness, it is no surprise that some of these
hurdies and negative outcomes are similar to those
faced by highly mobile students.”

Impacts on Schools

Serving homeless children effectively— including
meeting the McKinney Act requirement to remove
barriers to education for the homeless™—is a challenge
for schools. Teachers and administrators may have
trouble discerning which students are homeless and
may not be aware of the special educational needs of
this population (Jozefowicz-Simbeni and Israel 2006).
In some areas, separate schools have been set up at
homeless shelters to try to reach more of these
disadvantaged children; however, some argue that
segregating homeless students in this way leads to social
isolation and the proviston of poor-guality education by
uncertified teachers, in inappropriate classrooms and
with insufficient resources (National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty 2000).

Impacts on States

Homelessness takes a toll on childeen and families, and
thus society as 2 whole, through its links to foster care
placement. While “abuse and peglect” can mean leaving
one's children unattended or punishing them too
harshly, failing to provide proper shelter aiso can be
groungls for state intervention. Indeed, a lack of
affordable housing is the reason why 2 large number

of children are removed each year from their homes,
creating dire psychological and educational
consequences for the children and parents, in addition to

significant financial costs o the state. According to
ong veport, homelessness is the reason for foster
placement for as tmany zs thwees in 10 foster children.”

While states spend large sums of money on supportive
housing and related services in their attempts to reunite
familics after they have already gone through the travma
of separation, as few as one in 30 parents of ali foster
children receive any housing assistance before
removal—assistance that might have prevented the
removal and foster care placement to begin with.®
Indeed, Harburger and White assert that every state, as
weil as the District of Columbia, could save
substantial amounts of money by providing such
supporilve housing assisiance to airisk families,
compared with what states currently spend to provide
foster care and services posthoc. As shown inTable 1,
estimated potential savings per state range from around
$3 million annually in small states such as North Dakota,
Hawait and Washington, D.C.; to $50 million in Missouri
or Minncsota; and well over $100 million in the highest-
spending states, including Iliinois ($139 million),
Pennsylvania (§140 million), California ($213 million)
and New York ($216 million). :

Homeownership

At the other end of the spectrum, homeownership can
alleviate many of the stresses discussed above. In
addition to the benefits associated with the mortgage
interest tax deduction, owners who have fixed-rate
mortgages do not have to worry about rising monthly
payments. They are much more stable, on average, than
renters, and thus suffer few of the adverse -
consc:.q'uc:nccs of mobility,. Homeowners also have more
control over the quality of their homes. Indeed, the
perceived benefits of ownership, coupled with the
positive association between heavily owner-occupied
neighborhoods and the higher quality and better
characteristics of those areas, 4are among the reasons for
the federal mortgage interest deduction. In other
words, Americans have long held that owning is usually
hetter than renting, and research suggests that it may in
fact be better for young children. In 2002, 39 percent of
all children under age 18, but 64 percent of low-income
children, lived in 2 home not owned by a family member
(Vandivere et al. 2006).
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Table 1: Potential Annual Savings from Providing Supportive Housing Services to at-Risk Families
versus Providing Foster Care with Services, in millions of dollars™

Housing Fogter
with Care
Supporiive with Estimated

State Bervices Services  Savings
Alabama 6.8 266 19.9
Alaska 3.8 6.8 3.4
Arizona : 10.3 308 . 2086
Arkansas - 35 10:.3‘ CBT7
California 228.3 441.7 213.5
Colorado 12.7 496 310
Connecticut 12.6 75.8 832
Delaware 7 6.6 4.8
District of Columbia 6.7 203 13.6
Georgia 171 43,2 26.1
Hawail 4.1 74 . 3.3
idaho 1.3 8.5 5.2
llinois 54.8 193.6 1389
Indiana . 9.9 480 381
lowa = 8.3 42.6 , 363
Kansas - - 85 238 - T dBZ U
Kentucky 75 374 20.9
Loulsiana 8.9 28.3 | 214
Maihe 4.6 8.8 4.3
Maryland 244 49.1 24.6
Massachusetts 24.5 81.9 63.4
Michiganh 29.6 112.4 82.8
Minnesota 13.7 68.9 55,2
Mississippi. 3.9 7.0 il
Missouri 175 66.2 489

+ Montana  © . . 28 .0 27

Better Education

Not surprisingly, homeownership is positively associated
both with higher school attainment and with some of
the behavior indicators that tend to accompany it. Using
datz from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID),
with suppiemental analysis of parental involvement
conducted using the National Longitudinal Survey,
Adronson (2000) finds that homeownership, controlling
for several other factors, including income, is positively
correiated with children's cducational attainment
(graduation from high school by age 19). However, some
of the effect is likely due to difficult-to-measure family
characteristics, and much of the homeownership effect is
due to lower rates of residential mohility among
homeowners. For example, the marginal fmpact of living

) National Total .~

Housing Foster
with Care
Supportive with Estimated

State Services Services  Savings
Nebraska 72 13.6 6.4
~ Nevada 2.7 9.9 72
" New Hampshire 2.3 8.8 6.5
New Jersey 18.8 81.6 42.8
New Mexico . 25 8.8 6.2

New York 88.0 3045 2165
North Carolina 14,7 38.4 ) 23.6
North Daketa 1.4 4.4 2.7
Chio - 284 1118 83.7
Oklahorna 10.4 18.1 7.7
Oregon 13.8 35.4 21.7
Pennsylvania 3.7 1715 1398
Rhode island 3.4 26,1 22,7
South Carolina 5.9 26,9 21.0
South Dakota 186 4.4 29
Tennessee ' 13.0 ¢ B22 383
Texas 27 892.0 : 82.0
Utah 2.7 16.9 14.3
Vermont 2 8.4 6.4
Virginia 12,2 171 4.9
Washington 14.4 526 383
West Virginia 3.9 189 15.0
Wisconsin 13.8 513 43.5
Wyoming 1.0 2.5 - 1.5
National" Average 16,9 53.3 364

1,856.5

in owner-occupied housing on the probability of high
school graduation is 9.6 percent, but this declines to
about 5 percent when variables are added to control for
the effects of mobility and residential stability in the
previous years.* Using New York City data from 1991,
1993 and 1996, Braconi {2001) finds that
homeownership was statistically significantly positively
correlated with high school completion for boys (but not
for girls). Boyle (2002) and Galster et al. (2003) also find
that homeownership Is associated with improved high
school completion,™ and Boyle (2002) finds that
homeownership seems to reduce the incidence of
problematic child behavior, as assessed by both parents
and teachers of studernts ages 4 to 16,
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While income, mobility and other factors contributing to
the benefits of owning & home clearly play 2 role in
children’s outcomes, homeownership itself also seems
to be an independent factor, Conley (2001) finds that
homeownership has a significant positive effect on
children’s educational attainment, net of sociceconomic
characteristics. Green and White (1997) find thar
parental homeownership is associated with children
staying in school longer, even when controlling for other
family traits that may independently affect children’s
educational outcomes. Haurin et al. (2001) observe that
children of homeowners have better home
environments, higher math and reading scores (among
clementary schoolage children), and fewer behavior
problems than do children of renters, even after
accounting for sociocconomic and demographic
varizbles. In addition, Boehm and Schiottmann (1999)
assert that children of homeowners have a greater
chance of becoming adult homeowners themselves, and
that the benefit of ownership appears to be stronger for
children i low-income houscholds, For example, in
their work, Harkness and Newman (2003) find strong
evidence of a causal relationship between years of
homeownership and positive long-term educational
outcomes for low-income children, but they do not find
a similar effect for children from high-income familics.

Why Owning Heips

The research suggests several potential explanations for
the positive association between homeownership and
children’s cognitive development, academic attairument
and overall well-being.® Some studies point to the fact
that homeowners tend o0 be more residentially stable
than renters. In the 2002-2003 period, 7.4 percent of
owners moved, compared with 30.7 percent of renters
(Schachter 2004, Aaronson (2000) finds & significant
part of the educational advantages of homeownership to
be related to increased residential stability,* and similar
results are reported by Rumberger (2002) and Scanlon
and Devine (2001).

Another line of research links college enrollment and
graduation with parents’ net worth. For example,
Conley (2001a) and Harkness and Newman €2003)
suggest that the educational benefits of homeownership
may be due to the role of 2 home as one of a family’s
principal financial assets, which can help familics
weather the loss of a job or meet other financial

challenges. Parents also may be able to draw from their
home equity to pay for thelr children’s higher education
(FinAid 2005). Haurin et al. (2001) suggest that the
positive impact also may be due to improvements in
both the physical and emotional environments of
homeowners relative to renters.

A third important causal channel of the link between
homeownership and educationsl attainment may come
via the effects of neighborhoods. The homeownership
cffect, even after accounting for houschold mobility, has
been found to be stronger in neighborhoods in which a
smaller percentage of households moved during the
prior five years. Because homeowners tend to develop
stronger social ties with neighbors than do renters,
homcowners may play 2 more active role in monitoring
the behavior both of their children and of children of
their neighbors. Also, given the incentive to protect the
value and appreciation of their properties, homeowners
may put in the extra effort needed to maintain their
neighborhoods and to support such community
resources as schools, playgrounds and public libraries,
These investments in the community and neighborhood
social ties can reduce juvenile crime and delinguency, as
well as promote children’s school engagement and
youth civie participation.”

Homeownership may also indirectly improve child
well-being by benefiting adult well-being and aduits’
parenting skills (Cairney 2005). Relative to renters, adult
homeowners tend to experience better physical health
(Rohe, VanZandt, and McCarthy 2000) and mental
health.*® Moreover, successful homeowners develop
property maintenance and financial planning skills,
which may transfer to the types of parenting skills that
benefit children (Green and White 1997).* In sum, while
other factors play a role, homeownership can have
independent effects on schooling and the overall well-
being of children.
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Housing Quality
and Education

Although affordability is by far the biggest housing:
related obstacle families with young children face today,
housing quality remains a real problem for some.
Moreover, affordability and quality are tightly linked;
being unable to afford one’s home and neighborhood of
choice often results in a lower-guality home and 2
neighborhood that isless desirable. And housing quality
problems can have 2 number of long-term effects on
children, their familics and society.

Overcrowding

First, in its essential sheltering role, housing provides its
inhabitants with space to sicep, cat, fearn, relax and
grow. Children growing up in crowded housing-—-
where noise from television, radio, siblings and other
family members is the norm—may find it difficult to
concentrate, or to find quict space to read, do
homework or rest. In 2002, about one in 10 children
under age 18 lived in a crowded hone, with "crowded”
defined as having more than two people per bedroom,
For children in low-income families, the rate of
overcrowding is double-—one in every five low-income
children (21 percent) live in a crowded home
(Vandivere et al., 2006). Further, there are significant
disparities in the incidence of overcrowding, particularly
across racial and ethnic groups.

Impacts on Education

Overcrowding has been associated with negative
developmental and educational outcomes, including
symptoms of psychological problems, among elementary
schoolage children,® In their summary of results from
prior studies, Evans et al. (1998) find that residentizl
overcrowding is correlated with delayed cognitive
development, lower reading skills and behavioral
adjustment problems among school-age children, A
subsequent study of children in low-income urban and
rural households in New York State finds a connection
between higher levels of crowding and feelings of
helpiessness for both girls and boys.® In a study of New
York City families, Braconi (2001) firtds that both
overcrowding and the presence of deficient
maintenance conditions in the home are significanty
and negatively correlated with high school graduation.

Although living in overcrowded conditions is likely due
to lack of money and other related socioeconomic
realities, it seems to have its own, independent effects
on children’s well-being. In a 2001 study, Conley finds
household crowding to be significantly negatively
related to children’s educational attainment, above and
beyond the family's socioeconomic characteristics.”

Although the precise ways through which crowding
negatively affects educational achievement js unclear,
some experts hypothesize that cvcrcréwdihg may impair
parent-child retationships, simply due to the stress of
having too little space.“ Overcrowding aiso is associated
with adult psychological distress,” which negatively
affects child rearing and adult-child relationships.®
Braconi (2001) suggests that it may be more difficult for
children to find 2 quict place to stady in an overcrowded
home. It aiso has been hypothesized that children living
in crowded spaces might have less control over their
actions, leading to z loss of self-sufficiency and feelings of
helplessness. For example, young children living in
crowded conditions are less likely to persist in solving
challenging puzzles.® Finally, crowding can itself
adversely affect the physical condition of the home.”

Physical Quality

Children’s physical health depends on the
characteristics of the home in which they live,® and
other aspects of housing quality also can adversely
affect educational achievement. Poor-guality housing
may not only lead to poor childhood health (including
asthma, lead poisoning and respiratory distress), but also
to zccidents and injurics—often with serious
consequences for schooling and academic
performance.® in addition to increasing stress and
irpairing parent-child relations, poor housing quaiity
can negatively affect educational achievement by
contributing to the types of physical ilinesses that
independently negatively impact stadent performance.

Impacts on Education

One researcher finds that, on top of the negative
educational impact due o overcrowding, there is a
negative and statistically significant correlation between
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Boctors and lawyers join forces to combat
wihealthy housing is Washington, B.G.
Some of the sick children who walk into Dr, Terry Kind's
Southeast Washington office cannot be treated by

_ medtclne aione Although a maciica! intervention m ght .

heip a chlld to cope with, asthma ar rodent bltes, st
‘without'a change to the chiid s housmg condxtlons the

, sojufion wﬂ! bé only temporary‘ "We could go through .

almost every medncai condltion and thmk of ways in

which housing conditions can either enhance ot detract :
from the child's condition,” Kind says, “It's really that
important,” .

Acknowledging that reality, the Children’ s Nationat
Medica! Center has incorporated lawyers from the
Ghildren's Law Center into its treatment team-in the . .
: hopes of addressing nonwmechcai bamers to good hea!th :
-such as poor housmg condmans Through the Heaith '

Access Pro;ect iawyers are embedded in commur
. _;‘;hea!zh c "'ters and are often callecf in to consult wit
: parentawheri a Iegai Entervention m[ght be necessary, . -
. When doctors treated a toddler recently for head—to—toe
insect bites, a lawyer was called into the room {o consult
on the spot with the child's parents and take plctures to
document the condition. Although it may be tempting to
fault the parents in such a situation, says Laura Rinaldi,
a supervising attorney at the Children’s l.aw Center,
many of the parents involved have done everythtng in
thelr powsr to persuade the:r jandiords to alteviate the
”infestatacns . ; ‘
‘ bnélyoun‘g patient rilssed 40 _&ayéz'f)i" school last year. -
because of asthma that often feft her wheezing and
coughing up biood, and with severe, petsistent reactions
to environmental allergens, The family cat—the only
avaitable source of rodent abatement—killed more than
40 mite that same year, During six months, the chiid was
brought in for treatment 10 times, and her mother, who
__'also suffers from chronlc bronch;tis, sought medlcal _

adwce from a h h.‘hot!me ane to two:times’ each week

éhotﬁe_rgéupliéghé ‘ ‘mg umt thanks 10; free:legai

" assigtance from the’Health Access Pro}ect.

general housing quality and the probability of graduating
from high school for both boys and girls.™ And Evans et
al. (2001) find a connection between poor housing
quality (using a Cotmposite measure that inclundes
structural quality, privacy, indoor climate, hazards,
cleanliness/clutter and children’s resourcesy and
children’s psychological distress and helplessness. They
posit that household disorder may be the mechanism
through which poor-guality housing impacts children.
Moreover, while children may be more susceptible to
the negative physical consequences of poor housing
quality because their bodies are stifl developing, poor-
quality housing can pose similar health risks to adults.
Homes that are old, in disrepair and of poor quality can
psychologically distress parents,” and the stresses of
keeping up a dilapidated home may reduce parents’
patience with their children.™

Where Quality is Poor

Although there have been significant declines in the
incidence of physically inadequate housing in the
United States, there are still pockets within states—
especially in highly concentrated urban poor
neighbarhoods and isolated rural ones—in which
substantial portions of the population have significant
problems with housing quality. In Southwestern
Kentucky, for example, one of the poorest regions in the
nation, a venture capital firm called Kentucky Highlands
has started its own business with the dual intent of
fixing longstanding problems of substandard housing,
particularly lack of proper plumbing, and creating jobs.
1t builds "housing cores” containing finished kitchens,
bathrooms, and laundry rooms for installation in homes
that lack them. The company has built abour 20 cores
so far, but it says that there are 17,000 homes in
Appalachian Kentucky that could use them.

Similarly, in so-called “colonias] neighborhoods that have
been built from the ground up by MexicasrAmerican
immigrants along the South Texas border, many homes
have never had access to basic water systems. Indeed,
the New York Times reported just fast year that, “after
years of protests by residents, belated regulation by the
state and an influx of aid from government and private
groups, more than two-thirds of the colonia dwellers in
six border counties finally have access to water lines, safe
sewage disposal or both, compared with a small minority
just 15 years ago.”* Moreover, these are not small or
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insubstantial communities; in 2006, 442 colonias in those
six counties were home 1o 62,675 residents,

Lead and Other Toxins

Lead poisoning is the most common cause of
environmental disease in chitdren (Kim et al. 2002). In
the period from 1999 to 2002, 1.6 percent of children
under age 6—or 310,000 children—had elevated biood
lead levels.™ The most prevalent cause of lead poisoning
is paint chips and dust in older homes (lead paint was
banned in 1978). Lead paint remains a serious heaith
hazard for a substantial nomber of children, especially
toddlers who may eat paint chips and breathe in lead-
tainted dust. According to the most recent data
available, 68 percent of pre-1940 homes, 43 percent of
1940-1959 homes, 8 percent of 19601977 homes, and 3
percent of post-1977 homes present lead paint hazards,
with 38 miliion homes total presenting such hazards as
of 2000 (Jacobs 2002).7

Impacts of Lead

The irreversible effects of lead poisoning include
reduced IQs, impaired growth and neurological
deveiopment, and behavior problems.™ In addition to
the direct causal link to lower 1Qs,” Lanphear ¢t al.
(2000 find lead poisoning to be associated with
decreases in reading and math scores.”™ Children under
the age of 6 are especially vulnerable, because their
tirains and central nervous systems are still developing,
and lead can interfere with this process. Young children
also are more likely than older children or adults to be
affected by hand-to-mouth contamination when exposed
to lead. Children at greatest risk for lead poisoning
include those living in poor families, inexpensive
housing, and older homes, or in communities with high
rates of poverty and many older residences (Kim et al.
2002; Sargent et al. 1995), factors common amotig
children living in older urban areas. Indeed, data show
that poor and minority children have much higher rates
of lead poisoning than do their peers.”

In response to the clear threat of lead poisoning and its
societal and economic costs, federal and state
governments and health authorities have engaged in
vigorou's education and public health campaigns in
recent decades. Leaded gasoline, which also played a
substantial role in the clevated biood levels of young
children, had begun to be phased out in 1973 and was

totally banned for most cars by the 1996 Clean Air Act.
Both the bans on leaded gasoline and on lead paint in
new homes were components of the same public health
campaign. As a result of this multi-faceted effort, the
mamber of young children with levels associated with
harmful heaith risks has fallen from an estimated 13.5
million in 1980 to just under half a million today.
Unfortunately, those remaining cases are both the most
difficult to prevent and the most costly to treat. Stifl,a
2005 report by economist Elise Gould of the Econornic
Policy Institute finds that lead abatement in those
affected homes would be cost-effective. Given that the
vast majority of the remaining cases also are found in
households where children are otherwise vulnerabie—
due to lack of affordable housing, poor quzﬁity,
overcrowding and other housing-refated risk factors—
the case may be all the more pressing,

Other Toxins

In addition to iead paint exposure, urban home
environments often are contaminated with other
neurotoxins, including some pesticides that are used to
kill cockroaches and rodents. Another potential source
of toxins is contaminated water. In 1999, 8 percent of
children in homes receiving public water service had
water with health-based violations, including treatment
and filtration problems or contamination by microbes,
Jead and copper, nitrates/nitrites and other chemicals
and radiation.*

The recent concern about formaldchyde in 1.8

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) trailers
serves as yet another reminder of the higher risk of
exposure to toxins for low-income children, who are
disproportionately likely to be displaced by such natural
disasters as Hurricane Katrina, and who are also more
likely to be placed for extended periods in temporary
housing and exposed to the toxins they sometimes
bring. As the Washington Post reported,“indusiry and
government experts depict the rushed procurement and
construction as key failures that may have triggered a
public health catastrophe among the more than 360,000
peopie, many of them children, who lived in FEMA
homes” Indeed, an article from US4 Today tells the
story of Nakeva Narcisse and her 5-year-old daughter,
Asanta Mackey, who has a persisient cough that her
mother believes is due to their extended time living in
one of the trailers.®
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Asthma Triggers and Cther lliness Inducers
Asthma is one of the most common chronic discases
among children.® In 2003, 5.5 percent of all U.5.
children, and 7.2 percent of poor children, had asthma.*
Poor ventilation and indoor moisture and dampness
sustain mold and bacteria, which can help set off asthma
attacks.® Some children whose asthma is aggravated by
poor housing conditions might experience muitipie
health risks if they are also exposed to toxic pesticides
intended to combat rodents or insects. In addition to
the direct, short-term costs associated with medical

. treatment, asthma also has impacts on school
achievement that can result in longterm economic
impacts. Richard Rothstein, who has studied the
intersection between children’s health and educational
attainment, says that asthma attacks triggered by poor
housing quality make children more lkely to miss
school or to be inartentive during the school day.*
Indeed, one study finds asthma to be a leading cause of
school absences.”

An Increasing Problem

While relatively rare, such unhealthy housing conditions
are more comimon in certain urban areas, especially
those with high concentrations of poor families. In
Manhattan, for example, complaints of such conditions
are sharply on the risc, suggesting possible lapses in
maintenance and/or enforcement, according to The New
York Times. “In New York City, mold complaints to the
city’s housing agency have increased to roughly 21,000
in the 2007 fiscal year from 16,000 in the 2004 fiscal
year. Mold complaints to the health department also
have jumped in recent years, and legal advocaies for
low-income tenants say mold cases brought against
landlords are increasingly commonplace in New York
City Housing Court™

Poverty and Environments

Although it is difficuit to fully isolate the effects of
asthma triggers in homes--and in the kinds of
low-income neighborhoods where the air guality tends
to be poor and may carry pollutants that exacerbate
asthma attacks——the correlation berween poor housing
and neighborhood conditions and the frequency of
respiratory problems is fairly clear, Indeed. 4 recent
article in Envirommental Health Perspectives asserts
that, “Low-incame and/or ethnic minotity
communities—already burdened with greater rates of

diseascs, limited access to health care, and other health
disparities—are also the populations living with the
worst built environments.® It also notes the results
from a detailed baseline evaluation of 78 asthmatic
children living in three public housing developments,
finding that while many children did have access to
primary care physicians, their actual care was limited in
terms of addressing specific nceds. Moreover, because
they lived in high-violence neighborhoods, their asthma
was exacerbated by an inability to play outside. The link
between poor-quality homes and the neighborhoods in
which they tend to be clustered is linked in many ways,
contributing yet another layer to the effects of housing
on children.

One ifamfﬁy s g&@ﬁr

Finding a better, higher-paying job at Costeo proved to be
a mixed blessing for Vicki Steele, a single mother from
Larain, Ohlo. No fonger eligible for subsidized housing,
Vicki decided to try her hand at homeownership. She had
tired of putting most of her paycheck toward a house that
she would never own, *] wanted a piece of the Amerlcan

dream,” §he says, -

‘ home wlth their fathér En the hopes of cobb]mg together -
a family.

When the monthly payments on her adjustable-rate
mortgage rose from $853 to $1,300, Vicki fell behind. She
hadn’t anticipated the hike, and her new salary at Costeo
wasn't enough to keep up. “l ended up holding the bag with
the home and two girls, and | couldn’t afford to pay tbe
mortgage, she says, Sewer .dlsrupt:ons began to cause
ﬂoodmg in the baseine' _—-énd Vieki had no money for
'repaxrs Biack moid grew, creating a health hazard for the
girls, Both daughters were forced to change schools; and
Taryn was sent 1o spend her senior year of High school with
her grandmather in a different city,

After being forced into foreclosure, Vicki and Alexxis
moved—for the second time in & few years—
into & ‘grjy‘renta_!.
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Neighborhood Effects

A child's neighborhood is a vital component of his or
her home environment, and thus significantly affects
educational achievement, The effects can be positive
when community networks, social ties and role models
are strong, and when they are supported by other
commurty resources, such /s good schools, playgrounds
and librarics. However, the effects can be very negative
when young children reside in unsafe neighborhoods
characterized by crime, violence drugs and a lack of .
opportunity—often because of 2 lack of affordable,
decent housing in better neighborhoods. In-2000, more
than 20 -percent of children—over 14.7 million—Ilived in
high-poverty neighborhoods (in which 20 percent or
more of the population was poor).”

Health Impacts

Extensive research sugpests that educations] outcomes
are better for children living in higher-quality
neighborhoods, and numerous studies have discussed
the ways in which neighborhoods that are resource-rich
or resource-poor might enhance or hinder the well-
being of children.” At a basic level, communities with
high rates of poverty and crime and easy access to drugs
can threaten children’s health, Evidence sugpests that
adolescents raised in such neighborhoods are more
likely 1o use drugs, engage in delinquent behavior, and
cngagé in sexuval intercourse and become pregnant.” In
addition, poor neighborhoods also tend to lack
restaurants or supermarkets with affordable, healthy
choices for meals, or access to good medical care.”
These characteristics affect obesity and other adverse
health outcomes that tend to be disproportionately
prevalent among low-income children and families ™
Other research has found that parents who live in
viclent neightborhoods are less likely to allow their
children to play outside, due to safety concerns,”
another factor that can adversely affect children’s long-
term health, both psychological and physical.

Poot Amenities

High-poverty neighborhoods can lead their residents to
feel socially isolated, in part because they lack many of
the basic amenities taken for granted in more affiuent
nearby areas. An extreme exampie is Detroit, a large city
with high levels of concentrated poverty, As National
Public Radio reported in the summer of 2007,"Many

would assume that a city with nearly a million residents
has no probiem attracting major grocery store chains.
But Detroit just watched its last mainstream grocer,
Farmer Jack, close its doors for good.” No other chain
stepped in to buy the Farmer Jack store, and the entire
ciry—the country’s 11th most populous—therefore
lacks a single large supermarket.

In 2000, more than 20 percent of children—
over 14.7 million—lived in hxghpoverty -
neighborhoods (in which 20 percent or more
of the population was poor).

But while Detroit is an extreme example, it is far from
alone, According to a 2007 report from the Local
Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC),“The number of
food stores in low-income neighborhoods is nearly one-
third fewer than in wealthier areas, and the quality of
these stores—their size and physical condition, the
range and nutritional content of their merchandisc—
tends to be poorer™ Indeed, 2 Detroit News article on
the remaining options for city residents in the aftermath
of the Farmer Jack closing notes that local smal} stores
are often lacking both in terms of gquality and
affordability.” One Detroit resident interviewed for the
story stated, "Sure, there's other grocery stores, but try
finding something to eat in there. You can’t buy quality
food in the city anymore.” Shoppers accuse small stores
of selling meat and produce that is past its expiration
date. The city has raided stores and cracked down on
many such offenses, but problems remain.

New techniques in research increasingly allow scholars,
planners and neighborhood advocates to ook beyond
rraditional experimental methods, using such technology
as geographic information systems (GIS) mapping to
assess the guality of entire neighborhoods in
untraditional ways. Such technology can visually zoom
in on and photograph neighborhoods to assess their
physical characteristics, so researchers need not be
lirnited to census tract data, which often is not closely
correlated with people’s perceptions of their
neighborhood. For example, Marilyn Winkleby, an
associate professor of medicine at Standford's Prevention
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Research Center, points to the ability of GIS to "look at
the density and proximity of goods, services and
community resources such as parks, youth chubs, fast
food outlets, convenience stores and other factors that
might enhance or hinder health, in relationship to where
people live and work™ Among her preliminary findings:
of 82 neighborhoods studied in four northern/central
California cities, stores selling alcohol were most
concentrated in the most deprived neighborhoods. Such
neighborhoods also have higher rates of alcohobrelated
injuries and violence, including youth drinking and
driving, assauits and car crashes. In other words, there
are clear links between key aspects of the built
environment and the incidence of related social ills,

Peer Effects—Classrooms, Schools, and
Neighborhoods

The types of adult role models and peers in the
neighborhood, as well as exposure to crime and
violence, may be partly responsible for the poorer social
and emotional wellbeing of children who grow up in
disadvantaged neighborhoods.® Living in a
neighborhood with high crime rates makes parents fecl
worried or stressed zbout their children's safety,
affecting how closely, and how strictly, they monitor
them."™ Further, good housing and neighborhoods
promote better health outcomes in adults in the form of
lower rates of hypertension, lower incidence of cardio-
vascular disease and lower rates of premature death. ™
These positive heaith outcomes can in turn be expected
to improve parenting and result in better educational
outcomes for children. Parents living in socio-
economically disadvantaged neighborheods also are
more likely to perceive that their neighborhood impacts
their ¢child negatively. ™™

Role Models

Srudies find that, controlling for income, high school
graduation rates, educational achievement and adult
earnings are higher in more socio-economically
sdvantaged neighborhoods." Reasons for these
improved outcomes include reduced crime rates, the
availability of high-quality schools, and role models in
the form of neighbors who have attained higher levels
of education and work in professional felds. Children
whose academic peers intend to achieve in school and
go on to attend college absorb those expectations.
Conversely, children who are living and going to school

with other kids who lack such expectations, and whose
parents also lack them, may be less likely to assume that
their futures hold such promise. Additionally,
institutional resources that are more prevalent in
wealthier neighborhoods, such 4s good libraries,
museums and after-school programs, facilitate school
readiness and provide educationally enriching
experiences that promote educational achievement. "

School Peers

Neighborhoods play a particularly important role in
determining a child’s pecrs, both in the classroom and
outside it. Researchers have long argued that peer
"guality” and behavior are vital inputs into the
educational production function. indeed, the U.8.
Supreme Court emphasized the issue in its landmark
Browm 1. Board of Education decision in 1954, with
isolation of black students from their white peers cited
as a rationale for the finding that separate schools are
inherently unequal. Eleven years later, James Coleman

Using a sample of tenth graders, Gaviria and
Raphael (2001) find strong evidence of peer-
group effects at the school level on drug and
alcohol use, cigarette smoking, church atten-
dance and dropping out of school.

pointed to the issue in his widely cited report analyzing
minority students’ lower educational attainment." The
premise underlying these findings, and many more
since, is that the composition of a student’s peer
group—classmates, friends, and neighbors-—strongly
influences his or her activitics, including educational
choices and academic progress,

Impacts on Education

Two researchers using data on inner-city Boston youth
find large peer effects on youth criminal behavior and
drug use,'™ and others report similar results. Aaronson
(1998) asserts, based on his review of the developmental
psychology literature, that the impacts of neighborhoods
exist even when difficult-to-observe family-specific
factors are controlled for, Harris (1998) finds that, among
environmental factors studied, peer effects have the
biggest impact on outcomes. Moreover, both the positive
and negative effects of peers seem to continue after the
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peers themsclves have gone; Betts and Morell (1999 find
that high school peer group characteristics affect
undergraduate grade point average (GPA). Using a
sampie of tenth graders, Gaviria and Raphael (2001) find
strong evidence of peergroup effects at the schoaol level
on drug and alcohol use, cigarette smoking, church
attendance and dropping out of school,

Given the multiple factors contributing to peer

effects, and the interaction between classroom and
neighborhood, it is not surprising that there are
important disagreements among social scientists
regarding the precise magnitude of peer effects and
the groups for whom the effects are largest. Some
researchers find larger effects for disadvantaged
students; others find the opposite, depending on data
set and controls employed. That said, most researchers
believe that peer effects do significantly impact student
achievemnent and, given the extent to which school and
classroom peers are determined by neighborhood
demographic compeosition, the role of neighborhoods
in children’s schooling cannot be underestimated.

Carr and Kutty (2008) argue that heavily minority
neighborhoods present complex environments within
which segregation, both in itsclf and when combined
with poverty, negatively influences children's education
and health. This complexity is particularly germane
given census data revealing that racial segregation has
persisted in most farge U.S. cities during the past

three decades. Jargowsky (1997) estimates that,
between 1970 and 1990, the number of peopie living
in concentrated poverty census tracts, where 40 percent
or more of the residents have incomes below the
federal poverty line, nearly doubled. More than half of
these residents are black, and another guarter are of
Hispanic origin.

And while concentrated poverty declined by many
measures during the 1990s, that trend has seer: a sharp
reversal in recent years, particularly among the working
poor. A receént report from the Brookings Instinution
notes that taxpayers living in areas with high rates of
working poverty increased by 40 percent, or 1.6 mitlion,
between 1999 and 2005, Of the 38 large metropolitan
areas studied, 34 saw increases in concentrated poverty
among working people.’™

Benefits of Living in a Safer, Less
Crime-Prone Area

Other aspects of neighborhoods can significantly affect
children’s education as well. Families living in
nonviolent and safe neighborhoods can reduce a key
source of stress, enabling parents to give their children
more attention, and increasing the odds that the
attention will be more positive, and less restrictive, in
nature. Recent research also suggests that there might
be a positive refationship between a good night's sleep
and 1Q: Living in safe communities that enable children
to work and rest in peaceful conditions might affect
those children’s education through muiltiple pathways.

Effects of Living in Subsidized Housing

For the pust 50 years, the U.S. government has granted
housing assistance 1o low-income familics, with the
number of households assisted rising from 3.2 million in
1977 10 5.7 million in 1997.'"® High-rise public housing
has often come under scathing criticism—detractors
argue that it fosters racial and economic segregation,
leads to higher levels of crime and delinguency, and
hampers educational and labor market outcomes for
people residing therein.*® Evidence that concentrated
poverty brings with it a host of costly social ills kas thus
resulted in 4 policy shift in the past 20 years toward
providing low-income families with housing vouchers
for use in the private market.

An emerging literature in economics and public policy
looks at the overall impact of living in public housing, but
relatively ittle is known about its effect on educational
outcomes, In particular, it is difficult to 2ssess the net
result from potential negative impacts of concentrated
poverty and low-achieving peers versus the likely benefits
of freeing moncey for other uses and strong neighborhood
networks. A subset of this literature analyzes the effects
of housing voucher use based on experimental studics.
Studies show that children in low-income families may
benefit from moving into neighborhoods that are safer,
and that have better schools und role models and
stronger community tietworks. A number of
government housing programs offer families the chance
to move from public housing in high-poverty areas to k
homes in neighborhoods with lower poverty rates. Two
of the most important programs—ihe Gautreaux and
Moving to Opportunity (MTO) projects—have been
extensively evaiuated by researchers.'
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Conclusion

As this report documents, housing affordability and
quality have substantial impacts on young children that
can manifest themseives in a range of ways. Although
there are clear limits to the existing lterature’s ability to
establish causal links berween the effects of housing
affordability and quality on children’s outcomes, the
research to date nonetheless sets out important findings.
Stability is a critical factor in chitdren’s academic
attainment, with multiple moves especially harmful for
children who are already at risk of poor education
outcomes. Living in overcrowded housing, in a home
that is unsafe or unhealthy, or in a nieighborhood with
few resources and/or positive peers and role models can
simjlarly put children on the wrong track carly and keep
thern there,

In many ways, the current foreclosure crisis represents
just one piece af the puzzle. Children whose families
rent in an already tight market are squeezed further as
owners of foreclosed-upon homes are forced to enter
the rental market, or to push their former tenants into it.
The tack of affordable housing that has now become
starkly evident has actually existed as a quict but slowly
growing crisis for more than a decade, with low- and
even moderate-income families forced to make hard
tradeoffs among basic necessities. Purther, families are
increasingly unable to find decent, affordable housing in
safe neighborhoods—-homes that do not trigger asthma
attacks; that do not pose safety hazards due to electric,
plumbing or other malfunctions; and that do not have
broken windows or holes in walls or roofs. The reality
is that large numbers of young children are growing up
in conditions not at all conducive to healthy
development or to later achievement. Both children and
their parents are put under stress by these adverse
conditions and hard choices, straining the relationships
that are particularly critical in children's earliest years.

At the same time, there are several actions society can
take to reverse this bad news, The first is supporting
and enforcing cxisting laws—ivcluding by ensuring that
anti-discrimination measures are strictly enforced and by
compelling landlords and others who own rental
properties to maintain them so that the families who
rent have a decent place to live. A range of policy
options demonstrated to help families with young

children buy wisely, rent affordably and stay in their
homes also merit serious consideration.

There are specific policies that, adopted at the state and
federal levels, would provide a net benefit to society,
without a very longterm wait for the pay-off. State
programs that provide housing assistance and other
supportive services to families at risk of losing their
children to foster care can often prevent the drastic
measure of removing children from their homes.

Such policles wauld not only prevent trauma to the
affected famiiies, but research indicates they could
also avert nearty $2 billion In annual state spending
nationatly, These savings wwould come from resources
that states currently spend on foster care placement and
on later supportive housing services and reunification
efforts, And this estimate does not count the substantial
potential savings from indirect costs associated with
children’s cognitive, emotional and behavioral
difficuities due to removal from their families.

A sccond policy with demonstrated, ajbeit smaller, net
benefits is lead abatement. Given the concentration of
fead among at-risk populations, states should focus their
efforts on identifying the arcas in which housing is most
likely to pose a risk and target initial abatement
programs there.

in addition, there are other policies and interventions
that are poientially cost-beneficial but require more
research. Froviding heusing veuchers to jow-income
families can help them avoid having to do without
food, clothing, heslth care, child care and other
necessities in order to pay for rent. Jt would thus be
very useful to better understand how vouchers are best
allocated, which familics should have priority, and,
perhaps most important, what is the optimal level of
investment in these types of programs, at both the state-
specific and national levels. The MTO and Gautreaux
literature should be carefully assessed to maximize the
benefits (such as living in better neighborhoods and
attending better schools) versus the potential negative
effects (including losing social networks and potentially
disrupting academic progress) of such programs,
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Likewise, additional information about the potential
benefits and negative effects of public housing would
enabie states and the federal government 1o aliocate
resources efficiently and strategically. Finally, given the
strong link between household income and decent
housing, income supports could be increased for
working families with young children to enable them to
improve and stabilize their children’s earliest
environments.

These policy questions and implications hring about
one of the clearest conclusions of this report: Although
we know quite a bit about the impacts of housing on
young children, there is far too much that we do not
know. And, given the breadth and depth of the impact
that hiousing affordability and quality have on children
and on our economic future—Americans will see the
ripple effects of today's housing crisis for 10,25,and 50
years to come—-it is imperative that we fill in those
knowledge gaps. Unfortunately, lack of sufficient
funding for rescarch into these issucs has made it
increasingly difficult 1o obtain such data. This puts
agencics and advocacy groups al a severe disadvantage
in their attempts to help shape policies that can put our
country on a positive path,

Now mare than ever, raising bright, healthy children to
be the thinkers and workers that our nation and
economy need requires giving them and their parents
the necessary tools to help them to grow and thrive,
Today, too many of our nation’s children lack cleaa,
sturdy, affordable homes in saft, stable ncighborhoods. A
combination of solid research and smart investments
will be required to change that rcali‘ty and chart a better
future.

Page 24 | Partnership for America’s Economic Success



Appendix

impacts of Housing on School Attainment

Aspect of
Housing Study/Impact
ity GAQ (1994): 30 percent of poorest children had attended at isast three

differant schools by third grade, compared to only 10 percent of middle-
class children, Biack children are mare than twice as likely as white children
to change schools this often. Rumberger (2003} Mobility linked to
economic failure: students with two or more school changes in previous
year were half as fikely to be proficient in reading as their stable peers, and

mobile third grade siudents were neatly twice as likely a5 their peers who
had not changed schools to perform below grade level in math.

Mehana and Reynolds (2004) meta-analysis of 26 studies (1975-1984):
school mobility associated with decline in elementary school students’
academic performance,

Swansoh and Schneider (1998): school change in final years of high school
significantly decreases rmath achlevement, with effect comparable to
having dropped out altogether,

Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004b): If black students’ average maobility
were reduced to level of their white counterparts, the Increased residential
instability wouid, itself, reduce the black-white test score gap by 14 per
cent. Similarly, reducing the mobility of low-ncome students to that of other
students would eliminate 7 percent of the test-score gap by income.

Howes and Stewart (1987): Children with multiple early child care providers
showed less developed playing capacity, a predictor of Iater school
readiness, and made less progress in first grade (Howes, 1988)than those
with stable care.

Haveman, Wolfe and Spaulding {1991): Assess impact for sample of
children of multiple moves on odds of high school graduation, Excess
mobility among strongest predictors of lower school attainment—along with
family income and parents’ ievel of educational attainment—and moves
have strongest impact when they happen early, With no focation moves,
predicted probability that child in the sampie will graduate high school 1s 88
percent; three jocation moves at any polnt prior to graduation decrease
probability to 80 percent. if the three moves happen during adolescence
{ages 12- 15), odds drop to 74 percent, and if they happen between ages 4
and 7, the odds drop to just 71 percent.
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Aspect of
Housing Study/Lmpact
' Kerbow (1986): In typical Chicago elementary school, only 46percent of
children who started in a given year were stift in the school four years later. in
most mobite Chicago schools, teachers’ difficultly pacing instruction and
need for frequent review mean that, by fifth grade, highly mobile schools tag
alinost an entire grade level behind the more stable schools.

Rumberger et al (1999): Average student test scores for noh-robile students
significantly Jower in high schools with high student mobility rates, '

Affprdability, Yeung, Linver, and Brooks-Gunn (2002): “Economic hardship [e.g,, having to
Other Basics work two jubs to pay for housing] diminishes parental abiiities to provide
wartn, responsive parenting.”

caldwell and Bradley (1884): Reducing housing burden may facilitate
greater parental involvernent in children's education, a key input in chiid

cognitive development.

H’ﬁi“ﬁé " s L Aaronson (2000): hemeownership, controlling for several other factors,

owrership Including income, positively correlated with high school graduation by age
19, but some of effect likely due to difficult-to-measure family
characteristics, and much of homeownership effect due te homeowners'
lower residential mobility rates, E.g., marginal impact of living in ownet-
oceupled housing on odds of high school graduation is 9.6percent, but that
declines to about Spercent when effects of prior years' recent mobility,
residential stabllity controlied for.

Braconi (2001} homeownership statistically significantly positively correlated
with high school completion for boys {but not for girls), based on New York
City data from 1991, 1993 and 1995, Boyie (2002), Galster et al. (2003}
hotme ownership associated with odds of high school completion.

Conley (20041): homeownership {positive) and household crowding
(negative) have significant effects on children’s educational attainment, net
of socloeconamic factors, Green and White {1897): homeownership
assosiated with children staying in school longer, even when controliing for
other family traits that may independently affect outcomes.

Evahs et al. (1298 residential overcrowding correlated with delayed
cognitive development, lower reading skills, and behavioral problems

among school-age children.
Braconi (2001): overcrowding in sample New York familles sighificantly
correlated with lower high schoo! graduation.
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Aspect of
Housing -

Study/Impact

Guality .

{Braconi 2001): negative, statistically significant correlation between
general housing quality and odds of graduating from high schooi,
controlling for effects of overcrowding,.

Lubelt and Brennan (2007) and Vandivere et al. {2006): The hreversible
effects of lead poisoning include reduced 1Qs, impalred growth and
neurological development, and behavior probiems. Lanphear et al. (2000):
Jead poisoning associated with decreases in reading and math scores.

Rothstein {(2005): asthma attacks triggered by poor housing quality make
children more jikely 1o miss school and to be inattentive when at school,
Kinhey et al. {2002): asthma Is a leading cause of school absences.

Melghbotheod,/
pear effects

Crane (1991): when proportion of residents in managertal or professional
jobs fell below Bpercent, high school dropout rate increased,

(Brooks-Gunn et al, 1993; Clark 1892; Connell and Halpern-Feisher 1997,
Enstninge, Lamkin, and Jacobson 1896): all find that the percentage of
atfiuent neighbors is positively related to schoo! achievernent and completion

Harris (1998): among environmental factors studied, peer effects have
biggest impact on outcomes, and both positive and negative effects of
peers continue after peers are gone.

Gaviria and Raphael (2001): strong evidence among sample of fenth
graders of peer-group effects on drug, alcohol, and cigarette use, church
attendance, dropping out of school.

Kaufman and Rosenbaum (1992): Among famities who, as part of
Gautreaux project, moved from innercity Chicago to suburbs, participating
children substantially more likely to complete high school, take college-
track courses, attend college, be employed and work In better paying jobs,
compared o those who remained in inner<ity schools,
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Endnotes
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This study is concerned only with the direct relationships
berween housing and education from a microcconomic point
of view, Note that, from a macrocconemic point of view
there are welk-documented effects of the housing sector and
the affordability of housing on economic development,
including state fiscal conditions, economic growth and com-
petitiveness, and infrastructare development. See the issue
brief published by the National Governors Association
(Houstoun 2004) for a discussion on this topic and for a sum-
mary of recent policy initiatives of states across the nation in
this regard.

"“Mect the New Neighbors” (2008).

Rothstein (2007).

National Low Income Housing Coalition (2008).

Low-income is defined here as a family whose income is
below 200 percent of the poverty threshoid, (Child Trends
2000).

Eckliolm (20083).

National Low Income Housing Coalition (2004).

The Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University
(2003).

National Low Income Housing Coalition (2008)..

Rothstein (2008). }

Ohio Department of Job and Family Services (2608),
According to HUD, FMRS are gross estimates that “include the
shelter rent phus the cost of ali tenant-paid utilitics, except
telephones, cable or surellite television service, and Internet
service. HUD sets FMRs to assure that 2 salficient suppiy of
rental housing is available to program participants, To accom-
plish this objective, FMRs must be both high enough to per-
it 2 selection of urits 2nd neighborhoods and low enough
to serve as many low-incorme families as possible. The fevel at
which FMRs are set is expressed as a pereentile point within
the rent distribution of standard-quality rental housing units.
The current definition used is the 40th percentiie rent, the
dollar armount below which 40 percent of the standard-guati-
ty rental housing units arc rented. The 40th percentile rent is
drawn from the disteibution of rents of all units occupied by
recent movers (renter households who moved to their pres-
ent residence within the past 15 months).”
hLtp://WWW.h‘uduscr.Org/dm:ascts/fmr.html.

National Low Income Housing Coalition (2008, p. 13).
Narional Low lncome Housing Coalition (2008, p. 5»

U.5. GAD {1594), Rumberger (2003).

The studies are dated between 1975 and 1994.

Scanlon and Devine (2001, p. 125,

Hanushek, Kain and Rivkin (2004b),

Howes and Stewart (1987).

Howes (1988).

Pribesh and Downey (1999), Swanson and Schncider {1999).
Rosenbaum et al. (19933,

Galster (200%).

South and Haynie (2004).

Mehanz and Reynolds (2004), Schafft £20023, Bartlett (19973
See, ¢.p., Swanson and Schneider €19993 and Jacob (2004).
Braconi (2061).

Rumberger (2002), Tucker, Marx, and Long (1998), Astone and
McLapanan (1994).

Tucker, Marx, and Long (1998).

Jacob (2004).

Cooke (2007).

Kid's Mobility Project (1998).

Bartletz (1997).

Kerbow (1996).

Fowler-Finn (2001},
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Rothstein (2004).

Rhodes (2005, 2006), Kerbow, Azcoitiz, and Buell (2003),
Schafft (2002), and Crowiey (2003).

Rumberger ey al. (1999).

Azronson {2000},

Eckholm (2008b3,

Yeung, Linver, and Brooks-Gunn (2002, p. 1862).

Caldwell and Bradley (1984).

Johaston (2008).

See the appendix for more details on housing cost and how
it burdens working class and low-income families.

See, e.g., Rafferty, Shing, and Weitzman (20604), Israel, Urberg,
and Toro (2001}, Masten, Miliotis, Graham-Bermane, Ramirez,
& Neemann (1993), and Zicsemer, Marcoux, and Marwell
(1994).

Homes for the Homeless, Figure 2,p.2,

Accosding to Hunter, Willis, and Foscarinis (1997), 70 percent
of eligible homeless children do not attend preschool. See
also National Law Center on Homelessness znd Poverty
(19975.

In their study of more than 8,000 homeless New York City
children, Park, Metraux, Brodbar, and Culhanc (2004) find thar
one i four of the children studied had been involved with
child protegtive services cither before or after their stay in a
shelter, See also Cuthane, Webb, Grim, Metraux, and Culhane
(2003).

See Bracani (20071}, Ernst and Foscatinis {1995) and the
National Law Center on Homelessaess and Poverty (1 995).
The McKinncy-Vento Homeless Assistance Act of 1986 is 2
federal law that provides federal money for shelter programs
for the homeless. The Act ensures homeless children trans-
portation to and from school, free of charge, allowing families
1o choose the school that they want to attend, regardless of
the district in which the famity resides, The Act further
requires schools to register homeless children even if they
lack notratly required documents, such as immunization
records ot proof of residence. Aithough the McKinney Act
has hetped to alieviate many of the educational barriers faced
by homeless children, these children are still at 2 significant
educational disadvantage (National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty 2000).

Harburger and White (2004).

From Harburper and White (2004),Table 1, Compuarison of
Cost Savings, at pp.503-304, All costs reported in miliions of
dotlars and rounded 1o the nearest tonith,

The instrumental variables estimates are slightly smaller, but
the general picture is the same,

Galster (2003) found that children whose families never
awned their home were less likely to graduate from high
school compured with stedents who spent half of their first
18 years in homes owned by their parents.

Some authors belicve that most of the difference is attributa-
ble o unmeasured differences berween homeowners and
reniers. Although a plausible hypothesis, the reguiarity and
consistency of the effects found in the literature suggest that
a sinificant part of the effect may be causzl.

When he controls for the fraction of years moved between
ages seven and 16, aboui half of the homeownership effect
disappeared.

See, €.8., Brody, Ge, and Conger (2001), Elliot, Wilson, and
Huizinga (1996), Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley
(2002) znd Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997,
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Homeownership has been linked with adults’ satisfaction
with their home and with overall life satisfaction, higher seif-
esteem, and perceived control over life (for reviews of the lit-
erature, see Bochm and Schiottmann 1999, Cairncy 2003;
Rohe, VanZandt, snd McCarthy 20003, as well as with Jower
rates of psychological distress in general (Cairney and Boyle
2004; Ross, Reynolds, and Geis 2000).

An interesting point here is the role played by favorable tax
policy toward homeowners, The mortgage interest deduction
aliowed for homeowners ensures that they have more money
on the table, refatively speaking, compared with 2 reater of 2
similacly valued home. If renters were allowed similar tix
sreatment for their housing payments, they Loo might have
more disposable income availuble o invest in their chitdren's
education and health,

Evans, Saegert, and Harris (2007).

Thid,

Conley (2001 at p.11.

Eviins et al. {1998) and Sacgert (1982).

Ross, Reynolds, and Geis (2000,

Measures of crowding might sometimes differ from study to
study=-Ffor example, Some MERSUTES COURL PErsans per room
rather than persons per sguare foot--and flaws in proper
mensurement cun kead to biased results. Further, as men-
tioned, some of the studies may simply show an association
berween crowding and poor outcomes, not @ causal relation-
ship, It may be, for instance, that the muitiple challenges
frced by families both force them to live in crowded housing
and lead to worse educational outcomes. In this case, it may
he those other factors, rather than the crowding itself, thag
actually causes the poor outcomes.

See Evans et al. (1998) and Evans, Saegert, and Harris 2001,
in her study using the American Housing Survey, Kutey (1999
that room density (persons per roern) had 2 negative cffect
on the likelihood of a dwelling being of adequate quality.
Breysse et al. {2004).

Factors that can lcad to such diseases include structural con-
ditions relating ro building quality and maintenance, safery
hazards, functional systems (for exampic, ventitation, smoke
alarms heating/cooling, plumbing) or environmental toxing
including lead, asbestos and neurotoxins.

Braconi (2001),

Evans et al. (2000,

Sacgert and Evans (2003).

Eckhotm (2067),

Alternate data sources suggest that 2s many as 3.6 percent of
children under age 6 may have clevated blood lead Jevels
(Child Trends Databank 2003).

Jacobs et al. (2002, Table 5, p. AGO2),

See references cited in Lubell and Brennan {2007) and
vandivere et al. {2006}

Beflinger and Needleman {2003).

Lead poisoning has also been argued to cause social and emo-
tional problems such as artention deficit disorders and behav-
ioral problems (Bellinger ot al. 1994),

CDE data from 1999 to 2002 show that, among all children
ages one to five, 4.4 percent had jead levels at or above 10
ug/dl, but varied wremendously by race, with just 2.3 percent
of white and 4 percent of Mexican-American children, but
11.2 percent of black non-Hispanic children at clevated jev-
els. A 2002 study of Kentucky children found higher rates of
elevated biood iead levels among children in housing velued
less than $50,000 and those in neighborhoods with a high
pereentage (at least G0 percent) of non-owner residences
than among other children (Kim et al. 2002).

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency (2003).

Hsu (20083,
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“CDC finds source of FEMA trailer health probiems” (2008).
Breysse ot al. (2004,

Child Trends Databank (2003).

Brunckreef gt al. (1989),

Rothstein (20042, p. 40).

Kinney et al. {2002).

Fernandez (2007).

Hood (2005).

Vandivere et al. (20063

See, 2.2, Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, and Aber (19972), Brooks-
Gunn, Duncan, and Aber (1997h3, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn
(20009, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2003a), Poplkin, Eiserman,
and Cove (2604), Braconi (2001) and Rosenbaum (1393).
See Jencks and Meyer (1990 Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn
{2000). .

Duncan and BrooksGunn (1999); Furstcnberg et al. {1999);
Tolan et al, (2004).

Joint Center for Political and Economic Srudies, (2004),
Molnar et al, (2004).

LISC (2007).

Srrith and Hurr (2007).

Hood (2005).

Ehicn and Turner {1997).

Kling, Licbman, and Katz (2005).

Cohen, et al., (2003).

Gulster und Santiago (2006).

Crane (1991) found that when the rate of residents eimployed
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__supportive housing update

Connecticut Supportive Housing Demonstration Program
Evaluation Report Highlights

The Connecticut Supportive Housing Demonstration Program was initiated in June 1992 by the State of
Connecticut and the Corporation for Supportive Housing. Between 1993 and 1998, the program financed the
deveiopment of 281 units of affordable, service-enriched rental housing for homeless and at-risk populations,
many of whom were coping with mental iliness, histories of substance addiction, or HIV/AIDS. This
demonstration also evaluated the success of the program, to determine whether the supportive housing
model that had already been tested on a large scale in New York City and Chicago would work in the mid-
sized cities and smalier communities of Connecticut.

A 2002 program evaiuation, conducted by an independent evaluation team including researchers from The
Center for Mental Health Policy and Services Research of the University of Pennsylvania Health Care
Systemn, found that supportive housing created positive outcomes for tenants while decreasing their use of
acute and expensive health services. In addition, property values in the neighborhoods surrounding the
supportive housing have increased or remained steady since the projects were developed. In shorf,
supportive housing is a cost-effective use of Connecticut's resources to build healthy homes and
communities for homeless and at-risk persons and families around the state.

Some of the major findings from this third and final report of the program evaluation include:

Tenant Characteristics
» 444 people entered the housing as tenants in the nine Demonstration Program housing
developments between June 1996 and February 2001.

e 351 tenants responded to an initial survey prior to the end of February 2001,
These surveys revealed the following:
e 34% of the surveyed tenants are women, 66% are men
e Average age on entry into housing is 43 years
e 78% were homeiess at some point in their lives
o Only 38% had lived independently in the time immediately before entering housing
In the two years prior {o entry into the housing:
s 23% spent some time in jail or prison
38% had been hospitaiized for health reasons
39% received mental health ireatment
34% received detox services
29% were employed

Medicaid Data

Evaluators looked at Medicaid records to identify tenants’ service utilization during the two years before and
the three years after entering the housing. For the 126 Medicaid-eligible tenants who entered the housing
and stayed in the housing for three years, the study found that they:

Decreased their utilization of restrictive and expensive health services:
e 71% decrease in the average Medicaid reimbursement per tenant using medical inpatient
services.
Increased their usage of less expensive ongoing and preventive health care:
e These included services such as home health care, outpatient mental health and substance
abuse services, and medical and dental services
e The number of tenants using medical or behavioral health outpatient services also increased
after entering the housing, showing a peak at one year into their tenancy

for Supportive Housin




Connecticut Supportive Housing Demonstration Program
Evaluation Report Highlights

Tenant Outcomes
Tenants who entered supportive housing prior to January 1998 and stayed housed for at least three years
reporied the following at the time of their 36-month survey:

s High levels of functioning: 89% reported becoming more independent; 90% said they performed the
activities of daily fiving ‘very well’ or 'ok’.

83% reported their health as good to fair

Levels of satisfaction with all aspects of the housing and services are high.

Tenant income increased: average income increased from $500 fo $639 monthiy

Two-thirds of tenants reported being employed or in education and training programs

The majority of tenants in the sample see their current housing situation as desirable for the present,
but also as a stepping stone to another type of living situation. Only a third of the surveyed tenants
said they planned to live in their building permanently.

Project Financial Stability

This portion of the study analyzed the financial stability of the nine housing projects, all of which had been in
operation for at least 30 months as of February 2001: Liberty Commons in Middletown; Hudson View
Commons and Mary Seymour Apartments in Hartford; Crescent and Fairfield Apartments in Bridgeport;
Colony and Atiantic Park Apartments in Stamford: Cedar Hill Apariments in New Haven; Brick Row
Apartments in Willimantic. Key findings of the analysis include:

» Al nine projects are financially stable; seven of the nine are exceeding their original operating
projections.
Occupancy rates are high—vacancy rates range from only 1% to 12%.

» Turnover rates are low, ranging from 7% to 21%, indicating that property management has been able
to keep tenancy stable and the flow of rental income steady.

Impact on Property Values and Economic Benefits .

Evaluators analyzed sales of commercial bulidings in each of the projects’ immediate neighborhood,
including apartment, retail and office properties, that occurred from just prior to the completion of the
supportive housing projects (1996-1 998) to the March 2002. They found that:

« Neighborhood property values increased for gight of the nine projects:
e The neighborhood surrounding Mary Seymour Apartments in Hartford experienced a five-fold
increase in property values.
« Property values doubled in the neighborhoods of Liberty Commons in Middletown, Crescent
Apartments in Bridgeport, and Cedar Hitl Apartments in New Haven. .
e Property values increased by more than 30% in the neighborhoods of Hudson View Commons,
Colony Apartments, Brick Row Apartments, and Fairfield Apartments.
e Where property values were highest (Atlantic Park Apartments in Stamford), neighborhood property
values remained stable.
¢ The majority of neighbors and nearby business owners report that neighborhoods fook better or
much better than before the projects were built.”
« Development of the projects yielded $72 miltion in direct and indirect economic and fiscal benefits to
Connecticut communities.”

Copies of the evaluation report are available through the Corporation for Supportive Housing, 129
Church Street, Suite 608, New Haven CT 06510, or through our web site at www.csh.org.

*This data is contained in the October 1988 report,
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